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Government and the Freedom of the Press:

An 11-year Content Analysis of Three Croatian Newspapers

Publication No. ____________

Ivana Segvic, Ph.D.
The University of Texas at Austin, 2003

Supervisor:  Maxwell McCombs

This study explored 11 years of Croatian press by coupling historical, political

and media history with a content analysis of three Croatian newspapers and

interviews with editors.  Findings revealed that the relationship between government

and media, though tumultuous, was parallel in terms of transition.  Between 1990 and

2000, Croatia had three different forms of government.  This study showed that the

media traveled through three periods as well:  The “Tumultuous Media” period

(1990-1994) where censorship was present, yet not completely a component of the

media; the “Veil of Censorship” period (1995-1998) during which time censorship

was suffocating the media; and the “Recovery Period” (1999-2000), where with the

rule of Croatia’s new president, Stipe Mesic, the media began to experience more

freedom.
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Findings indicated that the three newspapers significantly differed in their

reporting of the government, supporting the hypotheses that each of the newspapers

would respectively fall into one of the following categories:  pro-government, anti-

government and neutral.

Building upon Siebert, Peterson and Schramm’s (1973) Four Theories of the

Press, this study discovered that rather than attempting to categorize a post-

communist country into one of the four theories, a new theory could more

appropriately be applied—one that is not as totalitarian as the Authoritarian or Soviet-

Communist theories, yet also not as moderate or tolerant as the Libertarian or Social

Responsibility theories.   The “Post-Communist Theory of the Press”—a theory of

transition—surfaced as one that could more easily and appropriately be applied in the

case of Croatia and perhaps other post-communist countries as well.
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Chapter One

While international journalism research has evolved a great deal over the last

several decades, certain areas of the world remain sparsely explored.  One such area

is Central-Eastern Europe; and, one country in particular that has avoided much

attention when it comes to journalism is Yugoslavia.

In 1990, the six republics that constituted “Yugoslavia,” or “the Land of the

South Slavs,” began to crumble.  The seams that had held variations of the republics

together for more than 80 years tore and five new countries (Slovenia, Croatia,

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia and Montenegro, and Macedonia) were formed.  The

history of Yugoslavia is a tale of ethnic, cultural and religious diversity, suppressed

nationalism and rigid government control. Yugoslavia was a simmering pot of

tension, which had been prevented from boiling by the iron, cold cover of Josip Broz

Tito’s 40-year rule until his death in 1980.  The political ramifications that resulted

were ones tainted in hues of patriotism, nationalism, economic turmoil and

government censorship of media.  And, it is the media that played a central role in

much of the relations between the government and the actions of the new countries

that were born out of the bloodshed in Yugoslavia.  The media primarily became a

tool of propaganda for the government and were suffocated by censorship and self-

censorship that resulted from the pressure of the new regimes.

For most of the last decade, the region—once known as Yugoslavia—was

plagued by sporadic war and change.  Consequently, the 11-year period between 1990
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and 2000 serves as an extremely vital and significant period in the country’s history.

It is difficult to generalize about media in “former Yugoslavia” since each of the

republics had its own specific journalistic philosophies, and more importantly,

different forms of government control over the media.  Instead of attempting to

conduct a study of a broad nature about the “former Yugoslav” press, it may be more

insightful, realistic and valuable to focus on a specific country/republic within

“former Yugoslavia.”  That is the aim of this dissertation—to explore the

development of the press in Croatia during this eventful and historic 11-year period in

which the country experienced the following three forms of government:  In 1990 and

1991 Croatia was still a socialist republic within Yugoslavia; most of the ‘90s (mid-

to-late 1990s) were governed by the rule of the HDZ (Croatian Democratic Union),

with Franjo Tudjman as the president until his death in December 1999; finally, for

the last three years, Stipe Mesic has been the president of Croatia under the HNS

(Croatian National Party).

The media in Croatia have existed under three forms of government and,

moreover, three forms of censorship.  And it is the exploration of that relationship

that is the core of this dissertation.

It is essential to comprehend that in Croatia the government and the media

have had a volatile relationship.  The media were either the supporting vessel, riding

the government’s tidal wave of propaganda, or the unsettled tempest rising in protest

against the government and administration.  This intriguing relationship played out on

newspaper pages, television screens and radio broadcasts.  The results were left for
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citizens to discern:  Were the media reporting fairly; merely blindly supporting the

government; or plainly opposing in earnest dissent and protest?  The purpose of this

dissertation is not to discover the answer to this question, for it is one that presumably

can be answered only subjectively.  The purpose is to discover what the media were

reporting, in regard to the government, how they were reporting it, and whether their

reporting style changed during the three administrations within Croatia during this

11-year period.

In order to penetrate the thus-far sparsely explored Croatian media, this study,

through a content analysis, will examine three Croatian newspapers—the two dailies

Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija, and the weekly and quite outspoken Feral

Tribune—over the significant 11-year period (1990-2000) in Croatia’s history.

Furthermore, in-depth interviews with managing editors who work for these three

newspapers should provide additional qualitative perspectives on the situation of

censorship, reporting and journalistic freedom within Croatia.

While the ultimate purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between

the Croatian press and government, a prerequisite in examining this connection is a

skeletal outline of Croatia’s history, its association to Yugoslavia (and birth from

Yugoslavia) as well as a detailed exploration of nationalism that will later be shown

to have played a significant role in the rapport between the media and government.

Thus, before beginning to plunge into the tunnel of this 11-year period of

transformation, this dissertation will explore the mother country—Yugoslavia—and

examine how history, or the past, helped shape the recent present.
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An abridged history of Yugoslavia and Croatia since 1990

The war in “former Yugoslavia” that lasted from 1991 through 1995 displaced

at least 3.5 million people out of a pre-war population of 23 million (Judah, 1997).

Tim Judah, in his book The Serbs:  History, Myth and the Destruction of Yugoslavia,

argues that there has been nothing similar to this war since World War II.

The history of Yugoslavia is one colored with various cultures and religions

and ravaged by many wars.  Even the situation in Kosovo, which took place in 2001,

is one that cuts deep into the region’s history—back to 1389 and the Battle of Kosovo

Polje (Kosovo Field) where Serbs were defeated by the Turks.  “To the Serbs,

Kosovo is not just a piece of land, it is the sacred land, where they lost their terrestrial

empire….” (Banac, 1992, p. 174).  This moment in time ignited the flame for a

century of Ottoman bondage.

While the history of Yugoslavia is extensive, in this section I will only explore

a few significant historical events and figures (mostly dealing with the eruption of

nationalism, since it is nationalism that not only could be cited as one of the

explanations for the death of Yugoslavia, but also, as stated earlier, was a powerful

undercurrent in the relationship of the government and media).

Many theories exist about the migration of Slavs to the region that once was

Yugoslavia.  Ivo Banac (1984) says that in the 6th century the Slavs entered the

region, while the Croats came from “beyond Bavaria.”  Others (Judah, 1997) have

argued the Slavs migrated from the land between the Danube and Carpathian

mountains.
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Croatia specifically, was settled by the Croats in the 7th century.  Its history is

one tainted by various battles for self-government.  In 925 A.D., they defeated the

Byzantine and Frankish invaders and established their own kingdom, until 1091 A.D.,

when the country was conquered by Hungarians.  In 1526, the Hungarians were

defeated by Turks, and Croatia was dominated by Ottoman rule until the end of the

17th century.  However, the Croats, who were 80 percent Catholic, were able to

preserve their religion even during the centuries of Muslim rule.  When the Austro-

Hungarian kingdom was established in 1867, Croatia, along with Slovenia, became a

part of Hungary—until the collapse of the empire in 1918.

Croatia’s determination for self-rule continued to be apparent.  On Oct. 29,

1918, Croatia proclaimed its independence.  On Dec. 1 of the same year, the

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was formed.  However, Croatia’s desire for

independence was not satisfied.   According to Dragutin (1997), the reason for this

was Serbian hegemony.  “In this new state, non-Serb peoples were deprived of their

national rights and had greater taxes imposed upon them, all financial investments

made in Serbia and all of the governments, ministers and generals were

approximately 90 percent Serbian” (p. 6).  It was here that Croatian nationalism

began to thrive and soon Croatian nationalists began to pursue their agendas.  One of

the most dominant nationalistic figures of Croatian nationalism was Ante Starcevic

who lived in the late 19th century.  He firmly believed in Croatia’s independence and

was known as the “spiritual” father of the NDH (Independent State of Croatia) and

also the “father” of modern Croatian nationalism.
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In 1929, the year that the “Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes” was

renamed the “Kingdom of Yugoslavia,” Ante Pavelic formed the extremist Ustashe

Croatian Liberation Movement in Zagreb which aimed, “’with all means

possible—including armed uprising—to liberate Croatia from alien rule and establish

a completely free and independent state over the whole of its nation and historic

territory.’  The declaration went on to say that the Ustashe would ‘fight to ensure that

in the Croatian state only the Croatian nation would rule’” (Tanner, 1997, p. 125).

The goal of the revolutionary “Ustashe” (Uprisers) was to destroy the Serbian state

and attain independence.  Pavelic promised to liberate Croatia, even if violence and

mass uprisings were the means.  Simultaneously, Croatia’s Peasant movement

attempted to achieve the same end; but, through non-violent measures.  In 1939, an

agreement was signed.  This agreement made Croatia a semi-autonomous “Banovina”

(regional unit ruled by a “ban” or governor) with ties to Yugoslavia only through the

crown, postal system, foreign affairs ministry and military establishment.

The year 1941 brought about Hitler’s invasion of Yugoslavia.  Underground

Ustashe joined forces with the Axis and on April 10, 1941, proclaimed the

“Independent State of Croatia.”

The NDH, Independent State of Croatia, was founded by Ante Pavelic, an

attorney and politician from Zagreb.  He first established ties with Mussolini’s

government, emigrated to Italy and then returned to Croatia, with no more than 300

supporters to assume the title of Poglavnik, or “chief” of the NDH.  The nationalistic

tendencies of the NDH and Ustasha extremists (or nationalists) propelled the NDH to
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a movement of terrorism, murder and genocide.  The simple goal of the nationalistic

fanatics of the NDH was to exterminate the Serbs within the territory.  Many Serbs

fled, others converted to the Catholic faith, and many were killed.  In one of the most

villainous incidents during the NDH reign, on August 5, 1941, approximately 1,200

Serbs from the villages surrounding Glina came to this Croatian town.  They were

dressed in their Sunday worship attire and were prepared to convert to Catholicism.

Instead of conversion, they were locked inside the church and killed by the Ustasha.

The NDH also set up concentration campus.  Serbs were required to wear arm

bands that classified them as Serbs.  The most infamous of the concentration camps

during this notorious period in Croatia’s history was the camp of Jasenovac, on the

border of Croatia and Bosnia.  In all likelihood it will never be known how many

Serbs, Gypsies and Jews were brutally murdered in Jasenovac.  The Serbs claim as

many as one million, while the Croats, specifically Franjo Tudjman claimed 30,000

were killed at Jasenovac.  The number is most likely somewhere in the middle, but

more emotive than the actual number killed at Jasenovac was the memory of the

camp and NDH which was forever tattooed in the hearts and minds of Serbs.

While Chetniks (Serb nationalists or extremists) did respond to the brutality

and committed their own crimes as well, the NDH will always remain as a painful

thorn in the history of Serbs and Croats.  “… the Ustashe carried out a ruthless

campaign of genocide and terror….  Such brutal policies provoked a strong defensive

or reactive ultranationalism on the part of the generally persecuted Serbian

population, many of whom became actively involved in the Chetnik guerrilla
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movement (often guilty of reciprocal atrocities against Croats and Moslems)….”

(Cohen, 1995, p. 21).  Furthermore, when the war of the 1990s erupted and Croatia

became an independent state yet again, many Serbs were angered to see former NDH

symbols, such as the checkered shield and “Kuna” currency revived in the “new”

Croatia.

On May 9, 1945, two days after the Germans surrendered, the NDH ceased to

exist.  “The Croatian State was destroyed; her leaders fled or were hung by the victors

(Tito and his Partisans); and hundreds of thousands of Croatians who had in one way

or another supported the Croatian State, if only as a private in the army, were

executed or sentenced to long terms of prison and forced labor” (McAdams, 1991, p.

4).

Between 1941 and 1945, while the NDH was going through its life cycle, a

new Yugoslavia was taking shape.  In 1945, the monarchy was abolished and the

Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia was born.  Its leader was Josip Broz Tito,

who ruled the country from its creation until his death in 1980.  A dictator, Tito

believed in the idea of “Brotherhood and Unity,” for a united Yugoslavia, one where

ethnicity was not a factor—a kind of Three (or six, in this case) Musketeers

philosophy of “All for one and one for all.”  While Tito united all of the republics

through a firm dictatorship and kept the busting seams of a unified Yugoslavia from

tearing, the 1950s and 1960s saw yet another wave of dissatisfaction.

Economic exploitation became more severe as billions of dinars
were taken from Croatia to support the poorer ‘republics.’
Croatians though well educated and highly trained, often could not
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find jobs and were forced to leave their homeland….  At first, they
left illegally and often lost all of their personal property as a result.
Later the Yugoslav government lifted travel restrictions in order to
encourage more Croatians to leave the country.  Tito knew that
those who left would usually send money back to their families;
hard currency which Yugoslavia could and did tax heavily
(McAdams, 1991, p.9).

Furthermore, McAdams (1991) adds that the Croatian language was replaced

by  “Serbo-Croatian,” and several Croatian newspapers and publishing houses were

closed.  “The goal was to create a Yugoslav nation of Yugoslav people speaking a

Yugoslav language:  all based on the Serbian model” (p. 10).  No one appeared to be

satisfied.  The Serbs, according to Banac (1992) saw this as the upset of Serbian

hegemony.  And Tito, being part Slovene and part Croat, “had the need to stroke Serb

national sensitivities” (p. 171).

The frustration on the Croatian end led to a reaction.  Movements, such as the

1967 Croatian Spring (or Maspok) surfaced.  This movement, comprised of leading

writers and intellectuals representing nearly 20 cultural organizations and academic

institutions within Croatia, argued for a revival of independent activity.  It resulted in

a new cry for a Croatian national and ethnic identity.  On March 15, 1967, the group

created The Declaration Concerning the Name and Position of the Croatian

Language.  Written by the Croatian Writer’s Club (which included the mayor of

Zagreb, famed Croatian writer Miroslav Krleza and Franjo Tudjman, a former general

and future president of an independent Croatia), the declaration attacked the growth

of the Serb language and suppression of the Croat language.  The document had two

goals:  Equality of the four languages (Slovenian, Croatian, Serbian and Macedonian)
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with laws and acts which are published in all four languages; and, the use of the

Croatian language in schools and media within the Republic of Croatia.  Even if only

momentary, the press began to publish freely in regard to history, economy and

language and writers felt a sense of confidence about openly expressing their views of

history.  Rallies were held; Croatian nationalistic songs were sung; the Croat Coat of

Arms emerged from its hidden depths of the Ustashe movement.

However, Tito saw this as independent rather than unified nationalism seeping

through the cracks in the socialist dam he had built around Yugoslavia.  The

nationalistic movement would not last long.  The Croatian Spring was soon

“forcefully crushed at the end of 1971, as thousands of Croats were imprisoned, killed

or forced into emigration” (Dragutin, 1997, p. 7).  This was part of Tito’s plan to keep

Yugoslavia together.  Furthermore, on Dec. 1, 1971, Tito met with Croatian leaders

and “accused the entire leadership of the Croatian Communists of being ‘rotten

liberals’ and called for their removal.  Tito called for the complete ‘cleansing’ of the

universities, the destruction of the cultural organization Matica Hrvatska, and a purge

of the Croatian press” (McAdams, 1991, p. 14).  By the beginning of the following

year, nearly all leadership in Croatia had been removed or had resigned.

Enforcing the doctrine of ‘Brotherhood and Unity,’ he (Tito)
carried out purges of Serbs, Croats and Muslims, Slovenes,
Macedonians and Albanians, balancing his repression of any one
nation against that of the others.  Nationalists were forced into
exile, where they nurtured their resentment in expatriate
communities that proved fertile breeding grounds for extreme
nationalism.  Or they were jailed (Silber and Little, 1995, p. 29).
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Until Tito’s death, Yugoslavia managed to function.  One must commend the

dictator for managing to mend the borders of the opposing republics and sustain his

vision of the “Brotherhood and Unity”-focused Yugoslavia.  However, one must also

suspect that Tito clearly envisioned the future, and what might become of Yugoslavia

after his passing.  In 1970, he devised a plan that was to be implemented upon his

death—a plan that was to secure a harmonious leadership for Yugoslavia.  Be it a

vain, egotistical belief that no single person could replace him, or a realistic vision

that Yugoslavia was in need of leadership no single person could provide, Tito’s plan

required an envoy from each of the republics with a revolving presidency.

… Tito created a hopelessly inefficient inheritor of his mantle:  the
collective head of state which was to replace him was an eight-
member presidency, comprising one representative from each of
the six republics, and one from each of Serbia’s two autonomous
provinces, Vojvodina and Kosovo.  The presidency of this body
would rotate annually between its members.  As head of state, the
eight-member presidency was also commander-in-chief of the
army (Silber and Little, 1995, p. 29).

For nearly 10 years after his death, Tito continued to live in Yugoslavia through his

personal plan and vision for the country.  However, such a complex eight-President

government could not last long, nor could nationalism from the republics be anchored

in the notion of brotherhood and unity any longer.  And, Croatia was not the only

republic fueling the flames of nationalism.

In 1981, nationalist protests by Albanians enveloped Kosovo with the

argument that Serbs and Montenegrians had privileged positions in the province.

These were nationalistic sentiments that resurfaced from 1968.  Serbs, on the other



12

hand, argued they were suffering genocide under the hands of the Albanian

nationalists.  A group called the Committee of Serbs and Montenegrins “sought to

ignite Serb emotions.  They told tales of woe, of being forced to move under pressure,

of rapes and harassment” (Silber and Little, 1995, p. 35).  Furthermore, the Serbs had

their own nationalistic figures to look to for assistance.  Serbian nationalism had deep

roots, stemming from St. Sava, a Serbian champion who, in 1219, attained autonomy

for the Serbian National Orthodox church and is known for founding the Serbian

statehood and national identity.  Many others followed, but few who were as vital to

Serbian nationalism as Vuk (Wolf) Karadzic.  According to Judah (1997), Karadzic

was a direct influence on new nationalism among Serbs.

His ideas were to influence the development of a Greater Serbian
ideology for many generations to come.  The thrust of his
argument was that Slavs of the region were not different peoples,
but rather one people divided by religion—that is Orthodoxy,
Catholicism and Islam.  While the Orthodox mostly called
themselves Serbs, the problem with the people of the other
confession was that they would not recognize the fact that they too
were Serbs (p. 61).

 Djordje Petrovic is yet another Serbian nationalist who is credited for coining the

famous Serbian statement or symbol of the four C’s in Cyrillic which stand for:

“Only Unity Saves the Serbs”—a strong nationalistic symbol which emerged in the

war of the 1990s, especially within the extremist Chetniks.  More recently, Vuk

Draskovic emerged as yet another key nationalist in Serbia.  In 1982 he published a

novel called The Knife, in which he described Bosnian Muslim violence against the

Serbs—a topic which was taboo in the land of “Brotherhood and Unity.”
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Of course the most infamous Serbian nationalist was Slobodan Milosevic.

“As head of the party organization in Belgrade (1984-1986), he quickly gained

notoriety as a strong advocate of Serbian economic grievances.  It was not until

Milosevic assumed the post of party chief for the entire republic (1986-1989),

however, that he turned his attention to the ethnic grievances of his Serbian

constituency, particularly Serbian concern with rising Albanian nationalism in the

province of Kosovo” (Cohen, 1995, p. 51).  Perhaps Milosevic’s most notorious

nationalistic action took place on April 24, 1987, at Kosovo Polje—a kind of Serbian

sacred ground where Serbs were defeated by Turks in 1389—where Milosevic told

Serbs they had every right to stay on their soil, arguing for action and stating that they

will not give up Kosovo.  This speech may have been the card that brought the house

of cards down.  Slovenians responded to this speech that they considered to be

repressive and filled with centralist predisposition.  “Milosevic’s tactical call for

justice for the Kosovo Serbs placed a profound strain on the map of a unified

Yugoslavia and soon this tired document began to tear along nationalist lines.  The

frightening complexity of Yugoslavia’s ethnic composition, which had been largely

forgotten over forty years, began to reveal itself” (Glenny, 1992, p. 32).  Glenny

(1992) argues that Milosevic’s speech, in part, began a wave of nationalistic

sentiment that spread throughout the other republics—a “nervous reaction to the

centrifugal forces throbbing vigorously inside the Serbian vortex….  Without

question, it was Milosevich (sic) who had willfully allowed the genie out of the

bottle, knowing that the consequences might be dramatic and even bloody” (pp. 32-
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33).  Milosevic was the key that unlocked Serbian nationalism.  “He reawakened the

old Serbian nationalist myths (dynasty, army, Chetniks) and dreams of establishing a

Great Serbia that would include most of present Yugoslavia, dreams that had been

kept repressed under Tito” (Banac, 1992, p. 177).

The Slovenes, on the other hand, experienced nationalism through language.

Banac (1984) argues that the Slovenes had no state tradition.

But if they had no state tradition, the Slovenes had a history of
cultivating their separate linguistic medium…. The Slovenes could
only struggle for the natural right of national liberty based on their
linguistic individuality.  Unlike the Croats, they had few historicist
ambitions.  Also, since religion did not separate them from their
immediate neighbors, who were, like the Slovenes, all Catholics,
no particular attention was attached to confessional affiliation as a
mark of national uniqueness (p. 112).

Bosnia-Herzegovina was even less strong in regard to national identity.  Most

people living in Bosnia-Herzegovina who were not Muslim considered themselves

either “Bosnian-Croats” or “Bosnian-Serbs” and sided with the respective republics,

believing they belong with them, not with the Muslims.  This was an even greater

problem since it was difficult to point to a minority or majority with the republic:

According to Cohen (1995), in 1991, 43.7 percent of the people in Bosnia-

Herzegovina were Muslims, 31.4 percent were Serbs, 17.3 percent were Croats and

5.5 percent still considered themselves Yugoslavs (the majority of those being Serbs).

With such diversity and no absolute majority it was difficult for nationalism to thrive

in Bosnia-Herzegovina.  “Moreover, the Bosnian Muslims were not really nationally

conscious.  Muslim intellectuals were increasingly taking sides between the Croats
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and Serbs and promoted their allegiances among the Muslim masses” (Banac, 1984,

pp. 58-59).

The 1980s were a tense and tender time in Yugoslavia’s history.  Ideas of

separatism and nationalism were engulfing the republics and demise clearly became

inevitable.   According to Cohen (1995), the mid- and late-1980s even saw a

tremendous drop in the number of people who desired to join the League of

Communists (in 1974, 91 percent desired to join the league; in 1986, 50 percent; and

in 1989, 49 percent).  “The trend was particularly striking among younger people in

the northwestern republics of Slovenia and Croatia, where the League’s appeal, which

was never very strong at the best of times, almost completely evaporated” (p. 49).

In 1989, Slovenia started the domino effect with its parliament’s proclamation

in September of Slovenia’s right to secede.  In the same year, Slobodan Milosevic

was elected Serbia’s president by 90 percent of the 75 percent of Serbians who voted.

The signs were clear that Yugoslavia could not survive.  Inflation was at more than

1,200 percent; Croatian and Slovene parties promised completely free elections in

1990; communism seemed to be disintegrating.  In January 1990, after vicious verbal

attacks between the Slovenes and Serbs, the Slovenes walked out of congress and

soon withdrew from the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY).  In the

November 1990 elections in Slovenia and Croatia, victors in both republics were non-

communists, but nationalists.  The same occurred in Macedonia and Bosnia-

Herzegovina.  In Croatia, in May 1991, the newly-elected Croatian Democratic

Union, led by Franjo Tudjman held a referendum in which more than 90 percent of
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the people in Croatia voted for their independence (Pavlicevic, 1997).  The following

month Slovenia and Croatia declared their independence and in 1992 they were

recognized as independent states.

The war that followed, first in Slovenia, then Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina

and most recently in Kosovo was one plagued with nationalistic tendencies, ethnic

cleansing, genocide, rapes and century-old eruptions of old wounds that had been

patched by Tito’s unyielding proposal of unity.  On the war in Bosnia alone,

Campbell (1999) writes that the violence “went beyond conventional military warfare

to that of medieval times.  It was conducted with ‘ethnic cleansing,’ the complete

eradication of different and enemy cultures, as its main goal, a goal that was pursued

with fire, torture, and rape.  Though thousands died from falling bombs, thousands of

others died looking into the eyes of their killers, many of whom they knew.  The

people killing one another had been countrymen and neighbors before chaos broke

out” (p. 7).  While all sides played a role in the war—and it is not my intention to

make accusations on who caused the war, or why the war happened—there are

several points worth noting.  In all cases, Serbs invaded the other republics.  No war

was fought on Serb territory.  Furthermore, most studies that have examined the

conflict in depth point to Serbs, more so Milosevic, as the aggressors  (Glenny, 1992;

Cohen, 1995; Mestrovic, Letica and Goreta, 1993; Silber and Little, 1995; Holmes,

1997; Judah, 1997; Tanner, 1997; Anzulovic, 1999; Campbell, 1999, to mention a

few).  Perhaps Mestrovic, Letica and Goreta (1993) summarize this topic most

concisely:
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The Belgrade regime headed by Slobodan Milosevic clearly had
demonstrated racism, expediency, a ruthless will to power, and a
disregard for the West’s ethical standards, as evidenced by all the
cease-fire violations, the bombing of civilian targets, and other acts
that have rightly been condemned by the West as crimes against
humanity.  To be sure, the Croats and Bosnians have also engaged
in war crimes, yet the world’s collective consciousness has
concluded clearly that the overwhelming preponderance of the
human rights abuses were perpetrated by the Belgrade regime (p.
ix).

The events of the war, or perhaps battles, within the republics of Yugoslavia

momentarily possess little impact in regard to this study.  However, it will be

pertinent to discuss several significant events surrounding the war in Croatia at a later

point in this dissertation.

While the history of Yugoslavia and the events that led up to the break-up of

the country in the early ‘90s are complex and often times difficult to comprehend, it

was essential to understand the foundation—the building blocks that created the

country—so that we may build upon this history at a later point, for it is the history

that plays a central role in any study addressing any issues within “former

Yugoslavia.”

Now that we have examined the history of this unstable region, we will

explore scholarly literature that will pertain specifically to this study.   Namely, the

following literature review will explore the concepts of nationalism, communism,

post-communism, development of media in Eastern European countries, censorship,

media framing and content analysis; for each of these variables and perspectives are
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indispensable and must be understood and operationalized before proceeding any

further in this dissertation.
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Chapter Two

In 1955, before anyone even conceived of the 1990s collapse of Yugoslavia,

Walter Lippmann wrote:

The ancient world, we may remind ourselves, was not destroyed
because the traditions were false.  They were submerged,
neglected, lost.  For the men adhering to them had become a
dwindling minority who were overthrown and displaced by men
who were alien to the traditions having never been initiated and
adopted into them.  May it not be that while the historical
circumstances are obviously so different, something like that is
happening again? (p. 81).

This same question Lippmann asked nearly 50 years ago may be asked yet

again in the case of Yugoslavia.  Communism, or more specifically Titoism—whose

goal was to unite the South Slavic people under the mask of brotherhood and

unity—“overthrew” and “submerged” the traditions and identities of individual

republics and attempted to create a unified, yet alien, and arguably, non-existent

“Yugoslav” tradition.  Sadly, the same can be said of Croatia’s first president, Franjo

Tudjman, who was so obsessed with creating a “Croatian” tradition that to some

extent was also artificial.  However, this will be discussed in later sections.

One of the topics the following literature review will examine is what role

nationalism and communism played within this creation of alien tradition.  It will be

divided into several sections.  Foremost, we must examine the ideology behind

nationalism, for nationalism is not only directly connected to the events that

transpired in “former Yugoslavia,” but it is also the undercurrent of the relationship

between the media and government in “former Yugoslavia,” or, Croatia specifically.
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The topics covered in the following literature review may be examined as a collage of

separate principles which, when united, create an image of “former Yugoslavia.”  The

second portion of the literature review will then move from the specific elements that

play a role in any examination of “former Yugoslavia” (i.e., nationalism, communism

and post-communism) to the more general principles of  communication

(development of media in Eastern Europe, censorship, the four theories of the press,

media framing, and content analysis).

Consequently, this literature review will cover the following:  1) An

examination of nationalism which will not only explore central concepts of

nationalism, but will also focus on Eastern European and, specifically former

Yugoslav nationalism.  2) A brief analysis of the theory of post-communism and its

relevance to development of media.  3) An exploration of Eastern European

media—more specifically, pre- and post-war Yugoslav media—and the relationship

between the government and media, with media as the primary voice of government

propaganda.  4) A review of the theories of the press. 5) A review of framing

analysis.

A final note before proceeding to the discussion of nationalism must be

mentioned.  Nationalism, in moderate to extreme forms, was present in all republics

of “former Yugoslavia.”  However, since the focus of this dissertation is on Croatia,

most of the discussion will focus on Croatia and its nationalism.
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Nationalism

A discussion of nationalism is central in examining former Yugoslav media.

Nationalism fueled the relationship between the media and the government.  I would

argue that the government felt a need to not only censor the media, but also utilize the

media as machines of propaganda in order to spread nationalism so as to gain support

for the administrations’ policies and ideas.  As Splichal (1992) states, “the media

have been seized as instruments of political propaganda to reinforce and validate new

nation-state ideologies which are diverse and, ultimately, anti-democratic” (p. 9).

The media, government and nationalism are undoubtedly

connected—especially in the case of “former Yugoslavia.”  “National identity is

being ‘canonized’ by the restoration of language, religion, culture, history and

national biography, and by the nationalization of public discourse (the subordination

of the public agenda to the nationalistic agenda).  In this process, the media play a

significant and important role” (Basic, 1992, p. 15).  Nationalism was a tremendous

factor in the development of media in “former Yugoslavia.”  Therefore, before

proceeding to examine the media in this region, we must thoroughly examine not only

the background of nationalism (its theory, development and role throughout history),

but also the specific impact nationalism had on Yugoslavia.

An exploration into the literature of nationalism reveals a nearly impenetrable

sea of theories, definitions and ideologies.  Consequently, this section will review

seminal research on nationalism while applying it to the specific case of “former

Yugoslavia.”
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Before delving into nationalism, the differences between “western” and

“eastern” nationalism should be discussed for comparative purposes—especially

since the following section will focus primarily on “eastern” nationalism.

Western cultures may have had difficulty in interpreting not only the war in

“former Yugoslavia,” but also the strength of nationalistic tendencies that would lead

to such destruction and genocide.  Perhaps an explanation, or at least a suggestion,

may be found in Kellas’ (1991) discussion of eastern and western nationalism.  He

argues that “western” nationalism is “ethnically inclusive” and deals with “cultural

homogeneity of the state.”  Ethnicity is not crucial and people of a territory, as long as

they share the homogeneous culture, may become a part of the nation.  Eastern

nationalism, on the other hand, is “ethnically exclusive” and common ancestry,

language and religion play crucial roles in the creation of a nation.  “In ‘eastern

European nationalism,’ only those with the correct ethnic credentials had the right to

live in a territory and be the citizens of the nation-state” (p. 74).

This was the case in Yugoslavia, and it may be most clearly depicted by

“ethnic cleansing” where non-Serbs were “cleansed” from regions that had a Serbian

majority—not taking into account on which republic’s soil the “cleansing” was taking

place—as well as Serbs being “cleansed” from some areas where they were the

minority.  Perhaps Kellas’ division of eastern and western nationalism may not only

explain why nationalism within “former Yugoslavia” was so brutal, but also how

nationalism cannot be an all-encompassing term.  Instead, it is region-specific, may
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take many forms and is born out of various contributing elements, as we will see in

this section.

Nationalism—not divided into east or west—is a powerful instrument in and

of itself—a mechanism that, if manipulated and distorted, can lead to hatred,

prejudice and worse.  “Nationalism is a people’s devotion to their nation.  It includes

such feelings as patriotism, pride in culture, and—in many cases—a desire for

independence.  Nationalism can also produce rivalry and tension between nations.

Extreme nationalism may result in racial hatred, persecution of minority groups, or

war with other nations” (Manning, 1992, p. 3).

Anderson (1991) argues that nationalism is the creation of an “imagined

community”—the creation of “nationness” where a nation does not exist.  This is an

appropriate introduction to the ideology of nationalism when examining the case of

“former Yugoslavia,” since Yugoslavia essentially was never a nation; it was an

imagined community that grew out of convenience—a union Hobsbawm (1990)

argues has “no historical precedent whatever” (p. 33).  As Mestrovic, Letica and

Goreta (1993) state, “… there never existed a true Yugoslav identity or civil religion.

Yugoslavia is a creation of various pacts and treaties that were important to Western

and Soviet victors, from Versailles to Yalta” (p. 43).  While the goal in 1918 was to

create “South Slav” unity, this accord—based only on Slavism—proved not to be a

sufficient unifying factor.  Furthermore, even though opposition to this unity, prior to

its creation in 1918, was emphatically voiced, the “convenience” of the union took

precedence.  “… most Croatian and Slovenian leaders having been cast adrift by the
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breakdown of the Hapsburg monarchy and tainted by their wartime association with

the Central Powers, had little choice but to prudently ‘become South Slavs as the

lesser evil’” (Cohen, 1995, p. 12).

While the differences among groups—in regard to religion, nationalities, and

to some degree language—were quite evident, it was not enough to keep the union of

the South Slavs as design only.  “The South Slav political union created in 1918—the

Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes—involved the formal amalgamation of

highly disparate and historically fragmented territories and peoples “ (Cohen, 1995, p.

13).  Kellas (1991) agrees.  “In Yugoslavia, the competing national ideologies of the

Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes were present from the foundation of the Yugoslav state in

the 1920s, and continued to cause division under communist regime.  In particular the

‘Greater Serbian’ nationalism is centralizing and intolerant of other nationalisms in

Yugoslavia” (p. 114).  Yugoslavia truly was the definition of Anderson’s “imagined

community.”

Before discussing the general ideology of nationalism, it may be worthwhile

to explain the distinctions between “official” and “unofficial” nationalism.  Official

nationalism, according to Holmes (1997) “refers to the efforts of a state to inculcate

and strengthen a state-oriented national identity… as well as to its work in structuring

a state system in line with the perceived needs of the nation; this process is often

referred to as nation-building” (pp. 283-284).  Unofficial nationalism, Holmes (1997)

explains is often “directed against an existing state, and emerges primarily from

within society rather than the state” (p. 284).
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Yugoslavia could be categorized as “official” since the goal was to create a

national identity for the South Slav peoples of Yugoslavia.  On the other hand, what

took place in post-war Yugoslavia within the individual republics was unofficial

nationalism.

Unofficial nationalism, Holmes (1997) shows, can be further divided into four

types:  unitarism, autonomism, separatism and irredentism.  The republics of “former

Yugoslavia” experienced assorted forms of each.  Unitarianist nationalism, I would

argue, occurred in Serbia.  In this form of nationalism, “one ethnic group, usually the

numerically dominant one (as were the Serbs in Yugoslavia) within a given state,

(attempts) to create or encourage the development of a common identity with and

among most or all of the other ethnic groups in the state” (p. 284; parentheses mine).

Although not clearly visible in the case of “former Yugoslavia,” the autonomists,

“seek greater freedom to manage their own affairs within an existing political unity”

(p. 284).  Slovenia and Croatia desired full independence with the goal of breaking

away from Yugoslavia to create their own independent states.  Hence, they would fall

into the separatist nationalism group.  Finally, Bosnia-Herzegovina experienced a

divisional kind of nationalism.  The regions with a majority of Croat-Bosnians

desired to join Croatia; the region with the mass of Serb-Bosnians preferred to join

Serbia; and the Muslim Bosnians hoped to establish their own state.  The Muslims,

then, could be said to have been separatists; but the Croat and Serb Bosnians fall into

irredentist nationalism.  Irredentism occurs when “a group (of unofficial nationalists)

in country A wants to break away from it and link up with country B, typically



26

because they feel themselves to be closer ethnically to the major group inhabiting

country B than to that of country A” (Holmes, 1997, p. 284).  The citizens of Kosovo

could also be categorized in the irredentist category.

Thus, we see that Yugoslavia was home to official nationalism, while the

republics of post-war Yugoslavia experienced varied forms of unofficial nationalism.

But, how does nationalism develop?  And, how did it manifest itself in Yugoslavia?

We begin to answer these questions with an explanation by Anderson (1991), who

argues that four steps are essential in understanding nationalism.

The first step deals with Creole pioneers.  According to Anderson, nationalism

did not begin in Europe, but was started by the Europeans in the Americas.  The

Creoles in the late 1700s felt a sense of community with other Creoles because of a

break with their mother country.  Consequently, because they worked together and

were unable to return to Spain, they felt a sense of community.  Their exclusion from

one group created an identity within their own group; hence, the appearance of

nationalism or nationhood.  (For instance, Croats being excluded by Serbs, or

Bosnians being excluded by Croats).

The second step is “vernacular language.”  The premise here is that language

creates common bonds among people or groups.  Something as simple as reading the

same text, Anderson argues, can lead to a sense of community.  (An example in the

case of Yugoslavia is the Cyrillic script versus the Latin script).

The third step is “official nationalism” (different from Holmes’ (1997)

“official nationalism”).  Within “official nationalism,” attempts are made to force a
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common language upon others.  In this step, symbols such as flags or national

anthems are used to place nationality onto the people—almost a form of tattooing the

nationality onto the hearts of the people.  (In the case of Yugoslavia, each of the

nationalities was “nationalized” by the symbols of Yugoslavia, while later, the

individual republics turned to official nationalism by creating their own symbols—as

we will see later in this section).

Step four is post colonialism where a system of education is set up in colonial

areas.  By experiencing the same systems, commonality occurs.  People feel a sense

of commonality or community within these educational units.  (In Croatia, for

instance, Catholic Sunday school was re-established).

Anderson’s (1991) steps are quite visible in the case of “former Yugoslavia.”

However, what makes for a complicated analysis is what I would term the forces of

inter and intra nationalism.  Inter nationalism, I would argue, could be applied to

“Yugoslavia.”  As seen from the brief overview of Yugoslav history, the nations

within Yugoslavia were forced to surrender their intra—or internal—nationalism for

the inter—or unified—nationalism.  In examining the first step, Yugoslavs were

forced to experience a community of Tito’s “Brotherhood and Unity.”  Yugoslavia, in

regard to this first step was quite an “imagined community.”  Furthermore, the

vernacular language of Yugoslavia became the “Serbo-Croatian” or “Yugoslav”

language.  Consequently, the Slovenes, Albanians and Macedonians lost their

language, while the Serbs argued a loss of their Cyrillic alphabet for the Latin and the

Croats argued that the Serbian dialect was considered to be vernacular by the
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government, even though it was called “Serbo-Croatian.”  The attempt at a unity of

nations, one may argue, only served to separate the individual nations due to a forced

nationalism that resulted in the sacrifice of individual, nation languages and the

creation of an “imagined” unified Yugoslavia.

Similar to the idea of an imagined community, Hobsbawm (1983) explores the

idea of invented tradition and nationalism.  He argues (with the idea of an “invented”

tradition) that much of what seems old, or traditional, is culturally new.  Traditions

are invented during times of change—when transformations are occurring—in order

to create a sense of stability.  Invented traditions are needed to create unity and

belonging (a sense of nationalism).  These invented traditions, such as the flag,

national anthem, and dress provide a commonality for people—an emotional bond.

In turn, these traditions become public rituals and bring individuals together.

Moreover, Hobsbawm (1990) formulates three criteria that, he argues, help

transform a people into a nation:  a historic association; a cultural elite that has been

long established and has a “written national literacy and administrative vernacular”

(p. 37); and “a capacity for conquest” (p. 38).  From our brief introduction to the

history of Yugoslavia, it is clear that the country possessed none of these.  The

republics’ histories, prior to Yugoslavia, were greatly divergent with Serbia and

Montenegro emerging from the Ottoman Empire; Macedonia rising from Turkish

rule, Slovenia and Croatia’s province of Dalmatia stemming from Austrian rule and

other portions of Croatia—namely Slavonia and Vojvodina—emerging from

Hungarian rule.  Furthermore, when Yugoslavia was formed in 1918, religiously, the
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republics were diverse with 46. 7 percent of Yugoslavs (primarily Serbs) following

the Eastern Orthodox faith; 39.3 percent (primarily Slovenes and Croats) practicing

Roman Catholicism and 11.2 percent (primarily Bosnians and Albanians) being

Muslim (Podgornik, 1957).

Secondly, the “cultural elite” and long-established vernacular simply did not

exist in a “unified” Yugoslavia.  Instead the languages in existence were those of the

individual republics.  The unification came to be a forced process by the communist

government.  Finally, from the earlier discussion of republic history, in regard to

government and rule, it is clear that the republics of “former Yugoslavia” had no

“capacity for conquest,” but instead, had a capacity for being conquered.  Hobsbawm

(1990) is quite correct when he says, “some people or nationalities were thus destined

never to become full nations” (p. 36).  Yugoslavia was clearly one of these nations.

Continuing with this discussion of nation building through invented traditions

and collective history, Young (1993) argues that membership in certain religious,

national or class groups helps individuals create a collective memory.

That is, both the reasons for memory and the forms memory takes
are always socially mandated, part of a socializing system whereby
fellow citizens gain common history through the vicarious memory
of their forbears’ experience.  If part of the state’s aim, therefore, is
to create a sense of shared values and ideals, then it will also be the
state’s aim to create the sense of common memory, as foundation
for a unified polis.  Public memorials, national days of
commemoration, and shared calendars thus all work to create
common loci around which national identity is forced (p. 6).

Hobsbawm’s and Young’s arguments of invented traditions, historic

association and common memory were clearly present in the early 1990s when the
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republics within Yugoslavia began to fuel their national consciousness with the

reinvention of old nationalistic symbols.  Mestrovic, et.al (1993) state that “The

dominant Balkan response to liberation from Communism has been to retreat into

past traditions, not to embrace western institutions wholeheartedly” (p. 80).

The Croats, for instance, brought out their checkered shield—a reminder of

the time Croatia had independence during WWII—which helped restore the collective

memory.  Patriotic songs were written and performed by various Croatian pop stars.

Names of streets and squares were changed to names of past Croatian heroes and

kings.  Statues emerged, representing the same heroes.  Communists rediscovered

their Catholic faith—yet another symbol of “Croatianness”—and became fanatic

Catholics, leaving Croatian churches exceeding capacity, with congregations

overflowing into the streets to hear “the word of the Lord.”  Even massive, soaring

trees were seen as symbols of the old decades under Socialism and suppression and

were consequently cut down.  In their place, new trees were planted representing the

rebirth of a nation—the birth of Croatia.  While many of these traditions were

suppressed nationalistic symbols of the past, some, such as the planting of new trees

were “invented traditions.”  However, all were aimed at reawakening the censored

Croat nationalism that had been silenced during the years of Yugoslavia.  As Ugresic

(1998) and Drakulic (1993, 1996) argue, nationalism in Croatia grew out of forgetting

the past.  Drakulic (1996) summarizes it well:

Yet what is ironic is that it was a kind of selective memory:  what
the Croats were told to forget during communism they now
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proudly remember; what they lived through, who they were and
what they did during communism they now conveniently forget.
… the newspapers were full of stories about demolished partisan
monuments, about changed street names, about people renouncing
their communist past….  The message was clear:  anyone who had
had anything to do with it (the communist past) had better hide
their connections (p. 147).

These ideas of nationalism as a collective memory or history (or in the case

above, lack thereof) are not new.  John Stuart Mill in 1861 argued that “The strongest

cause for the feeling of nationality… is identity of political antecedents; the

possession of a national history, and consequent community of recollections;

collective pride and humiliation, pleasure and regret, connected with the same

incidents in the past” (p.206).  Perhaps the greatest problem of Yugoslavia was that it,

collectively, did not have the national history or collective pride which Mill stresses

are essential in strong feelings of nationality.  Instead, nationality was felt

individually, by ethnic groups within the republics while it was being suppressed by

the notion of a unified Yugoslavia.  And, Ugresic (1998) in her book Culture of Lies,

argues that Yugoslavia, in fact, was a country based on lies.  “One of the strategies

with which the culture of lies is established is terror by forgetting (they force you to

forget what you remember!) and terror by remembering (they force you to remember

what you do not remember!)” (p. 78).  The same too applies to Croatia.

Kellas (1991) makes an interesting point in regard to this, showing how the

communist government may, in fact, have been working against itself by suppressing

individual republics’ nationalisms.  “Each nation in Yugoslavia claims either a
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language, or a culture, and often a religion, and certainly a historic memory, which

years of communist rule have failed to eliminate, and may have actually encouraged”

(p. 114).  Consequently, as Mestrovic, et.al (1993) quite appropriately state, the

nations of “former Yugoslavia” are/were going through an identity crisis.  “The

historical process through which Central and Eastern European intellectuals,

politicians, and nations are going presently is a process of searching for their lost

history.  This journey into the past entailed a confrontation with traditional habits of

the heart and reflected a need to revive dormant collective memories and traditions”

(p. 137).

While some specific aspects of nationalism have been touched upon, the

question is how did nationalism lead to the death of Yugoslavia and the birth of

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Serbia and Slovenia?  A proper source in

attempting to answer this question is Barbero (1993) who discusses the process of

nationalism—the emergence of a nation.  While his focus is on Latin America, many

of his ideas are also applicable to “former Yugoslavia.”  He discusses “simultaneous

discontinuities,” which occur at three levels.

Firstly, the process of becoming a state and a nation are often out
of phase with each other so that some states become nations much
later and some nations delay a long time in becoming a state;
secondly, the ‘deviant’ way in which the popular classes enter the
political system and become part of the process for forming the
nation state—more as the result of the general crisis of the system,
setting the popular class in confrontation with the state, than as a
product of the autonomous development of their own
organizations; and, thirdly, the fact that the mass media play not
just an ideological but a political role in the incorporations of the
masses into the nation (pp. 150-151).
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Barbero (1993) states that historical differences are produced by historical

circumstances and secondly, that we must take into consideration the cultural

differences or multiplicity of cultural histories, which is the concept of

“discontinuity.”  It is this tension of discontinuities that Barbero says allows us to

conceive of modernity.

Modernization in Latin America, Barbero (1993) argues, oriented the process

of change.  “Latin American countries wanted to be nations in order to at last define

their identities, but the achievement of that identity implied the translation of these

identities into the modernizing discourse of the hegemonic countries, for only in

terms of that discourse could the efforts and achievements of nationhood be evaluated

and validated” (p. 154).  This was the case in “former Yugoslavia,” before the

country’s disintegration.  Banac (1992) discusses the direct effects of this in

Yugoslavia.

Serbia’s predominance, sometimes brutal, sometimes merely
clumsy, was justified by two different, frequently competing, but
often times complementary ideologies.  The first of these—easy to
understand but unappealing to the non-Serbs—was the ideology of
Great Serbian nationalism:  The idea that all Serbs, however
defined (linguistically, religiously), should be gathered within one
state.  The second, and far more complicated system of allegiance,
was that of Yugoslavist unitarism.  This ideology claimed that the
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes constituted a single Yugoslav people
(p. 169).

The republics within Yugoslavia felt oppressed by what some have cited as

the dominant rule of Serbia (Banac, 1984, Banac, 1992, Kellas, 1991, Mestrovic, et.al
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1993, Cohen, 1995, Judah, 1997) and “traditional Serbian nationalism” (Cohen 1995).

Kellas (1991) states that “The people of states and regions of states who feel

‘relatively deprived’ because of their economic situation can become politically

restless in certain circumstances.  They may demand changes to redress their

perceived deprivation” (p. 62).  This was the case of the republics within Yugoslavia

as we have seen.  One specific example, especially, is the 1981 riots in Kosovo where

Albanians claimed Serbs in their province of Kosovo were in privileged positions and

demanded that they (the Albanians) have greater autonomy and be treated like first-

class citizens.  To express their division the Serbs and Kosovars began walking on

different sides of the main promenade in Pristina, Kosovo’s capital (Ramet, 1997).

The Kosovars had not forgotten their past suppression, when in 1918 Serbian

authorities chose to close all Albanian language schools “in order to ‘Serbianize’ the

Kosovar population.  Later the authorities decided that the Albanians would only use

their education to fight the regime and adopted a policy of discouraging any public

education for Albanians in order to keep the Kosovar Albanians ignorant and

illiterate” (Ramet, 1991, p. 175).  Referring to more recent times, Splichal (1992)

elaborates on this topic.  “In largely Albanian-populated Province of Kosovo in

Serbia, for example, all the Albanian-language media have simply been closed down

by the Serbian government.  In the Province of Vojvodina in the same republic, where

Hungarians represent the largest minority, radio and television programmes in

Hungarian have been heavily reduced” (p. 12).
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Other republics felt resentment as well.  The majority of high military

positions were held by Serbian nationals.  In order to rise in the hierarchy of any

business, one had to be a member of the communist party.  Furthermore, legislations

that stated that the republics of “former Yugoslavia” could only keep 10 percent of

the profits while the rest was sent to Belgrade (the Serbian, and Yugoslav capital) for

redistribution among the less wealthy republics angered the peoples of the wealthier

republics and set the stage for a battle of nationalism, autonomy and self-

determination.  The republics of Slovenia and Croatia were “the richest” (Kellas,

1991), more industrious and western-oriented republics (especially Slovenia);

consequently, not being able to see any merit for their hard work was demoralizing,

and at the same time, a clear incentive for a revolt.  Furthermore, as Kellas (1991)

points out, “It was also apparent to Slovenians that Serbia was moving in a ‘Greater

Serbian’ direction which threatened the interests of Slovenia” (p. 115).  This may also

be said of Croatia.

The Yugoslav government’s answer to such concerns was either stricter

regulations against the republic nationalism or “those interethnic and interregional

conflicts that did arise tended to be swept under the table or handled by the single-

party elite behind closed doors” (Cohen, 1995, p. 29).  As Turner (1996) suggests,

cultural studies insisted that “culture is neither simply dependent on nor simply

independent of economic relationships.  Rather, as Althusser argues, there are many

determining forces—economic, political and cultural—competing and conflicting

with each other in order to make up the complex unity of society” (p. 24).  These
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same competing forces were the dominant factors that contributed to the

disintegration of Yugoslavia.

Once the war erupted, the so-called mass culture within the republics was

transformed.  It began to float in an abyss, in search of a new “mass culture” of the

independent nation.  In terms of the Croatian people, they were in search of

discovering their own mass culture and identity.  This fueled the flames of

nationalism.  Living under the crushing unity of Yugoslavia, many traditions, identity

and culture were suppressed for a unified Yugoslav culture, tradition and identity.

Splichal (1992) states:

When the communist system was overthrown, nationalism was
revived, in different forms, everywhere.  It emerged from
linguistic, religious and regional (particularly economic)
differences that had been suppressed by the former ‘dictatorship of
a proletariat’.  However, nationalism was not only an ‘instrument’
of the opposition in its battle against former regimes, but
simultaneously an ‘instrument’ of the old authorities to remain—as
for example in Serbia—in power (p. 9-10).

Yugoslavia was in search of a national identity, while the republics were in search of

individual identities and the freedom to express them.

As mentioned earlier, one aspect of this search for identity near the end of

Yugoslavia was in the search for language.  There are approximately 4, 522

languages in the world with 138 of them having more than one million speakers

(Tehranian, 1992).  Turner (1996) discusses the importance of language as a cultural

tool.  “The function of language is to organize, to construct, indeed to provide us with

our only access to, reality” (p. 13).  This reality through language is the premise of
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nationalism.  “Language is a system of relationships; it establishes categories and

makes distinctions through networks of difference and similarity….  Meaning is

revealed to be culturally grounded—even culturally specific….  Culture, as the site

where meaning is generated and experienced becomes a determining, productive field

through which social realities are constructed, experienced and interpreted” (p. 14).

In Yugoslavia, language and religion were two distinct factors utilized to

separate, and often times distance the republics.  Serbs and Croats had a similar

language, but the dialects differed.  Bosnians, on the other hand, had a fusion of the

Croatian and Serbian languages.  The area within Bosnia where they resided

generally indicated whether their dialect was closer to the Serbian or Croatian

language.  Slovenians, Albanians and Macedonians had distinct languages.

Therefore, while most of the republics were able to communicate with members in

the other republics, due to the suppression of republic languages and domination of a

unified “Yugoslav” language, the tendency of separation, amplified by suppression

further fueled the flames of nationalism.

Banac (1984) expands on the importance of language distinctions and the rise

of nationalism within the republics of Yugoslavia.  Language, according to Banac

(1984) is a frequent symbol for national community.  It is no wonder that language

also created tension in “former Yugoslavia” and gave rise to nationalism.  While he

argues that language was a problematic matter among the Croats because they had

three different dialects, they chose the Kajkavian dialect as the “official” and

standardized one.  The Serbs, on the other hand, utilized the Stokavian dialect, as well
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as using the Cyrillic script, rather than the Latin (which was used throughout the rest

of Yugoslavia).  Since, as Banac (1984) argues, the union of Yugoslavia became a

“circumstance of language,” it is of little surprise that language, as a form of

nationalism, was also a key weapon in the disintegration of Yugoslavia.

During Yugoslavia’s existence, “Croatian” words were dropped from official

use and replaced by Serbian words, even though the language was known as “Serbo-

Croatian.”  Once Yugoslavia disintegrated, the reverse occurred with Serbian words

being dropped from the other Yugoslav republics’ usage.   Ugresic (1998) argues that

in Croatia, Serbian words were dropped and new Croatian ones were created.  “True”

Croats, she says, must know the Croat words and never use the Serbian words, or they

are pro-Yugoslav and therefore, against Croatia.

The lunacy of attempting to create a partial new language spread like a cancer

throughout Croatia in hopes of amplifying Croat nationalism and severing the ties to

Yugoslavia and Serbia.  Common words such as “airport,” known formerly in Croatia

as “aerodrom” were replaced or changed (“aerodrom” became “Zracna Luka”).  In

essence, the word “zracna luka” may be translated directly as “air harbor” or “air

port”—the same meaning as the old term, “aerodrom.”   However because of the

recreation of the Croatian language, the universal “aerodrom” was dropped since it

was considered to be a Serbian term.  The result was that the names of all airports in

Croatia were changed from “aerodrom” to “zracna luka.”  Another more amusing

example of the language change deals with the word helicopter, or what used to be

known as “helikopter” in Croatia/Yugoslavia, after the fall became known as
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“zrakomlat” or, specifically translated “air slapper” in the new, independent Croatia.

Such comic and useless changes served to promote a so-called Croatian identity and

language, while simultaneously alienating the Yugoslav identity.

Ugresic (1998) writes:  “In Croatia, books written in Cyrillic script are put to

one side.  The Cyrillic script offends Croats, they say.  Serbian writers are being

thrown out of the school curriculum.  In Serbia, books in Latin script are put to one

side.  The Latin script offends Serbs, they say.  Croatian writers are being thrown out

of the school curriculum” (p. 155).  Ironically, while in Tito’s Yugoslavia the goal

was to create a collective language which would combine the various dialects and

find one that would be “Yugoslavian,” during the disintegration of Yugoslavia, the

aim became to chisel away at that combined Yugoslav language and discover the

individual dialects that once existed—and if they didn’t exist, then they were created

anew.

One alternative point of view in regard to language and nationalism must be

discussed.  While most studies, as we have seen, cite language as a critical variable

within nationalism, Hobsbawm (1990) disagrees, stating that “except for rulers and

the literate, language could hardly be a criterion of nationhood” (p. 56).  His

argument is that languages primarily are “semi-artificial,” and play little, if any, role

in national culture.  “They are usually attempts to devise a standardized idiom out of a

multiplicity of actually spoken idioms, which are thereafter downgraded to dialects,

the main problem in their construction being usually, which dialect to choose as the

base of the standardized and homogenized language” (p. 54).
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As we have seen, this was precisely the challenge in creating a “Yugoslav”

tongue.  While Hobsbawm’s (1990) argument is interesting in itself, when applied

more specifically to Yugoslavia, I would argue the antithesis to be true.  Language

was a criterion of nationhood for the attempt to create a “standardized and

homogenized language” failed.  If language does not play a role in nationhood, the

government of Yugoslavia would not have encountered protests from the republics

regarding the loss of their individual languages (such as the earlier mentioned

Declaration Concerning the Name and Position of the Croatian Language—a 1967

document which attacked the growth of the Serbian language and suppression of the

Croat language).  A unified language could easily have been accepted in Yugoslavia

if we recognize Hobsbawm’s arguments.  However, what proved to be the reality was

that language was, in fact, crucial.  The republics identified not with the so-called

“standardized” or newly created Yugoslav language, but instead were drawn to the

languages of their republics—their “national” languages.  I would agree with

Hobsbawm’s assessment of a language, in the case of Yugoslavia especially, being

created out of idioms; however, because the resentment of this new language

continued to fuel the nationalistic tendencies of the republics, it is difficult to agree

that language is not a criterion of nationhood.

Finally, a closing remark regarding language must be made.  Clearly the

media, and in particular the press, played a central role in the change of language.

Anderson (1991) argues that a combination of print and vernacular language creates

unity or a connection between people, and, one may argue, yet another branch of
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nationalism.  “Language is not an instrument of exclusion:  in principle, anyone can

learn any language.  On the contrary, it is fundamentally inclusive, limited only by

the fatality of Babel:  no one lives long enough to learn all languages.  Print-language

is what invents nationalism, not particular language per se” (p. 134).  Anderson

(1991) argues that languages laid the basis for national consciousness in three specific

ways:  First, they created unified communication.  Next, a “fixity” of language was

achieved through print capitalism which helped create an image of

antiquity—meaning a permanent form which could essentially be present through

unlimited reproduction.  Finally, he argues that print capitalism gave birth to

“languages of power” that were different from the older, or official languages.  The

final argument Anderson posits is that these three factors created the possibility of a

new “imagined community.”

 No specific discussion needs to be made regarding the press and its role in the

shaping of language, for that alone should be fairly evident.  Essentially, the press

assisted in re-creating languages.  Anderson (1991) writes:  “What the eye is to the

lover—that particular, ordinary eye he or she is born with—language—whatever

language history has made his or her mother-tongue—is to the patriot.  Through that,

language, encountered at mother’s knee and parted with only at the grave, pasts are

restored, fellowships are imagined, and futures dreamed” (p. 154).  Ironically, in the

case of Yugoslavia, the mother-tongue for citizens in each of the republics was

altered, shaped and redefined, forcing the citizens to adapt, learn new phrases and a



42

new vocabulary in order to establish their collective consciousness and identity.

When Yugoslavia died, the process began anew.

Of course, no discussion of nationalism can omit religion.  While a detailed

examination of religion is not central to this dissertation a few observations should be

made, if only for the reason that, among other divisions, the republics in Yugoslavia

were distinguished by religion—yet another wedge of separatism and nationalism.

Clearly religion plays an important role in a sense of community, unity and

nationalism.  Kellas (1991) argues that religion is not necessarily replaced by

nationalism, but thrives simultaneously.  It is evident that religion was yet another

factor that separated the people of Yugoslavia, as we have seen in the division of

religious convictions at the inception of Yugoslavia.  The strength of the relationship

between religion and nationalism perhaps does not stem so much from actual faith as

it does from icons.  Hobsbawm (1990) posits that icons “are a crucial component of it

(proto-nationality), as they are of modern nationalism.  They represent symbols and

rituals or common collective practices which alone give a palpable reality to (an)

otherwise imaginary community” (p. 71).  In Yugoslavia, religion, along with

language, history and other topics that have been discussed throughout this section,

was a vital element in not only the rise of nationalism, but thereafter, the death of

Yugoslavia.

Yugoslavia’s history makes for an interesting example of nationalism (in the

case of the individual republics) and anti-nationalism (in the case of Yugoslavia).

The country was created from the pieces or leftovers of the Austro-Hungarian and
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Ottoman-Turk empires.  The pieces were super-glued by Tito’s Yugoslav

nationalism, or, could it be said, patriotism.  Upon Tito’s death, the “imagined

community” of Yugoslavia suffered an earthquake of nationalism that, I would argue,

arose from stifled individual patriotism within the republics.  The result was the death

of a purported “nation” (I would argue “imagined” nation) and the birth of, an alleged

democracy.  The nations that emerged found themselves dealing with “post-

communism.”  More importantly, the media within the republics found themselves

dealing with the same post-communism while attempting to present a journalistic

account to citizens of what was happening to their country, nationality and lives.  And

it is this era of post-communism that we shall tackle next.

Post-Communism

One may argue that nationalism is a component of post-communism.  In this

section, we will examine not only what post-communism is, but also, how it

manifested itself in the republics of “former Yugoslavia.”

As has been argued, during communism, nationalism was suppressed—the

case in “former Yugoslavia” is exemplified in Tito’s attempt to create a unified South

Slav country of “Brotherhood and Unity” by suppressing individual republics’

nationalistic tendencies.  However, in the case of post-communism, nationalism is a

central factor.  This section will delve into literature on post-communism in order to

attempt to explain the status of Croatia after the death of Yugoslavia, for Croatia

entered a new stage of its history under the commanding rule of post-communism.
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In 1989, more than 20 countries in the world could be identified as

communist-governed, while a short, five years later communist countries could be

counted on one hand:  China, Cuba, Laos, North Korea and Vietnam.  What happened

to the other countries?  What was the step after communism?  While some would

argue that clearly the next phase is an attempt at democracy, this, in my opinion, is a

simplistic and perhaps, idealistic response.  Can one honestly contend that democracy

or capitalism is plausible immediately after communism?

Perhaps, the response to the question of what follows communism is “post-

communism.”  Holmes (1997) suggests that post-communism originates from

communism.  Essentially communism nurtures post-communism.  Holmes (1997)

argues that the revolutions of 1989-1991—which resulted in the death of communism

in many countries—were products of anti-communism where two central rejections

took place:  First, the countries rejected “external domination” or what was perceived

to be external domination; and secondly, they rejected the idea of power in regard to

the system of communism.  In Eastern Europe between 1989 and 1991 the countries

of Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, the GDR, Hungary, Poland, Romania and

Yugoslavia entered post-communism.

Holmes (1997) describes specific variables that helped create post-

communism.  Each variable will be listed and followed by a specific examination and

application to the case in “former Yugoslavia.”

1) An expression of independence and a growth of nationalism.
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This statement needs no clarification or further explanation.  In the case of

“former Yugoslavia,” Slovenia, followed by Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina,

Macedonia and more recently Kosovo, expressed a need for independence.  Serbia,

through the ideology of “Greater Serbia,” did the same.  The expressions of

independence, as we have seen (and consequently do not need to elaborate upon

again) resulted in patriotism and in many cases, extreme nationalism.

2) Compromise, in regard to culture, disappears.

Here, Holmes (1997) is arguing that there is little attention to compromise.

Furthermore, she states that the desire for homogeneity is nearly too great.  In “former

Yugoslavia,” one must only mention the word “ethnic cleansing” in order to confirm

that cultural compromise disappeared with Yugoslavia.

3) Leaders are expected to live up to high standards.

Essentially, during early post-communism leaders attain icon status.  They can

do no wrong and are superior to all rules and regulations—all decisions they make are

unquestionably in the best interest of the country.  “It is noteworthy how many post-

communist states have opted for strong, charismatic presidents, of whom many

citizens have unrealistic aspirations in the early stages” (p. 17).  Two leaders of

“former Yugoslavia” that come to mind are Croatia’s Franjo Tudjman and Serbia’s

Slobodan Milosevic.  Holmes (1997) goes on to say that, “Subsequently, if it becomes

clear that the president’s capacity to bring rapid, significant change is limited, many

formerly supportive citizens become either very disillusioned with or even hostile

towards the president” (p. 17).  While Tudjman passed away before this could come



46

to pass in Croatia; in Serbia, we witnessed this specific dissatisfaction from the

people of the country during the elections of 2000 when Vojislav Kostunica took over

Milosevic’s administration and consequently, the people of Serbia shunned Milosevic

for being unable to attain a “Greater Serbia” and for creating an economic crisis

(among other reasons).

4) Political institutions, or more specifically political parties are not trusted and

are looked upon with skepticism.

The idea may be summarized with one word: “mistrust.”  The citizens are

mistrusting of authorities and parties—vastly because of previous experiences with

communism.  This, however, is not an unfamiliar tale, for it was also part of life in

Yugoslavia before the country’s disintegration.  In 1968, Novosel (1996) conducted

research on a representative sample of 750 Croats and examined attitudes toward

issues within self-management.  Among several interesting results, he found that

Croats—when compared to Americans, Britons, West-Germans, Italians and

Mexicans—felt the most hopeless in being able to influence their government’s

decisions.  The same was the case in their views on being treated fairly by

administrative bodies (they felt quite discriminated against) and had the highest

negative views regarding national government efficacy.  However, Novosel (1996)

points to one interesting fact which may delve into communism and moreover, its

attitude toward nationalism.  “From such data… it would be easy to jump to the

conclusion that Croats harbour resentments against other nations of the former

Yugoslavia, and especially against their own big brother toward the East.  But
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surprisingly, this is not the case.  81 % of Croats insisted that they would help

someone in need irrespective of his or her nationality…” (p. 111).  Novosel (1996)

makes the possible connection between Catholic morals and this attitude of

brotherhood.  However, I would argue the strong suppression of nationalism due to

the concept of Tito’s communism, especially in the 1960s in Croatia, may be a more

plausible reason for this attitude.

 Returning to Holmes’ (1997) elaboration of the variable of mistrust, she

claims that the dismal economy with little access to goods, and high costs of available

goods, leads to greater corruption in the population itself.  In the newly-formed

countries of “former Yugoslavia,” the black market during the early 1990s was ever-

present.  Not only were food, beverages, weapons, clothing and cigarettes (among

other products) smuggled into the country, but many citizens were forced to leave

their countries to shop in near-by Italy, Bosnia-Herzegovina and even Austria because

prices of goods were much less expensive than in their countries.  This was especially

the case in Croatia and Serbia but again, it was not a new phenomenon.  “Yugoslavs

survive financially through the black market and a barter economy, and by

exchanging service.  A 1987 poll found that 95 percent of Yugoslavs did not think

they could live normally on the basis of their regular income alone, and 50 percent

believed that their standard of living had fallen below the ‘existential minimum’”

(Ramet, 1991, p. 16).  Furthermore, Ramet (1991) adds that a 1986 poll showed 37.83

percent of respondents blamed politicians for the economic problems the country was
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feeling.  Clearly, this aspect was one not only specific to post-communism, but also a

quite familiar experience felt from its predecessor—communism.

In conclusion to this point, one may argue that the mistrust of the political

parties and government in general grew from this discontent:  If we can’t even afford

to purchase daily necessities, how can the government be doing a proficient job?

While at a glance, this point appears to conflict with the previous one, it is an ongoing

process of sequences and stages.  Thus, most likely one preceded the other.

5) The dismissal of teleology.

Holmes (1997) argues that under this aspect of post-communism, countries

and their citizens rejected a “grand theory.”  Fundamentally, the topic of

teleology—the belief that history is moving toward an ultimate, predictable goal—is

no longer accepted.  In particular, the Marxist belief that all societies are inevitably

advancing to a communist future has been rejected.  However, in post-communism,

there is no such theory that produces an end goal; there is no teleology.  In

Yugoslavia, communism was rejected by the majority of the republics (aside from

Serbia and Montenegro).   While one concept was abandoned, an ideal goal—one of

“democracy”—did exist.  Consequently, I would argue that in the case of Yugoslavia,

it is difficult to state that no teleology was present.  It was present.  However, it

quickly became apparent that it was an unrealistic one.
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6) No ideology.

This point arises from the last in that not only are ideas of grand proportion

rejected, but no new ideas replace the old.  Holmes (1997) suggests that for this

reason nationalism appears to be so prevalent in post-communist societies.  She

argues that because of the lost orientation (communism), nationalism fills the void.

No further discussion is necessary on nationalism in the republics of “former

Yugoslavia,” for it should be quite apparent from the previous discussion that

nationalism was ever so present in these regions—some more so than others.

7) Uncertainty in regard to religious and moral positions.

Here Holmes (1997) argues that while the church did compensate for some of

the moral deficit, it was not sufficient.  In the case of “former Yugoslavia,” I would

disagree.  Religion became a central component for the republics, especially Croatia,

Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia.  Croats, especially those who were former

communists, became extreme Catholics.  As mentioned earlier, Catholic churches

were overflowing with newborn or reborn Catholics—to the point that attendance

flowed outside of the church and onto church grounds—and Catholic education

classes were again being conducted.  In Serbia, the Orthodox religion served the same

purpose and was seen as an expression of Serbian nationalism.  In Bosnia-

Herzegovina, the Muslim faith achieved even greater attention than it had ever before

(women began to dress in Muslim fashion and mosques appeared in many regions),

while Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Serbs (those living in Bosnia but being of Croat

and Serb descent) became hard line Catholic- and Orthodox-faith followers,



50

respectively.  Religion served a purpose.  It was a form of identification.  One must

only recall U.S. coverage of the war in which parties in Bosnia-Herzegovina were

referred to as “Muslims-led.”  Interestingly, in the case of U.S. reporting, only the

Muslims were labeled by their religion, while the Catholic Croats and Orthodox Serbs

were assumed to be “Serb-led” or “Croat-led.”  Regardless, religion in the case of

“former Yugoslavia” was not one plagued by confusion, but instead served as a

symbol of nationalistic identification.

Holmes (1997) adds seven additional factors that she labels “Commonalities

of early post-communism” (p. 19).  It is not pertinent to discuss each of these in

detail, however, they are worth mentioning:  comprehensive revolution, temporality,

dynamism, instability, widespread sense of insecurity, unfortunate timing and

legitimation problems.  Essentially, she is arguing that in addition to the other factors

we have touched upon, countries of post-communism often times experience a

revolutionary (physical or ideological) state which, while temporary, is unstable and

dynamic with many vigorous stages, and frequently causes a feeling of insecurity.

Moreover, the entrance into post-communism appears to have occurred between

1989-1991, something Holmes (1997) argues should have occurred approximately 40

years earlier in the case of Eastern Europe.  Finally, the inexperience and perhaps

incompetence of the political leaders lead to legitimation problems.

To this list, I would like to add two more factors which I believe may be seen

as additional variables within post-communism, especially in the case of “former

Yugoslavia.”
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First of all, Holmes (1997) in her section on instability mentions that political

parties frequently changed—as did regulation— and voting was frequent.  However, I

would argue another significant reality, which falls within this category (and is

mentioned by Holmes in a later chapter, but not listed as a variable) is the tremendous

number of newly-created parties in countries of Eastern Europe during post-

communism, and especially in “former Yugoslavia.”  Ramet (1991) states, “By early

1990 there were 17 political parties operating in East Germany, 80 in Poland, 35 in

Czechoslovakia (22 appearing on the June 1990 ballots), 22 in Hungary, 78 in

Romania, 35 in Bulgaria, and more than 86 in Yugoslavia (3 in Bosnia, 31 in Croatia,

6 in Kosovo, 2 in Macedonia, 13 in Montenegro, 6 in Serbia, 19 in Slovenia, and 6 in

Vojvodina)” (p. 315).  Ironically, the countries appeared to go from a nearly one-

party system to an array of parties (perhaps one could argue this was in essence the

concrete, rather than abstract presentation of so-called “freedom”).

Secondly, I would suggest that media censorship or government control of

media is an additional component of post-communism.  However, I will leave this

discussion for the following section on Yugoslav media.   Before proceeding, a few

concluding remarks about post-communism in “former Yugoslavia” are necessary.

Yugoslavia, Holmes (1997) has argued, did not uniformly enter post-

communism.  Instead, post-communism occurred in waves—waves which were

parallel in timing with the break-up of the country (first Slovenia, followed by

Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia).  Serbia and Montenegro chose to

persist with communism.  Holmes (1997) attributes part of the reason for the
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disintegration of Yugoslavia to this inconsistent transformation to post-communism.

“It was not only traditional ethnic rivalries that brought this about, but also the fact

that different groups were at different stages in the transition to post-communism.  It

is at least conceivable that the break-up would have been much more peaceful,

possibly even avoidable, had the Serbs chosen in 1990 to move unambiguously to

post-communism” (p. 97).

In this section, I have adapted Holmes’ (1997) variables of post-communism

and applied them to Yugoslavia.  While post-war Yugoslav republics, as subjects, do

appear to fall neatly into most of the categories, the question is:  Why does pre-war,

communist Yugoslavia also fall into at least two of these categories?  Two plausible

explanations come to mind.  First, it could be assumed that some of the categories

simply existed during communism.  For instance, Tito was the idealized leader and

uncertainty, in regard to moral and religious positions, was ever present—if only for

the mere fact that religious affiliation was suppressed by the communists.

However, a second explanation may be more enlightening.  As we have seen

from the previous section, Yugoslavia was never a unified country.  I would argue

that the country had set sail on the sea of post-communism long before the

disintegration of Yugoslavia, perhaps as early as Tito’s death in 1980 (conceivably

even earlier).  Each of the steps Holmes (1997) discusses occurred during

Yugoslavia’s post-communism, but at different stages; and some—such as the two

just mentioned—began before the “official” onset of post-communism.  Instead of

beginning with post-communism they continued and were amplified during the years
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to come.  And one such factor in particular is the state of media censorship in

Yugoslavia and the republics that were born upon the country’s disintegration.  This

is precisely a perfect introduction to our next chapter on the media.
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Chapter Three

The following chapter will explore the topic of propaganda by not only

examining the purposes and types of propaganda, but also evaluating propaganda’s

role in history.  Then, we will turn to the history of Yugoslav media by tracing the

state of the media in the 1990s and comparing media in Croatia (during Franjo

Tudjman’s presidency) and Serbia (during Slobodan Milosevic’s presidency).

Propaganda, Media and Yugoslavia

To cover the media of pre-war Yugoslavia and then to examine the new

countries that were carved out of Yugoslavia would be an enormous task—and one

that is unnecessary for the purpose of examining and comparing the pre-war media,

and focusing on Croatian media once the country began the road to independence.

For the sake of comparison, discussions or examples of media in Serbia will also be

used since Serbia was the largest republic in Yugoslavia and also Croatia’s greatest

“adversary” during the war.  Furthermore, since there is a clear link—in the case of

Yugoslavia—between propaganda, the government and Yugoslav media, a brief

discussion of propaganda and its uses will also be incorporated into this review.

Consequently, for the sake of organization, this section will be divided into the

following segments:  Propaganda throughout history; a history of Yugoslav media;

1990s media in “former Yugoslavia”; Tudjman and the Croatian media; Milosevic

and the Serbian media; followed by a conclusion to this section.
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Splichal (1992) says that after political changes in Yugoslavia, “media

nationalism… escalated to a media war where the media were systematically used as

tools of propaganda, lying and myth-making…. the media were directly involved as

instruments of political power and propaganda, either by state authorities or by

oppositional parties” (p. 12).  The following sections will clarify this assertion with

extensive examples.

Before proceeding it is pertinent to mention why a discussion of propaganda is

relevant to any discussion of Yugoslav media.

Arthur Miller once said, “A good newspaper, I suppose, is a nation talking to

itself.”  The media are key messengers for society.  The complexity arises when

media are under the control of the government, for it is then that journalism turns into

propaganda.

Media’s impact on publics has been a topic addressed in many fields.

Walkowitz (1992) demonstrates how media have the power to transform an event into

a public occurrence that becomes the interest of the public—in other words, how

media set the public’s agenda (known as the theory of agenda setting).

Sensational media stories of sexual danger that were produced in
this decade both highlighted and managed the boundary disputes
paradigmatic of metropolitan life....  Yet the telling of these stories
helped to consolidate a new public sphere and to publicize the
presence of new social actors in a national political culture.
Disciplining as well as inciting, fictions of sexual danger
significantly shaped the way men and women of all classes made
sense of themselves and their urban environment (p. 80).

The media bring topics to the eyes of the public.  In this instance, stories of
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sexual anger that were printed in the press took on importance within the public.  The

media informed the public.  They told people what to think about.  Through the

reporting of specific events (or the selection/agenda setting process) media highlight

these events, place them before the public, and consequently, the public consumes the

information.  It is then a topic of discussion (or concern)—an agenda set and

determined by the media.

Why is this pertinent to this specific study?  It is an example of the impact

media have on public thought and the public agenda.  If media are able to tell people

what to think about, then media that are under the control of the government allow for

the government to have tremendous power over the people—as we shall soon

discover was the case in Yugoslavia.

Before proceeding to the section on propaganda, one final caveat must be

addressed.  We cannot dismiss the importance of nationalism in any discussion on the

media for the two appear to fuel one another.  Or, it may be agreed that nationalism is

ignited by the media’s match.  Anderson (1991) combines the two seemingly

unrelated topics to show how media helped shape nationalism.  He argues that print-

capitalism allowed for a territory to be imagined as a nation (p. 61).  Furthermore, he

states that the “printer-journalist” was a North American phenomenon.  American

newspapers “began essentially as appendages of the market.  Early gazettes

contained—aside from news about the metropole—commercial news... as well as

colonial political appointments, marriages of the wealthy, and so forth” (p. 62).  He

argues that the newspaper created an imagined community among readers because

they were able to connect to or with their fellow citizens (those whom the press

reported about).  “At the same time, we have seen that the very conception of the
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newspaper implies the refraction of even ‘world events’ into a specific imagined

world of vernacular readers; and also how important to that imagined community is

an idea of steady, solid simultaneity through time” (p. 63).

Anderson (1991) exceptionally shows how media play crucial roles in the

development of nationalism.

In the first place, advances in communications technology,
especially radio and television, give print allies unavailable
a century ago.  Multilingual broadcasting can conjure up
the imagined community to illiterates and populations with
different mother-tongues....  In the second place, twentieth-
century nationalisms have, as I have been arguing, a
profoundly modular character.  They can, and do, draw on
more than a century and a half of human experience and
three earlier models of nationalism.  Nationalist leaders are
thus in a position consciously to deploy civil and military
educational systems modeled on official nationalism’s
elections, party organizations, and cultural celebrations
modeled on the popular nationalism of nineteenth-century
Europe; and the citizen-republican idea brought into the
world by the Americas.  Above all, the very idea of ‘nation’
is now nestled firmly in virtually all print-languages; and
the nation-ness is virtually inseparable from political
consciousness (p. 135).

Anderson (1991) is stating that media (all forms, from television to radio to

print) spread nationalism.  Furthermore, nation-ness and politics or political

consciousness are paired; nationality or nationalism comes from print-languages.

Kershaw (1987) also shows the power of media and the role media played in

making Hitler out to be a fictitious image, rather than a reality.  The Völkischer

Beobachter was the first paper to use the title “Führer” or “our Führer” in reference to

Adolf Hitler (p. 22).  The continuous use of the title in the paper spread throughout its

readers and soon throughout the country.  The NSDAP used the media to attract
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attention and help develop Hitler’s image.  Acquiring more media attention would

help “acquire more political and social acceptability among the conservative-minded

bourgeoisie” (p. 29).

The relationship between media and Hitler was circular.  He desired media

attention to acquire an image; the media covered Hitler and his ideas; he became a

dominant focus for discussion by Germans; because of his popularity, media covered

him even more.

From 1930 Hitler had to be taken seriously as a political force in
Germany.  Where as earlier the non-Nazi press had paid little
attention to Hitler and the NSDAP, from 1930 onwards Hitler was
scarcely out of the headlines for long—apparent corroboration of
the growing feeling that, whether one was for or against him, he
was a political figure who was out of the ordinary, and whom one
could not ignore (p. 31).

Hitler’s relationship with the media shows how much power media held in

shaping his image.  Furthermore, it is the fact that Hitler was able to take control of

the media that allowed him to manipulate it into a machine of Hitler and Nazi

propaganda.  The language and kind of reporting conducted by the press aided Hitler

in his rise.  “And hardly anyone was able completely to escape from the perpetual

projection of the ‘Führer myth’ in the media—a practical impossibility for any

German who read a newspaper, listened to the radio, or went to the cinema” (p. 80).

The Völkischer Beobachter helped Hitler once again by coining the phrase

“People’s Chancellor” which Kershaw (1987) argues suggested new pseudo-

democratic bonds between the people and this “man of the people”—their new leader.

Furthermore, “the ‘homely’ language used by the Nazi editors of little provincial
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newspapers played its part, too, in attributing—with legendary over-

simplification—any signs of improvement and change in the locality to the greatness

of Hitler” (p. 61).  The Nazi press was able to create the image of Hitler as a great

man, a “savior” of the German people by focusing on his “great” achievements, while

at the same time attributing blame for troubles onto others, or the party itself.  Hence,

Hitler was portrayed as a leader that did no wrong; a leader who would save the

Germans.  Casey (1972) argues that propaganda, throughout history, has at times

found a way to get into the press; and Hitler was not the only one to use (or abuse) its

power.  “Hitler’s speeches were propaganda.  So were many Churchillian utterances.

They were reported.  President Roosevelt was a shrewd propagandist as well as an

informer on public policy….  Some propaganda is so newsworthy as to deserve first-

page display” (p. 229).

This discussion of propagandists, such as Hitler, is pertinent because in

several ways, Serbia’s President Milosevic and Croatia’s President Tudjman

manipulated the media in a similar fashion.  Hitler perfectly leads into our next

discussion of propaganda.

Propaganda throughout History

The New American Desk Encyclopedia (1993) defines propaganda as

“selected information, true or false, which is promoted with the aim of persuading

people to adopt a particular belief, attitude or course of action.  During the 20th

century all the major political ideologies have employed propaganda and made use of
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modern media to reach a mass audience.  It has an important role in modern warfare

and by WWII separate bureaus and ministries were established to promote morale and

subvert the enemy” (pp. 999-1,000).

Propaganda and persuasion, as this definition demonstrates, have often been

linked or even identified as similes.  According to Lippmann (1941), propaganda

occurs when “a group of men, who can prevent independent access to the event,

arrange the news of it to suit their purpose” (p. 42).  Lasswell (1942) defines

propaganda as “the manipulation of symbols as means of influencing attitudes on

controversial matters” (p. 106).  Persuasion, on the other hand, is defined by Miller

(1987) as  “situations where attempts are made to modify behavior by symbolic

transactions (messages) that are sometimes, but not always, linked with coercive

force (indirectly coercive) and that appeal to the reason and emotions of the intended

persuadee(s)” (p. 451).  He adds, “Persuasion seeks to modify behavior in one of

three ways:  by changing existing responses, by reinforcing existing responses or by

shaping new responses” (p. 451).  However, Jowett and O’Donnell (1999) argue that

there is a clear distinction between the two techniques.  They state that propaganda’s

goal is to achieve a response, which benefits the propagandist; while persuasion is

more of an interactive form of communication in which the goal is to satisfy the

needs of both the persuader and the persuadee.  Jowett and O’Donnell (1999) define

propaganda as a “means to disseminate or promote particular ideas” (p. 2).  They

argue that in more recent times the term has evolved to connote something negative

or dishonest, or to suggest “spin,” a strategy of minimizing negative information.

They add that it has also been defined as “organized persuasion.”  Furthermore, they

state that:
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...when the use of propaganda emphasizes purpose, the term is
associated with control and is regarded as a deliberate attempt to
alter or maintain a balance of power that is advantageous to the
propagandist....  In fact, the purpose of propaganda is to send out
an ideology to an audience with a related objective.  Whether it is a
government agency attempting to instill a massive wave of
patriotism in a national audience to support a war effort, a military
leader trying to frighten the enemy by exaggerating his or her
strength....  The objective that is sought endeavors to reinforce or
modify the audience or the behavior or both of an audience (p. 3).

Their final definition of propaganda is “the deliberate, systematic attempt to

shape perceptions, manipulate cognitions, and direct behavior to achieve a response

that farthers the desired intent of the propagandist” (p. 6).  Jowett and O’Donnell

(1999) specify that there are many forms of propaganda including "agitative," which

attempts to rouse an audience to change a certain behavior and integrative

propaganda, which attempts to create an audience that is passive, accepting and non-

challenging.  However, in terms of the actual information supplied by propaganda, it

is identified as white, gray or black.  White propaganda “comes from a source that is

identified correctly, and the information in the message tends to be accurate... White

propaganda attempts to build credibility with the audience” (p. 12).  Black

propaganda is “credited to a false source and spreads lies, fabrications, and

deceptions.  Black propaganda is the ‘big lie,’ including all types of creative deceit”

(p. 13).  Its success depends on the audience’s willingness to accept the source, his or

her credibility and the message content.  Finally, gray propaganda “is somewhere

between white and black propaganda.  The source may or may not be correctly

identified, and the accuracy of the information is uncertain.... Gray propaganda is also

used to embarrass an enemy or competitor” (p. 15).

Persuasion, on the other hand, is defined by Jowett and O’Donnell (1999) as

“a communicative process to influence others.  A persuasive message has a point of



62

view or desired behavior for the recipient to adopt in a voluntary fashion... Persuasion

has the effect, when it is successful, of resulting in a reaction” (p. 27).  The greatest

distinction between propaganda and persuasion is that persuasion is a complementary

process in which the parties are dependent upon one another.  It does attempt to

change attitudes or behaviors by shaping responses, reinforcing responses or

changing responses; however, persuasion seeks voluntary change, while propaganda

seeks change through a one-way, sometimes dishonest or manipulative manner.

Furthermore, propagandists seek to promote their own objectives while persuaders

attempt to create situations that are beneficial to them as well as the audience they are

attempting to persuade.

Throughout the centuries propaganda has been a technique utilized by leaders

and government.  According to Kunczik (1997), the Latin word “propagare” means to

multiply by offshoots.  It can be traced back to ancient Greece where specific and

deliberate language was used to deliver persuasive messages or, mostly, used to

create support for war or religion (Jowett and O’Donnell, 1999).  Even Egyptian

pharaohs used a clever form of propaganda when they created pyramids in their own

honor and memory.  However, it was around 800 BC that systematic application of

propaganda began to take form when city-states were competing for cultural

domination and iconographic symbols of propaganda became vital.

Siebert (1948) wrote:  “Forms of government may change, but the operators

of a government in the form of officials are still likely to be more interested in

maintaining their official position than in protecting the rights of the people or even

promoting the ‘interests of society’” (p. 219).  Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar, the

Catholic Church, Napoleon, Martin Luther, Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson,
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George Washington and more recently and memorably, Adolf Hitler, were all

exceptional propagandists who utilized everything from patriotic music, symbols, and

colors to language, speech delivery and even dress as techniques of black, white or

gray propaganda to promote their messages and achieve their objectives.  Pope

Gregory XV, in 1622, founded the Sacra Congregatio de Propaganda Fide.  The task

of this organization was to spread Christianity—more so Catholicism—by teaching

and persuading the masses, rather than using force (Kunczik, 1997).  It appears as

though propaganda does not discriminate against nationality, creed or the ages.

Throughout the history of propaganda, as well as within the extensive

literature that has developed to focus on this technique, one static presence is often

found in association with propaganda:  war.  Alexander the Great, Napoleon, Hitler

and the founding fathers of the United States, all utilized propaganda during wars to

promote their messages.  Although propaganda is used by companies, professionals

and even in interpersonal communication, it appears to have its greatest power in the

hands of authorities during times of conflict—especially in communist or

authoritarian societies, because as Kunczik (1997) states, “propaganda also had no

negative connotation for the communists.  Agitation and propaganda were seen as

instruments for spreading the scientific ideas of Marxism-Leninism and for fighting

the ideology of imperialism” (p. 13).  Propaganda has its greatest impact during

conflicts.  Hitler proved its power when he was able to mobilize a massive following

for his deranged ideas by placing them within a well thought-out, deliberate

propaganda effort.  As the following sections will demonstrate, the wars that took

place within “former Yugoslavia” in the 1990s were fueled by expert propaganda

efforts on behalf of governments and leaders who were able to manipulate and censor
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the media in order to disseminate their messages/propaganda.

The History of Yugoslav Media

“One of the principal functions of media in a democracy is to inform members

of the public about the facts and circumstances of policy areas that concern them.  In

addition, the media have a heavy responsibility to provide citizens with the analytical

equipment required to evaluate proposals for public policy alternatives that are

presented to them by policymakers and others” (Goodwin and Nacht, 1995, p. 26).

While this is plausible for media under any form of government, what separates a

democracy from a dictatorship is when that information and the responsibility of the

media to provide that information is filtered through the gauze of government

censorship.  However, this is not unusual.  As Pedelty (1995) states, “most of the

worlds’ press are comprised of news organs either openly affiliated with political

parties or otherwise identified with ideological positions” (p. 169).  Musa (1997)

agrees:  “... communications cannot be separated from the wider sectors of political,

economic and cultural relations within which they are located.  Indeed, such

communications cannot bring any positive change since they are merely a reflection

at the ideological level of a particular set of relationships characterized by the

domination of one sector over the other” (pp. 120-121).  At the same time, there may

be a difference between eastern and western media.  “To the Third World and

communitarian societies, the role played by the press is inevitably seen as political,

while among capitalist nations, it is not” (Altschull, 1995, p. 323).  As we shall see,

the media in pre- and post-war Yugoslavia have been just that—a political entity

controlled by the government.
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In the 1950s, Yugoslavia was looked upon as a prospering country.  “In

respect of its average annual rate of increase of national income of 7 percent in the

period 1947-1971, Yugoslavia held fourth place in Europe....  Thus the economic

development of Yugoslavia was faster than the world average, for both developed and

developing countries and the rate was the same as in socialist countries of Eastern

Europe” (UNESCO Press, 1975, p. 10).  It was this economic development and the

government’s theory of self-management that worked in union with the press.  “On

that basis—i.e. on self-management agreements, compacts of social bodies (republics,

provinces and other)—a Yugoslav communications system has been created which

presents unity, in view of the multinational and multilingual composition of the

population, with due respect to the differences and individuality of each group”

(UNESCO, 1976, p. 31).

This advancement also impacted the media in Yugoslavia, which have been

called the freest in the communist block (Aumente, Gross, Hiebert, Johnson and

Mills, 1999; Johnson, 1995; Robinson, 1977; UNESCO, 1976, 1975).  According to

UNESCO’s 1975 report, “The press in Yugoslavia is not only a forum for public

expression of different opinions and the spread of information, but is also an

important, active and responsible factor in the development of the values which form

the basis of the self-managing social system of Yugoslavia” (p. 12).  Drakulic (1993)

elaborates on this statement.  “… Yugoslavia had a comparatively free press,

especially during the last couple of years.  However, its freedom was limited by

national borders—a kind of nationally controlled freedom of the press” (p. 15).

Interestingly, in the following section we will see that media in Yugoslavia

apparently had greater freedom during communism than they did under the newly-
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“democratic” governments of the various republics.

Yugoslavia was slow in its development of the press. Although the first

appearance of a periodical press in the countries that would compose Yugoslavia first

appeared in 1768 when the journal Slaveno-Serbski Magazin was printed in Venice,

the first newspapers in the region that would be Yugoslavia did not appear until the

early 1900s—later than in any other European countries (Johnson, 1999).  Even the

United States—a young country with not nearly as long a history as Yugoslavia—had

created its first newspaper in 1690 (Lippmann, 1995).  However, in the second half of

the 20th century the press in Yugoslavia began to spread rapidly.  From 1945 to 1975,

the number of dailies doubled (UNESCO, 1976).  In 1972, Yugoslavia as a whole had

1,518 publications of which 25 were dailies, 129 weeklies and 559 monthlies.  Of the

25 dailies, eight were published in Croatia, 10 in Serbia (including Kosovo and

Vojvodina), three in Slovenia, two in Macedonia, two in Bosnia-Herzegovina and

none in Montenegro (UNESCO, 1975).

Yugoslavia’s independent news agency TANJUG was one of the most highly-

respected agencies serving an international audience (Johnson, 1995; Thompson,

1994; Robinson, 1977; UNESCO, 1975, 1976).  However, after the death of

Yugoslavia’s first and only long-time leader, Josip Broz Tito, the media progressively

became a tool of the government and a vessel sailing the sea of national interests.

To comprehend the development of the 1990s media, one must first

understand the history of the media in pre-war Yugoslavia.  Robinson (1977)

discusses the development of Yugoslav media from 1945 through 1975.  She divides

the history into four periods:  the Administrative Media (1945-1950); the Transition

Media (1951-1961); the Decentralized Media (1963-1970) and the Uncertain Present
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(1971-1975).

During the Administrative Media period (1945-1950), the theory that

dominated was one of propaganda.  The media were primarily financed by

government subsidies and were a part of the government information hierarchy.

Primarily they were under the dictatorship of the Communist party and had two major

functions:  1) They were to mobilize the intellectuals, activists and the population in

general by disseminating government-ordered programs and values.  2)  They were to

create a more unified collective form of thought within the population by integrating

the varied opinions and viewpoints of the country’s multinational groups.

Management was centralized with a one-man, director’s rule.  Furthermore, reporting

was scarce.  Instead, most of the communication product was in the form of official

speeches and declarations.  Robinson (1977) states, "While freedom of the press was

nominally guaranteed, the fact is that only groups showing evidence of loyalty to the

authorities received permits to publish and to broadcast" (p. 19).  This period also saw

the creation of the Federation of Yugoslav Journalists in 1945.  Membership in the

organization was voluntary and its main tasks were: “coordination of the work of

journalist organizations in Yugoslavia, initiation of activities encouraging

ideological-political and professional specialization of journalists, initiation and

conduct of action aimed at resolving professional questions and other problems

related to the advancement of journalism as a whole, and representation of Yugoslav

journalist organizations abroad,” (UNESCO, 1976, p. 53).

The Transition Media (1951-1961) period saw the evolution of "Titoism" as a

theory that was to be supported by media.  Titoism, according to Robinson (1977)

was designed as a response to three primary needs:  1) the stagnating economy was in
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need of stimulation; 2) Yugoslavia’s sovereignty had to be protected; 3)  the political

heritage had to be safeguarded.  However, during this period, the media saw greater

freedom in that their financing was no longer provided by the government, but instead

they were financed by subscriptions and license fees.  They were given the right to

organize and control their own affairs and were semi-autonomous cooperatives that

were regionally divided.  Management turned toward group management, which

consisted of a modified workers’ self-management with a worker’s council, a

management board and an appointed director.  The reporting became more focused

on audience appeal, and entertainment features were introduced into the news.

Furthermore, this period saw a rise in journals, but a shrinking of newspapers.

Circulation of dailies shrank to half because the prices of dailies doubled.

During the Decentralized Media period (1963-1970), the Titoist social

responsibility theory—a kind of Musketeers, “all for one and one for all”

ideology—came into view.  Media were financed by subscription, license fees and

advertising.  Organization remained the same, as did the management of the

organization; however, in terms of reporting, journalists began to balance information

and entertainment. Individualized reporting was on the rise and specialization and

competition were dominant.  This period also saw the rise of television and the

innovation of evening papers and special interest journals.

The Uncertain Present period (1971-1975) saw a primary change in the

organization and the resulting product of media.  The organization was now

supervised by the Socialist Alliance and publications and broadcasts were

increasingly political, while still incorporating an entertainment aspect.  This period

also saw the creation of the development of the 1974 Constitution of the Social
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Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (the last Yugoslav Constitution).  The draft

constitution had a great impact on media in that it guaranteed the “freedom of the

press,” rights of citizens to express their opinions in the media and the right to publish

newspapers.  In an UNESCO (1976) report, Article 167 of the Yugoslav Constitution

is quoted.  It states:

Freedom of the press and other media of information and public
expression, freedom of association, freedom of speech and public
expression, freedom of gathering and public assembly shall be
guaranteed.

Citizens shall have the right to express and publish their opinions
through the media of information.

Citizens, organizations and citizens’ associations may, under
conditions specified by statute, publish newspapers and other
publications and disseminate information through other media of
information (UNESCO, 1976, p. 27).

However, while there was “no censorship” in Yugoslavia according to the

1973 Constitution, there were limitations that served to prevent the abuse of the

freedom of the press.  Within these borders were several acts that were prohibited,

including:

… incitement of criminal acts against the people of the State,
against the armed forces of the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia or against the violation of the foundations of the self-
managing socialist order of the country... insulting the honour of
the nations and nationalities, degradation of the Assembly of the
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, the Presidency of the
Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the President of the
Republic... (UNESCO, 1977, p. 40). 

During each of these periods various press laws were enacted which served to

address the freedom of the press.  The 1960 Law of the Press and Other Media of

Information was the first new media legislation that for the first time guaranteed the
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freedom of the press by explicitly ruling out censorship. Articles were not allowed to

be scrutinized by the prosecutor’s office, eliminating the government’s ability of prior

restraint.  Instead, only when offensive or controversial articles were published could

action be taken.  The 1963 Constitution expanded on the freedom of the press by

introducing the citizen’s right to know.  Furthermore, the journalist was no longer a

recorder of events; now he/she was allowed to interpret and criticize events.

In the ‘70s, the media were some of the freest when compared to other

socialist countries.

Organizational evidence leads to the conclusion that Yugoslavia
today, in contrast to other communist countries, has a broadcast
system which is neither nationally organized nor nationally
programmed. There is no pyramidal hierarchy centering in the state
capital which dominates the decision-making and programming of
the constituent networks.  Instead, the six republics are equal and
organizationally independent, deciding autonomously what
programs their audiences want to watch and listen to (Robinson,
1977, p. 50).

Yugoslavian media differed from other socialist/communist media because of

the Titoist press theory.  The media in Yugoslavia, under Tito were guaranteed

financial and operational media autonomy, freedom of speech and the “citizens’ right

to know.”  Media had three vital functions:  1) they were to supply objective and clear

social information so that each citizen would have the opportunity to develop his or

her own outlook on matters; 2) they were to act as a "public forum" and criticize

trends within society which may be negative; 3) they must serve to educate the public

on social issues by disseminating knowledge and information. This differed from

Soviet media primarily because the Soviet media were controlled by the state; were

integrated with other powerful bodies; were used as a disseminator of party

information and were characterized by strictly enforced responsibility.  In
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Yugoslavia, the case was different.  Robinson (1977) states that the Yugoslav

Journalists Association prescribed that a journalist "must record the facts as he sees

them, ’analyzing social processes and contradictions with the help of his own views

and attitudes’.…  This means, as President Tito mentioned in an interview on Brioni

June 17, 1969, that ‘simple transmission is not presently required of a journalist.  On

the contrary, he is expected to be creative, to make a constructive contribution to our

social development’” (p. 120).  In other words, the media were looked upon as a

“mediator”—allowing for a method of two-way exchange of information between the

government and the people.  However, upon Tito’s death, nationalism within the

separate republics began to rise and media soon became a tool of propaganda, used by

the government to spread nationalistic messages of separatism.  It has even been

argued (Bacevic, 1992; Ugresic, 1998) that the media were among those responsible

for the war in “former Yugoslavia.”

The ruling parties’ control over media, in combination with their
nationalistic programmes, has intensified the absolutisation of
national interests and the processes of national homogenization and
differentiation within former Yugoslavia.  Naturally, armed
conflict is not the result of situations within the media, but there is
no doubt that the media have contributed their part, and that they
are today the main propaganda for war (Bacevic, 1992, p. 19).

In the following section we will see how this came to pass.

1990s Media

Hiebert (1999) characterized Eastern European journalism of the 1990s as a

period of progress where advertising, public relations firms and “real” journalism,

rather than propaganda, were developing.  Many media in Eastern Europe became

independent; sound education and training programs were developing and the mass



72

media were no longer centrally managed as servants of the government.  However,

when categorizing the countries of Eastern Europe into three groups of “Leaders,”

“Laggards” and “Losers” (in terms of media freedom), Croatia and Serbia, along with

Bosnia-Herzegovina fall into the “Laggards” category.  Slovenia, is the only country

of “former Yugoslavia” that, along with the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary,

Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania falls into the “Leaders” category.

During the 1990s, Mills (1999) argues that media in Eastern Europe faced a

period of transition surrounding three primary difficulties:  1) explosive and often

hostile political climates; 2)  wavering and often unpleasant economic climates; 3)

political or economic enemies of free media who would use all means possible to

physically attack, silence or even murder journalists.  In Yugoslavia, the media faced

an additional obstacle:  the rupture of war.  And as Cheyney (1972) explains:

“Freedom of speech and of the press has never been long preserved, probably cannot

be preserved, in war time” (p. 213).

Basic (1992) argues that during the war, the media of Croatia had a three-

stage strategy:  1) They were defensive—the war is taking place somewhere else; we

are not a part of it; 2) The aggressive stage—journalists are instructed on how to

report on the war.  Words such as “terrorist” and “aggressor” are used to present the

“other” side.  No information about the position of Croat soldiers is shown, but, they

are referred to as fighters for “freedom” or the “homeland”;  3) The aesthetic

stage—the war is made to be trendy.  Popular singers sing patriotic songs of freedom;

the war is shown as a television program.  Basic (1992) states that “on the symbolic

level, presentation of the war has a dual structure:  There are two worlds ‘ours’ and

‘theirs’, and they exclude each other.  We stand for justice and human rights; they are
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brutal and unjust.  We are law abiding; they are criminals.  We are protecting our

homeland; they are on our territory.  Our war is for democracy; they fight for

communism” (p. 14).  Furthermore, she adds that Croatian and Serbian television

often times had the same pictures, but had very different depictions and

interpretations of what was being seen on film.  That having been said, we may now

turn to a more detailed exploration of 1990s Yugoslav media.

In June of 1990, as the republics within Yugoslavia were beginning to feel the

trembles of the upcoming war, the Gannett Center for Media Studies at Columbia

University published a report on the media in Eastern Europe.  One focus was on

Yugoslavia—arguably the last exploration during a unified media within the country.

The study found that legal issues of the press were now in the hands of individual

republics.  While media had previously been owned by the government and party;

there was now confusion regarding ownership. The report characterized the country

as one in deep turmoil.  “This is not a nation of the happy melting pot.  The relations

between the country’s ethnic groups have ranged from wary cooperation to violent

hatred ever since Yugoslavia was created in 1918” (Dennis, Huevel and King, 1990,

p. 67). The authors add:

The media in Yugoslavia, once a beacon of liberalism, have largely
been transformed into weapons in this struggle between regions
and nationalities.  Politika, once a highly respected weekly, has
become the mouthpiece of Serb strongman Milosevic.  In Kosovo,
the Milosevic Serbs purged the media of ethic Albanians.
Albanian-language services on radio and television have ceased
operations.  In Slovenia, Demokracija, the most successful
independent newspaper launched in Yugoslavia, takes a separatist
tone.  Editors at the Slovene weekly Delo complain that authorities
in Ljubljana lean on them if their articles are not sufficiently pro-
Slovene and anti-Serb.  The Croatian government similarly strong-
arms its press (p. 68).
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It was 1990 that privatization and transformation of the media took place.

Due to a revolt among journalists in November, 1990, the Federal Assembly adopted

a press law that legalized the free press, abolished censorship and allowed foreign

investors to own up to 49 percent of the stock in any periodical.

The federal Markovic Act was passed:  a privatization act with
regard to former public companies.  This act was effective in all
former Yugoslav republics.  The account below of privatization of
Slobodna Dalmacija (Free Dalmatia) and Danas (Today) clearly
shows that the attempts to privatize the media in fact failed,
because the government party used various means to retain their
grip on these newspapers.  This procedure was typical for the
privatization attempts of most newspapers, magazines and radio
and television networks (Press Now—Dossier).

In September 1990, Slobodna Dalmacija decided to privatize.  Employees

would own 61 percent of the company; and 39 percent was to be transferred to a

development fund.  However, after 10 days, the process was called off by the

Minister of Information.  “This happened in spite of the fact that since 1990, the

Markovic Act was also effective in Croatia, and that the newspaper had applied to the

Reorganization and Development Agency within the legally established time limit...”

(Press Now—Dossier).

Johnson (1995) states that the media of Yugoslavia had been the freest of

those in the communist block.  “After the death of longtime leader Josip Broz Tito,

however, the Yugoslav media increasingly were called into the service of national

interests” (p. 165).  Aumente (1999) argues that countries such as Poland, Hungary,

the Czech Republic and “former Yugoslavia” were faced with similar problems:  The

forceful ties between government or ruling parties and media, the uncertainty of a

changing audience and altering reader habits and the overcrowded media field.

However, Aumente (1999) states that the situation in Yugoslavia was worse than in
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many of the other Eastern countries.

The media in the former Yugoslavia confront all of these problems
and more.  This is both tragic and ironic:  for many years, while the
media of Warsaw Pact countries such as Poland were suppressed,
the Yugoslav press benefited from a more relaxed government
attitude toward the press.  Yugoslav journalists, though restricted,
were freer to travel and cover controversial issues.  In the ‘90s,
however, the situation was reversed.  While the media have
improved in countries such as Poland, Hungary and the Czech
Republic, the media in former Yugoslavia have deteriorated (p.2).

The separate parliaments were now in control of the media, acting as

publishers of the newspapers within their republics. Distribution was also in the hands

of the state-run publishing houses and was mostly used for political purposes.

Dennis, Huevel and King (1990) state that under communism the quality of

journalism in Yugoslavia had been superior to that of other countries within Eastern

Europe; however, with the end of communism, nationalism became prevalent and one

casualty was journalism—more so the media.

Ironically, as Communist control over the country deteriorated, and
as new non-Communist governments established themselves in
Slovenia and Croatia, the quality of journalism deteriorated.  Once-
respectable publications have turned into forums for bottled-up
resentment of ethnic groups and nationalistic passions.  The first
casualty was objectivity, and the state of journalism has suffered
heavily as a consequence.  The Serbians were perhaps the first to
let nationalist blood rise....This raised the specter of Serbian
chauvinism, long feared by the other ethnic groups in Yugoslavia,
and when non-Communist governments came to power in Slovenia
and Croatia, they responded by encouraging their respective media
to forment against Serbia.  Thus in Yugoslavia today the media
have a nationalistic agenda....  Many Yugoslav newspapers do not
hesitate to publish rumor and disinformation in the service of their
ethnic cause (pp. 73-74).

The division of media into republic-owned units meant the development of a
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new media system.  The result was that Slovenia, the most western-oriented of the

republics now published six dailies; Croatia, four; Serbia, three main daily

newspapers; Macedonia and Montenegro each had two and Bosnia-Herzegovina, one.

In terms of electronic media, Slovenia lead with 20 radio stations and four national

television channels; Croatia had two television channels, both under the control of the

state, along with several independent local TV stations, and three state-run radio

channels and 30 local radio stations.  Serbia had four state-controlled television

stations and several smaller independent stations.  Furthermore, each republic had its

own news agency.

Clearly, the situation of former Yugoslav media freedom in the 1990s was

bleak.  “Most of the governments make use of a combination of political, economic,

and legal pressure to try to muzzle the press, with varying success....  In most of

former Yugoslavia, the government maintains strict control of most of the media”

(Johnson, 1995, pp. 168-169).  It is here that propaganda and censorship unite to

create an even more powerful tool for the government, for as Lippmann (1941) states,

without censorship, propaganda is not possible.  “In order to conduct a propaganda

there must be some barrier between the public and the event.  Access to the real

environment must be limited before anyone can create a pseudo-environment that he

thinks wise or desirable” (p. 43).  That “barrier” was the media.

Consequently, one might argue that the media within the republics of “former

Yugoslavia” were living under a veil of censorship.  Censorship is “a form of

surveillance:  a method for gathering intelligence that the powerful can use to tighten

control over people or ideas that threaten to disrupt established systems of order”

(Jansen, 1991, p. 14).  However, the problem was that there was no system of order
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within the republics.  They were heading toward an inevitable war and the media

were central characters within this play.

The decade of the ‘90s in “former Yugoslavia” represented a time of

confusion, diversity and war.  The media became the central factor in presenting

various so-called truths, as directed by the government.  In a 1998 Freedom Forum

discussion, Michael Ignatieff states:

The media have the most enormous responsibility in the creation of
images of the “other” which are close to people’s actual lived
experience—that the “other” is not “them,” the “other” is also
“us.”  So we need images of the “other” which are deeply complex.
Why do we not get images which are deeply complex?  Because
the media is tied, of necessity, to projects of power.  In a society
like the south Balkans, where there was only one way to mobilize
people into a political project—that is, to mobilize their ethnic
identity—politicians arose (and I am not singling out any particular
group; I think everybody was involved) to mobilize people in
terms of their ancient traditions, identities, ethnicity.  The minute
political mobilization comes into the constitution of difference, the
media get used to mobilize that group to create political
constituencies and, in the process, to demonize the other side.

Difference and diversity themselves are neutral.  There is nothing
essential about these differences.  Where they become dangerous,
and where the media can become dangerous, is when they make
difference a source of power—where the only way to hold power
in a state is to be a Croat or to be a Serb.  The only way to mobilize
Serbs is to demonize Croats, or the only way to mobilize Croats is
to demonize Serbs....The media are necessarily in that power game.
They are often owned by the state.  They are often owned by
interests that are seeking to exploit the power relations implicit in
difference (pp. 5-6).

It is here that we see how the use of propaganda, as disseminated by the

government through the media, infiltrates the various populations and creates a

pseudo-environment.
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Thus the environment with which our public opinions deal is
refracted in many ways, by censorship and privacy at the source,
by physical and social barriers at the other end....  These
limitations upon our access to that environment combine with the
obscurity and complexity of the facts themselves to thwart
clearness and justice of perception, to substitute misleading
fictions for workable ideas, and to deprive us of adequate checks
upon those who consciously strive to mislead (Lippmann, 1941, p.
76).

In “former Yugoslavia,” the government served to create these barriers by utilizing

the media as its personal filter.  It was in the interest of the government, in the interest

of spreading nationalism and in the interest of creating party support that the

governments of “former Yugoslavia” found it necessary to have an iron hold over the

media and any information sent out on airwaves or in news print.

What makes the situation of media censorship in “former Yugoslavia” even

more dynamic in this sense is the vulnerability of the population to believe what

media tell them.  Judah (1997) shows a most potent and frightening example in his

examination of reaction to Tito:   For the Second Time Among the Serbs.  In this

movie, a film-maker, Zelimir Zilnik, dressed up an actor to look like Marshal Tito

and let him walk through the streets of Belgrade (Serbia’s capital) in the late 1980s as

he filmed people’s reactions.  Crowds reacted to the actor as though he were Tito.

They had discussions with “Tito.”  They told him what had occurred in Yugoslavia

since his passing.  One man accused him of being pro-American and betraying the

Soviet Union.  Judah quotes B-93 radio station Director Slobodan Stupar as saying:

“’It shows that the common people have lost touch with reality.  Everything you tell

them through the media they absorb like a sponge.  So you have a situation where

Tito is resurrected and people believe that.’  Zelimir (the film-maker) said, ‘It’s

obvious that today, for the majority of people, there is a strong need to compare
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Tito’s time and today, but people are not looking so much at Tito as ‘a symbol’ as at

their own past’” (p. 136).  This example only strengthens the impact media have on

the population of “former Yugoslavia” and makes one wonder about the disastrous

results that can and did come about from the government control of media.

Barbero (1993) discusses two stages of mass media in Latin America that can

easily be applied to former Yugoslav media.  The first stage deals with the media’s

role to “convey the challenge and the appeal of populism, which transformed the

mass into the people and the people into the nation” (p, 164).  In the second stage, the

media transform “the political ‘idea’ of nationhood….  At this point, the political

function of the media was removed and the economic function took over” (p. 165).

In both stages, the government plays a crucial role; and we see the overlap of media,

nationalism, and government.

In “former Yugoslavia,” the media were a propaganda tool for the

government—the people heard and read what the government wanted them to hear

and read.  In this respect, the first stage that Barbero (1993) refers to is parallel to

Croatia’s alternative or resistant press.  However, with the government’s suppression

of freedom of speech, this aspect of the press was restrained and journalists who

chose to defy the unstated legislation of censorship were thrown into prison.

 The second stage is the present state of Croatia, as we have seen in the above

discussion.  Although the government of Croatia attempted to color the political

situation of Croatia with the red, white and blue of democracy, the media were still

censored by the government.  While independent press, such as the Feral

Tribune—an alternative, anti-government publication that at times has used tabloid-

style journalism to attack the ruling party—do have freedom to express the views of
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the anti-main stream populace, other, more main-stream press, continues to perform

by the strings the government is pulling, making the press dance to a tune of support

for the ruling party.

In this discussion we have seen how the media in the republics truly were

puppets for the government.  Perhaps the relationship is inescapable.  Drakulic (1993)

explains the core of the dilemma.  “The problem is that in Yugoslavia (and as far as I

know, in other communist countries) journalism was never a profession.  Journalists

were considered ‘social-political workers’, and exactly the same definition goes for

politicians.  This is the explicit and not implicit way of saying that their aim is not to

protect the public interest (this category didn’t exist until recently) but the interest of

the working class, i.e. the state” (p. 16).

The most profound example of the government and media’s tumultuous

relationship, which supports Drakulic’s (1993) arguments comes from Croatia.  The

University of Zagreb (a state university in Zagreb, Croatia’s capital) is home to the

country’s most prestigious journalism program.  The School of Journalism; however,

does not fall under the College of Communication, Social Sciences or even Liberal

Arts.  Instead, the School of Journalism in Zagreb finds itself as a component of—a

school within—the College of Political Sciences.  In the minds of those of us who

have learned that journalism stands for the freedom to disseminate information to

readers without bias and with the freedom of speech, it seems ludicrous that

journalism at a university would be a part of the College of Political Science.  In

Croatia, it seems, journalism—be it academic or professional—is only a concubine of

the state.  The government allows no opportunity to let this canary out of its cage.

And, as Drakulic (1993) says, “journalists acted like agents of the
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government—Serbia and Croatia in this case, but it is no better in the other republics”

(p. 16).

The following section will examine this relationship further with an

exploration of the government’s control of media within Croatia and Serbia.

Furthermore, it will show how propaganda through the media assisted the government

in propelling its objectives.

Tudjman and the Croatian Media

Lippmann (1941) wrote:  “...we can best understand the furies of war and

politics by remembering that almost the whole of each party believes absolutely in its

picture of the opposition, that it takes as fact, not what is, but what is supposed to be

fact” (p. 7).  Within Yugoslavia in the 1990s many “pictures” existed.  Croatian

President Franjo Tudjman wanted to assure that the Croats received and believed his

picture; while Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic wanted the Serbs to visualize

and believe his pictures.  Lippmann (1941) adds that “the only feeling that anyone

can have about an event he does not experience is the feeling aroused by his mental

image of that event” (p. 13).  Because of these visions, the media became pawns in a

chess game of propaganda and were expected to project the mental images of

Tudjman and Milosevic to the appropriate audiences.  Although the media attempted

in many ways to escape the firm grips of these two men, often times they were unable

to do so and had to succumb to their pressure.

One example of attempts to establish media freedom occurred when Croatian

journalists created a society of free journalism.  In 1993, the Assembly of the

Croatian Journalists’ Association adopted a Code of Ethics for journalists that
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included general principles of journalism.  The general principles state:

In their practice, journalists are obligatory (sic) to defend human
rights, dignity and freedom, to respect pluralism of ideas and
attitudes, to contribute to strengthening of legal state and, as
democratic party of the general public, to participate in the control
of the activity of authorities and politics.  Journalists observe the
Constitution and the positive legislation of the Republic of Croatia,
Statutes and documents of the International Federation of
Journalists (IFJ) and the Council of Europe on freedom of
expression and information and on human rights.  Journalists care
for culture and ethics of public expression and respect
achievements and values of prosperous civilization (Croatian Code
of Ethics, General Principles).

While the Code of Ethics appears to condone freedom of press, what the

media in Croatia actually practiced was covered in a shadow of governmental

censorship and control.

Freedom House, an organization created nearly 60 years ago by Eleanor

Roosevelt, Wendell Willkie and other Americans, is “an advocate of the world’s

young democracies, which are coping with the debilitating legacy of statism,

dictatorship and political repression” (Freedom House Online, About Freedom

House, p. 2).  The organization, which conducts research projects, in 1998 published

Nations in Transit, an annual progress report on the status of political and economic

reforms in countries of Eastern Europe.  The publication describes the situation of

Croatia’s media as one that is striving for change, but still clouded by censorship.

The constitution guarantees freedom of thought, expression, the
press, and other media.  In October 1996, attempting to meet the
Council of Europe’s minimum standards for press freedom,
Croatia’s parliament passed a law to protect journalists from
demands that they reveal their sources and from criminal charges
in cases in which they publish false information unintentionally.
Nevertheless, existing provisions prescribing fines and
imprisonment for reporters who insult top state officials have been
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retained...The Committee for Telecommunications, which grants
broadcasting licenses, is appointed by parliament.  Six of the
committee’s nine members are high-ranking members of the ruling
party, two are cabinet members, and one is a special adviser to
President Tudjman  (Nations In Transit 1998 Online, p. 1).

During Tudjman’s presidency, several laws were passed to restrict the media’s

capability of speaking ill of the president, his party (the HDZ) or any of his officials.

Journalists could be punished if they offended or slandered the president, Speaker of

the Parliament, Prime Minister or presidents of the supreme or constitutional courts.

Furthermore, publication of classified information that was considered “vital to state

interests” was considered a criminal activity—even though the definition of what is

“vital to state interests” was never specified.  In breaking these laws, journalists could

receive jail terms from six months to three years.  “These laws are widely enforced in

order to minimize critical coverage of the government.  As of March 1998,

approximately 500 libel suits were reportedly pending before the Croatian courts.

Most were filed by HDZ members” (Nations In Transit 1998 Online, p. 1).

The 1998 report also notes that two of the four daily newspaper, several

weeklies and HINA, the country’s only news agency were all controlled by the

government.  “It (the government) also has a monopoly on printing through the two

major government-controlled newspaper publishing houses.  The major private

independent newspapers are Novi List, a daily with a circulation of 31,000; Globus a

weekly; and the weekly Feral Tribune.  The private weekly (sic) Slobodna Dalmacija

is now controlled by HDZ supporters” (p.2).  Furthermore, all three national

television channels were under the control of the HDZ government.  However, five

local television stations operated with various degrees of independence, as did more

than 50 local and independent radio stations.



84

Censorship, in the form of self-censorship, government control, government

propaganda and legal threats, was quite dominant in the media, particularly in

television.

State-owned media generally favor the government and the ruling
HDZ in their coverage.  Broadcasters who exhibit too much
independence—by criticizing officials, for example—are penalized
or prevented from broadcasting.  The independence of print media
is also compromised by self-censorship that results from official
harassment and the threat of legal proceedings....The Croatian
Helsinki Committee for Human Rights reported that, on evening
television news broadcasts during the parliamentary and municipal
election campaigns, the HDZ received between 60 and 75 percent
of the coverage of candidates’ activities.  Opposition parties rarely
received more than two percent (Nations In Transit 1998 Online,
pp. 3-4).

Freedom House conducts a yearly survey in which media of the world are

rated in terms of their press freedom.  Between 1992 and 1993, Croatia was rated as

“not free,” from 1994 to 1996, press freedom in Croatia was considered to be “partly

free,” while in 1997 and 1998, it was “not free.”

Throughout the 1990s Croatian media were a weapon utilized by the

government as a voice of nationalistic and supportive chants.  Journalists who could

not conform to the guidelines set forth by the HDZ party were imprisoned, fined or

threatened.  One such journalist was Slavenka Drakulic who became known as a

“witch” throughout Croatia for speaking against the Tudjman regime.  In the Fall

1999 issue of the Freedom Forum’s Online Media Studies Journal, she writes that in

1992, a group of journalists who had been HDZ loyalists took over the daily Danas

(Today) and “kicked out more than 20 journalists, considered to be among the best in

the country.  This was possible through the corrupt privatization of the state property,

when the new nomenclature acquired factories, hotels, real estate as well as
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newspapers” (p. 1). She describes several other newspapers that went through the

same takeovers, or were simply voluntarily acting as the voice of the HDZ.

Journalism in Croatia had been heading for some time towards
smearing, persecution and public execution of all who dare to think
differently.  With a few exceptions such as Feral  Tribune (a
fiercely independent political weekly published in the city of Split)
and Radio 101, an independent Zagreb radio station, all media
were ideologically united in their nationalism, hatred of the Serbs,
hatred of “others,” as it were.  As the Franjo Tudjman regime
became identified with the new state itself, to criticize it meant to
criticize the new state.  It was not possible to do so, because one
would automatically be considered a “traitor” to Croatian
independence (pp. 1-2).

Thompson (1994) writes that the situation of the media in Croatia in 1990

seemed promising with censorship laws laying idle.  The HDZ had promised

complete freedom of speech and a free press in a democratic Croatia.  However, once

the HDZ took control, the promises were forgotten and the party “was as determined

to control the media as its predecessors” (p. 131).

The Council of Europe reported in 1993, that the Croatian government was

attempting to harness the print and electronic media, control the press and silence

independent journalists (Ramet, 1996, p. 211).  “The government takeover of Vjesnik

and Vecernji List, suppression of Start, suppression and recreation (under new

management) of Danas, and harassment of Slobodna Dalmacija were all symptoms

of the Zagreb government’s desire to control the information within the republic.

From the beginning the government used its control of the media to enforce

conformity in views” (Ramet, 1996, p. 211).

Thompson (1994) states that the HDZ took specific steps in its process of

taking over the media.  They replaced media personnel with those who were loyal to
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the HDZ.  They established a framework to define ownership, where publicly-owned

companies came under the control of the state, or HDZ supporters, resulting in media

ownership by the state or HDZ officials.  They created a virtual monopoly of

airwaves and withheld legislation to allow private electronic media, while

suppressing existing private electronic media.  They created “catch-all” clauses in

laws which restricted free speech and intimidated media, while creating decrees to

limit media freedom under conditions of emergency, as seen fit by the president.

Furthermore, the government used government-controlled media to attack and slander

journalists and media who were against the HDZ.  Between 1990 and 1991 journalists

were under great pressure not to criticize or even question the government.  Those

who did suffered through fines, imprisonment and loss of jobs.  The result was that by

the end of 1991, most independent-minded journalists had been removed from their

positions.  By 1992, Thompson (1994) states that the media in Croatia were tightly

under the control of the ruling party.  In 1993, “the only truly independent medium

with a nationwide audience was Slobodna Dalmacija which was seized by the

government a few weeks later” (p. 136).

The press continued to suffer under the new government.  Independent

newspapers were taken over; they were fined or had illicit punitive taxes charged to

them, and, many times, they were simply harassed.

Journalists who have written critically about members of the
Croatian government have sometimes been harassed, intimidated,
investigated and even charged under criminal and civil codes.
Many believe a form of self-censorship exists among journalists
who in these difficult economic times do not want to risk their jobs
by writing critical articles.  According to the Croatian Union of
Journalists, statistics show that about 600 journalists have left their
jobs in the past five years under various circumstances (Balkan
Peace Team, 1996).



87

Ugresic (1998) endured the same censorship that the above-mentioned media

and journalists have confronted.  She writes in Culture of Lies:

In a hysterical, paranoid situation like this, it is quite natural that
citizens who express doubt—even if it is only an insignificant
number of journalists, writers, university professors,
artists—should be proclaimed public enemies.  In view of the fact
that Croatia has declared democracy a public enemy—a newly
revived reference from the totalitarian age—such an enemy will
have somewhat different treatment from a simple prison sentence.
Other, subtler tactics will be used to deal with the disinclined.
Today the most widely adopted and most popular tactic is that of
the media lynch.  In harmonious unison, the media (almost all
under the control of the ruling party), journalists (mostly in the
service of the government), and even ordinary citizens (who
believe what their media tell them) round on their chosen victim,
passionately and fiercely (p. 101).

Ugresic (1998) is partly referring to herself as the “public enemy.”  She clearly argues

not only that the government is corrupt, but also that the government has corrupted

the media/journalists, controls the media and in turn, has control over the beliefs of

“ordinary citizens” who look to the media as a source of unbiased and truthful

information.

The control that the government exerted applied to all media —from print to

television and radio.  Danas, one of the largest magazines in Croatia, renowned for its

political news prior and during the war, was shut down.  Independent Zagreb Radio

101 was also shut down, but a few years ago was able to operate again.

After seven years of communism and six years of nationalism the
governmental bureaucracy in Croatia finally quashed Radio 101,
one of the first independent, democratically minded and free-
market based electronic media in Eastern Europe.  Radio 101
continued to prosper all those years despite all the governmental
harassment the radio and, particularly some of its journalists were
subjected to over years:  a poll taken by magazine Obsor among
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1,000 random Zagreb radio listeners just a day before the infamous
shutdown showed that 94.7% were for Radio 101 to be allowed to
continue operation (Nettime).

According to Nettime, “Croatia is ruled by the same bureaucracy that ran the

show under the communists....  Electronic media are just one of the most obvious

examples—this is a clear attempt to establish a monopoly on information... by buying

all TV and radio stations—be they willing or not.”

It may be argued that media censorship stems from the previous Yugoslav

rule.  Babic (1997) says, “Croatia inherited an inefficient socialist self-management

economic system.  That system was founded on the ‘social ownership’ of means of

production.  That means that the owner of the firm was the society and that the

workers were entitled to manage it.  This resulted in the difficulty of allocating of

responsibility for business failures.  When everybody is responsible then nobody is

responsible” (p. 137).  The “inheritance” has been one that has been difficult to deny

or ignore.

Even though the press laws of the 1960s attempted to do away with press

censorship, Ramet (1996) argues it was still very present.  “During the era of

communism (roughly speaking, to the end of 1989), every publisher was required by

law to send copies of the galley proofs to the Office of the State Prosecutor before a

given issue of a periodical was actually published.  This requirement applied to every

periodical published in Yugoslavia regardless of its sponsorship, content or intended

audience”  (Ramet, 1996, p. 64).  However, while authorities attempted to ban

coverage of events such as the 1981 Kosovo riots, they were unsuccessful.  Yet, “in

general, when one abstracts the situation to a ‘global’ level, authorities tended to

believe that the press’s basic assignment was to strengthen the values of socialist self-

management and to support the policies of the LCY (Central Committee of the
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League of Communists of Yugoslavia), assisting the politicians in finding and

implementing ‘necessary solutions’” (Ramet, 1996, p.67).  Here again we see media

as a tool of government propaganda.

In an Internet article by the Balkan Peace Team (1996), the question of free

press in Croatia is again a central issue.

Democracy, openness, tolerance—these are principles to which the
Croatian government has repeatedly claimed to adhere.  The
principle of a free press is also enshrined in the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, to which Croatia is party.  Croatia’s
constitution provides for freedom of thought and expression
specifically including freedom of the press and other media of
communication, speech and public expression.  However, recent
developments would suggest that the freedom of press in Croatia is
actually limited to such a degree as to warrant scrutiny of the
claims made by President Tudjman’s government that Croatia is a
democratic, open and tolerant society.

A U.S. Department (of) State Report of March 1996 on Human
Rights Practices in Croatia states, “government influence on the
media through state ownership of most print media and broadcast
outlets limits press freedom.”  During the election campaign of
1990 all political parties pledged to pass laws that would prevent
political interference of freedom of the media.  Since assuming
power, however, the ruling HDZ party has taken numerous steps to
assume increasing government control over state-owned media,
and to interfere with, or even curtail the activities of independent
media.

The government controls the state-owned Croatian national
television network and has been working to eliminate local
independent radio stations.

Accordingly, state-owned broadcast and print media reports that are

considered “unfavorable” to the Croatian government are often omitted.  Similarly, as

seen previously, independent media have come under severe and repeated attack by

the government.   “...in Serbia and Croatia alike, the new political authorities have
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taken steps to tighten government control of the media, even to the extent of

assuming effective ownership of some of the leading newspapers and magazines”

(Ramet, 1996, p. 85).

The Balkan Peace Team (1996) reports that “in the opinion of the National

Democratic Institute for International Affairs, which monitored the election process,

HRT (Croatian Radio-Television) produced unbalanced news coverage which favored

HDZ candidates, and severely restricted criticism of the government and HDZ by

imposing limitations and criteria on opposition party political broadcasts and

adverts.”

Amendments to the penal code passed in March 1996, by the Croatian

Parliament “legally” restricted freedom of the press.  It re-established “crimes of the

media,” which had been abolished in 1991, taking yet another step backward.

Penalties ranged from six months to three years in prison.

“According to the new libel law, the public prosecutor must bring charges

against journalists who, in their opinion slander or offend Croatia’s president, prime

minister, president of the parliament and the presidents of the supreme and

constitutional courts” (Balkan Peace Team, 1996).  Furthermore, courts must hear

these lawsuits within eight days from the day of filing charges.  This expeditiousness

in the courts creates a problem for the defendants—media persons—giving them very

little time to prepare for a defense.  “The Tudjman regime’s relentless assault on

independent media, non-governmental organizations and trade unions continues to

escalate amid increasing public discontent with the current government” (Croatia

Watch #4, 1998, p. 1).  Laws passed in 1997 not only punished reporters for critical

reporting of government officials, but also gave non-government authorities more
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power to “control, suspend, fine or close non-governmental organizations” (Croatia

Watch #4, 1998, p. 1).

However, as mentioned earlier, the majority of the problem stems from

continued government control over media, which breeds greater censorship and

creates a lack of a free press.  Cases continue to surround media censorship and the

lack of a free press.  The Federal Tribune (one of Croatia’s largest three independent

weeklies, along with Globus and Nacional) has been ordered to pay $60,000 to

government officials it allegedly libeled.  Croatia Watch #4 (1998) reported that

Globus editor Davor Butkovic was to receive up to eight years in prison and a

$645,000 fine for an article published in Globus that pointed to high-level corruption

in the Croatian government.  “All 23 ministers in the government sued Butkovic and

Globus magazine for libel after the weekly published details last year of a U.S. report

alleging corruption at the highest level of government.  The government had offered

to negotiate a settlement with the magazine over its handling of the report by U.S.

investigative and risk management firm Kroll.  But Globus was confident it would

win in court” (p. 3).    Croatia Watch #4 (1998) reports that hundreds of similar suits

against independent media occurred during that year.

The United States State Department has been involved in the infringement of

press freedom in Croatia and in a January 1997 report called President Tudjman an

authoritarian.  Furthermore, in the report the department criticized the governmental

control, more so, domination of state media and the harassment of independent media

by the HDZ ruling party.  The 1997 United States State Department report is cited in

Croatia Watch #4 (1998):  “Government influence circumscribes and weakens the

judiciary.   This combined with the extensive constitutional powers of the presidency,



92

the overwhelming dominance of the HDZ, its absolute control of television, and the

continuing concentration of power within the one-party central government, makes

Croatia’s nominally democratic system in reality authoritarian” (p. 10).  The report

cites infringement on press freedom by the use of courts to shut down or restrain

newspapers and radio stations that criticize government and government officials,

which in turn leads to “self-censorship” by journalists.  Furthermore, the report states,

the 1997 “free elections” were, as Ramet (1996) agrees, in actuality censored and

authoritarian since the HDZ exercised nearly total control over electronic media, as

well as using “manipulation of laws, harassment, and economic pressure to control

the political process” (Croatia Watch #4, 1998, p. 10).  The report adds that HRT,

whose head was a HDZ member—was run by the HDZ party through the supervision

of the Parliament.  “Throughout the year’s election campaigns, the ruling party and its

candidates enjoyed an immense advantage in media exposure and news coverage

from the state-owned electronic media, the HRT”  (Croatia Watch #4, 1998, p. 10).

Government control over major state-owned media, interference in

independent media, and the creation of such strenuous repercussions for criticism of

government officials continued to allow for media censorship in Croatia.  Journalists

were hesitant to criticize “for fear of harassment, job loss, intimidation, criminal

prosecution or being branded disloyal” (Croatia Watch #4, 1998, p. 10).

However, journalists within Croatia did, to some degree, protest against the

lack of a free press.  Through newspapers such as the Feral Tribune (awarded the

International Award for the Freedom of the Press, in 1996 presented by the

International Press Directory;  the Golden Feather of Freedom in 1997 presented by

the World Association of Newspapers; the International Award for the Freedom of
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the Press in 1997 presented by the Committee to Protect Journalists; the award for the

best political satire weekly in the world, presented in 1998 at the International

Festival of Political Satire)  and the works of such authors as Drakulic and Ugresic,

who attack the government for the control it holds over media, attempts were made to

establish a free and uncensored media in Croatia.

On February 20, 1998, thousands of Croatian citizens gathered to protest

governmental corruption in Zagreb, the country’s capital.  Earlier, on January 6,

Forum 21, a Croatian journalists’ group that advocates freer media in Croatia,

publicly criticized and protested the HDZ’s interference in state-run media, citing

complaints of doctored news footage and refusals to cover newsworthy events, which

criticize the government.  In that same month, the Croatian Journalists’ Association,

the Journalists’ Trade Unions of Croatia and Forum 21 protested in an open letter to

HRT management for replacing the editor of the second news channel for objecting to

media censorship of reports that criticized government and kept certain newsworthy

events quiet.

“The Croatian Journalists’ Association, the Journalists’ Trade Unions of

Croatia, and Forum 21 concluded their letter by announcing that they will take all

necessary measures to protect the integrity of journalists and inform all international

journalistic and political institutions about such cases” (Croatia Watch #4, 1998, p. 5).

The extremes utilized by the government to assure that media not only

supported the HDZ but also promoted the nationalistic cause included changing the

entire image of the news.  “Language changed along with faces on the news desk

before the war.  Special readers were employed to ensure that editors and reporters

used ‘politically correct’ terms.  Even before 1990 nationalist ideologues had been
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exhuming archaisms from Croatian dictionaries and ‘cleansing’ characteristically

Serbian words and expressions” (Thompson, 1994, pp. 159-160).  Thompson (1994)

argues that the war enabled the government to tighten its grip on the news and media

in general.  It created a situation where the media were producing propaganda,

disinformation and lies for the government, while the audience had a difficult time

distinguishing the lies from the truth and commentary from fact.  Furthermore, if they

had not already been removed, many journalists who were supportive of freedom of

speech and were willing to portray the “other” side of the ruling party, were forced

into self-censorship to keep from being harassed, imprisoned, fined or unemployed.

The situation in Serbia was no better off with strongman Slobodan Milosevic in

charge of its media.

Milosevic and the Serbian Media

Freedom House has continuously rated Serbian media as “not free.”  The

situation in the 1990s was even worse than the one in Croatia.  Thompson (1994)

argues that Serbian media had been the most influential regarding the wars in “former

Yugoslavia.”  “These wars were begun by Serbia in alliance with Serb forces in

Croatia and then in Bosnia, acting under different political constraints but with a

single military objective:  irreversible territorial control on the basis of the alleged

supreme right to national self-determination, a right summarized in the ubiquitous

slogan ‘All Serbs in One State’” (p. 51).

Pantic (1999) states that 1989 was the year in which Serbian President

Slobodan Milosevic began his stranglehold of Serbia and, in particular, of the media.

While citizens across the rest of the Soviet bloc were breaking
down walls through velvet and steel revolutions, Slobodan
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Milosevic was consolidating power in Yugoslavia.  Quickly
gaining control over Serbian and federal media, Milosevic made
sure that growing social conflicts among the Yugoslav national
groups and the transition toward capitalism were broadcast to
society only in the form of brutal, one-sided propaganda that
favored Milosevic.  The explosive fragmentation of the country
was virtually inevitable (p. 1).

By the outbreak of the war in 1991, Serbia had 300 news publications with

three national dailies that dominated the market (Politika, Politika Ekspres and

Vecernje Novosti).  Thompson (1994) states that Politika’s coverage was “typical” in

reporting of a government-controlled medium.  “Politika went into overdrive with

article upon article stressing the Croatian threat, typified by recent raids by Croatia

militia searching Serb areas for weapons” (p. 72).  The government utilized the media

to spread lies and messages of propaganda.

In 1992, when the bread line massacre occurred in Sarajevo (dozens of

Bosnians were killed when a mortar shell exploded at a market) the Serbian media,

under control of the government, was quick to dismiss the incident as one where the

Bosnians fired upon themselves for sympathy, even though it was confirmed that the

Serbs had committed the act.  SRNA, the news agency of the Serb Republic of

Bosnia-Herzegovina, reported “that the massacre was stage-managed by Muslim

militia and paramilitary units” (Thompson, 1994, p. 83).  Furthermore, they added

that most of the victims were Serbs, and that the Croat and Muslim bodies which

were shown as the victims of the massacre, were in reality bodies that had been

swapped with actual Serb corpses—those who were killed at the massacre.  These

reports aired on Serb television and were greatly accepted by the Serbian audiences,

even though no evidence was presented.  Furthermore, the European Institute for the

Media found that even though foreign broadcasts through satellites and cable
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television were available in Serbia, they did not significantly influence the overall

reception of news, but served as important sources of information for independent

media journalists.

The population, it seems was eager to believe the biased Serb media reports.

“Encouraged by the paranoid lies they were fed during the recent wars, most Serbs

have learnt to accept the messages pumped out by the state media night after night”

(Crawshaw, 1997, p. 27).  The government wanted its people to believe they lived in

a democratic and free country.  According to Veran Matic, the editor-in-chief of

independent radio B92, Milosevic went to such great extremes that his wife set up a

separate party just so the country could state they had a “multi-party system.”

The tendency of the state media to suppress information about
the scale of clashes, their territorial scope and possible impact
upon civilians is by now transparent.  Filtering is applied, in
particular, to details about the Yugoslav army, the conditions of
recruits and their quality of training and equipment….  There
was a joke in Belgrade a couple of years ago that, if Germany
had had an editor from Serbian state television instead of
Goebbels, the public would never had (have) learned that they
had lost the war.  This is abundantly true of Kosovo (Matic,
1998, p.2)

Thompson (1994) argues that Serbian television, in order to support Milosevic

and his party, developed a clear-cut plan of operation.  Visually and verbally the

programs were confusing, more so than those in Croatia.  Newscasters were often

switched in mid-report and foreign reports were shown only as voice-overs.  “War

reports are accompanied by fresh footage which may be unrelated to the words, by

archive footage (rarely identified as such) or, often, by a map showing the area in

question” (p. 94).  Furthermore, commentaries and editorials were delivered by news

journalists—those who would normally be expected to provide “unbiased” and
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“objective” information.  Program guests were often shown without an explanation of

who they are and what they represent.  “Rare nuggets of information are distorted and

lost amid convolutions of rhetorical sarcasm, special pleas and paranoid non-

sequiturs” (p. 94), all clear-cut techniques of propaganda.  Thompson (1994) adds

that reports of the atrocities committed in Bosnia and Croatia were simply absent

from broadcasts and instead, emphasis was placed on the defensiveness of Serb

activity—the Serbs were fighting for freedom, defending, guarding and protecting

their homeland from the “others.”

When a story cannot be ignored or re-edited, perhaps because
foreign coverage has been so vociferous that a response is
necessary, RTS (Radio Television Serbia) has three basic damage
limitation tactics used separately or in tandem.  A denial can be
issued, usually without citing the report in contention, so viewers
hear the denial of guilt simultaneously with, or even a fraction
before, the accusation.  The effect of the story can be pre-empted
by careful preparation and presentation.  The story can be
smothered or spoiled by moving it to the end of the program or by
running a mirror-image story on the same subject (Thompson,
1994, p. 106).

As in Croatia, regional media were susceptible to harassment and obstruction

and could have had their broadcast license revoked.  Even between 1986 and 1989 the

media in Serbia had suffered under the so-called “Serbian Cultural Revolution” where

journalists were pressured to support the nationalistic government of Slobodan

Milosevic.  Those who did not support Milosevic were demoted or dismissed.  As

Matic (1998) states, “The most difficult thing for us is how to report on the worst

government in the world” (p. 15).  Control of media in the 1990s was one of direct

and indirect control which resulted in an extraordinary hold on public opinion,

perception and knowledge.  Direct control was in the form of punishment through
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fines, removal of licenses, dismissals, harassment, fines and imprisonment, while the

indirect control was one of self-censorship and simple propaganda.  “... another mode

of indirect control, is the broad public consensus that ‘the national question’ was the

only all-important issue for Serbs.  The media played an essential role in forging this

consensus, which in turn was the foundation of the SPS’s (Socialist Party of Serbia)

election successes in 1990, 1992 and 1993” (Thompson, 1994, p. 126).

When journalists did attempt to stand for their oath of objectivity, they were

faced with extreme censorship and hardship, the most prominent example being of

Radio B92—the first, and for many years only independent radio station within

Serbia.

Radio B92 was formed in 1989 by Veran Matic and a group of young

Belgrade journalists.  The government did not anticipate much from the group and

granted them a 15-day permit on an FM frequency.  The station opposed the war and

promoted democracy, reform and respect for ethnic minorities, as well as sponsoring

anti-war demonstrations.  Consequently, the station was shut down several times by

authorities, but through persistence, the Internet and global support, was able to

continue its broadcasting.

 In 1996, when the station was shut down for a second time, it began to

broadcast over the Internet and allowed the world to hear of Radio B92’s struggle.

“The action sent a strong message of resistance to censorship and triggered powerful

international political support for B92.  After 51 hours, the Milosevic regime could

not resist any longer and allowed B92 to continue its programming.  The symbolism

was strong.  For the first time, Milosevic had lost a battle of politics and media on his

own ground in Serbia” (Pantic, 1999, p. 2).
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In 1999, the station was taken over.  Without being informed of the change,

listeners awoke to discover a dramatically different content with propagandistic

overtones.  This was again counterattacked by the B92 staff who immediately

launched a FreeB92 Internet site in Amsterdam and continued with its reporting.

Such were the battles of non-government-controlled media in Serbia.  Matic

(2000) in an interview for mediachannel.org states, “The Public Information Act in

Serbia is one of the worst in the world.  In accordance with this law, media and

journalists are being punished and fined almost every day—mostly with enormously

high fines.  In this way, the regime attempts to hinder any free speech” (p. 3).  Even

though conditions are changing for the better, when it comes to the state of Serbian

media in the 1990s, this statement is an adequate summary.

Conclusion to this section

Lippmann (1941) wrote, “Inevitably our opinions cover a bigger space, a

longer reach of time, a greater number of things, than we can directly observe.  They

have, therefore, to be pieced together out of what others have reported and what we

can imagine” (p. 79).  He adds, “For the most part we do not first see, and then

define, we define first and then see.  In the great blooming, buzzing confusion of the

outer world we pick out what our culture has already defined for us, and we tend to

perceive that which we have picked out in the form stereotyped for us by our culture”

(p. 81.)  This is precisely what the people of “former Yugoslavia” did when

bombarded by the government propaganda disseminated by the media.

During communism, the messages were those of the party, although as earlier

discussions demonstrated, the media appear to have had greater freedom during this
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period, than they did once nationalism, separatism and individual parties within the

republics took to the platform.  Throughout Yugoslav history the media were forced

to battle various forms of censorship—from unclear amendments to direct

government control and even self-censorship.  The most difficult time appears to have

been during the 1990s when Croatian President Franjo Tudjman and Serbian

President Slobodan Milosevic suffocated their media by utilizing black propaganda,

heavy censorship, legal action and even threats to disseminate their parties’ messages.

However, in the last few years, change has visited Croatia and Serbia.  Franjo

Tudjman passed away in December 1999 and Stipe Mesic was elected the new

President of Croatia.  Slobodan Milosevic lost his battle for re-election to Vojislav

Kostunica and is now at The Hague on trial for war crimes.  The world was hopeful

that new leadership within these countries would bring a new and more authentic

definition of democracy, as well as press freedom.  Stevenson (1995) defines press

freedom as “freedom from government control” (p. 65).  If this definition of press

freedom is accepted, then Croatia and Serbia have a long road ahead of them in order

to achieve this freedom.

In Croatia, the prospects seem hopeful.  Tudjman’s death in December of

1999, marked the end of his virulent nationalistic rule.  Even in 1998, he had begun to

lose his grasp over Croatian media.  “Throughout 1998, opposition parties and the

media focused on potential wrongdoing regarding Tudjman’s family’s vast financial

holdings.  Opposition parties also objected to the creation of an HDZ-dominated

media council to oversee the state-owned Croatian Radio and Television Enterprise

(HRT)” (Freedom in the World 1999-2000 Online, Croatia).  Clearly, unlike the

media of the late ‘90s, the Croatian media in the early ‘90s would never have been
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able to directly attack the president and his family.  Tudjman was not only losing his

support, but he was also losing his dominance over the media.

Once Stipe Mesic became president of Croatia in February 2000, moderate,

but steady changes have taken place in regard to Croatian media.  John Owen in a

Freedom Forum Online article titled “New Croatian president vows no hounding of

press” (Feb. 9, 2000) writes, “The Mesic victory, along with the triumph of reformers

in the general election last month, appeared to mark a turning away from the

authoritarian and nationalistic policies practiced by Franjo Tudjman...” (p.1).  Mesic,

according to the article, has already taken a sharp turn away from Tudjman’s typical

media practice.  When an article was published in Slobodna Dalmacija (one of the

dailies), calling Mesic an “informant” for Croatian intelligence, Mesic directly replied

to the accusation in an interview.  “Mesic’s calm disavowal of a story is in sharp

contrast to the Croatian government under Tudjman, whose legacy includes more

than 1,000 lawsuits still pending against publications and journalists on charges of

slander and defamation” (Owen, Freedom Forum Online, Feb. 2, 2000, p. 1).

Furthermore, the article states that Mesic has promised not to suppress the press and

was quoted as saying, “I’m not going to use my political influence to install editors in

any media” (Owen, Freedom Forum Online, Feb. 2, 2000, p. 1).

While many changes must still occur for the media of Croatia to be considered

“free” the country is heading toward a more open and uncensored media society.  The

same cannot be said of Serbia.

In Serbia hope is quickly being crushed by a lack of change and a continuation

of government control over media.  Even though the New York Times reported (Oct.

11, 2000) that a Serbian journalist, Miroslav Filipovic—who had been jailed by the
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Milosevic government and sentenced to seven years for reporting on Yugoslav army

crimes in Kosovo—was released under the new leadership, most information

concerning the status of the media in Serbia is dismal.

With the 2000 election of the new Serbian president, Vojislav Kostunica, the

media are still suffocating under the firm grip of the party.   According to an Oct. 27,

2000, Associated Press article, more than half of Yugoslavia’s (consisting of Serbia,

Kosovo and Montenegro) newspapers, magazines and broadcasters are still owned by

the government.  An Oct. 10, 2000, Freedom Forum Online article quotes Stoyan

Cerovic, a columnist for the Belgrade weekly Vreme as saying that the credibility of

the state-controlled media in Serbia is “very low,” and that the “independent media

was the only source of credible information” in the elections.  An Oct. 12, 2000,

Freedom Forum Online article states that control of the news media in Serbia is still

an ongoing issue.  “Reporting today from Belgrade, the London Guardian also noted

that ‘the media is completely in the hands of the Kostunica team.’”  If the media

within Serbia are not allowed to publish uncensored material, the same cycle of

propaganda, lies and brain-washing that took place during Milosevic’s reign will only

continue.  While satellites and cable television do provide other sources of

information, as mentioned earlier, they are not powerful enough to quash the local

media.

The battle in the republics of “former Yugoslavia” continues.  It may not be

sustained by ammunition, but death is still prevalent.  In Serbia especially, the people

are continuously bombarded with visions of a dying free media and a free society.  In

Croatia, the death may not be as prevalent, but the casualties are still present.  It will

take many years for change to occur.  As Yugoslavia went through the Administrative
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Media, Transition Media, Decentralized Media and Uncertain Media periods, perhaps

the countries of Croatia and Serbia will have to travel a similar path.  The hope is that

within a relatively short time period, Freedom House will label Croatian and Serbian

media as “partly free” and eventually as “free.”  While many have argued that there

can never be a “free” press; perhaps what the new governments of Croatia and Serbia

should strive for is a “freer” press.

This chapter has offered an overview of the media in the “former Yugoslavia”

and the more present situation of media in Croatia and Serbia.  We have explored the

relationship between the press and the government (especially censorship and the use

of propaganda) in “former Yugoslavia” as well.  However, no discussion of this

relationship between the government and media is complete without delving into the

four theories of the press.  The following chapter will explore these theories in more

detail and examine seminal research on the theory of framing.
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Chapter Four

In a study such as this, where development of media is a central factor, Fred S.

Siebert, Theodore Peterson and Wilbur Schramm’s (1973) Four Theories of the Press

are central in understanding how media work.  Consequently, in this chapter we will

discuss these theories in detail, and then turn to a condensed examination of seminal

research on media framing theory.

The Four Theories of the Press

In 1787, Thomas Jefferson wrote, “The basis of our government being the

opinion of the people, the very first object should be to keep that right; and were it

left to me to decide whether we should have a government without newspapers, or

newspapers without government, I should not hesitate a moment to prefer the latter”

(p.57).  This phrase has been quoted throughout the centuries.  In journalism it often

times surfaces in relation to the Libertarian theory, one of the four theories of the

press—supporting the theory by reinforcing its premise that the government’s

purpose is to serve the people, and the media too, should serve the people rather than

the government.

The Libertarian Theory is one of four that are the focus of Fred S. Siebert,

Theodore Peterson and Wilbur Schramm’s classic and seminal book titled The Four

Theories of the Press.  In essence, it may be argued that these four theories were born

of Harold Lasswell’s (1948) most basic, yet highly-important theory of the act of

communication:  Who, says what, in which channel, to whom, with what effect.  The

four theories of the press each present a unique way of showing who is saying what
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and with what effect or more so, purpose.

As should be apparent by now, the central goal of this study is to examine the

state of the press in Croatia from 1990 to 2000.  After the results of this study are

presented, we will revisit the four theories and attempt to discover how they apply to

the state of the press in Croatia for that 11-year period.  Consequently, it is pertinent

to briefly review the components of each theory.

In the introduction of their book, Siebert, Peterson and Schramm (1973) state

that “…the press always takes on the form and coloration of the social and political

structures within which it operates.  Especially, it reflects the system of social control

whereby the relations of individuals and institutions are adjusted.  We believe that an

understanding of these aspects of society is basic to any systematic understanding of

the press” (pp. 1-2).

The four theories—Authoritarian, Libertarian, Social Responsibility and

Soviet-Totalitarian—provide us with a guide to the operations of media.  Using

Siebert, Peterson and Schramm’s (1973) work as a point of reference, we shall briefly

review each of these theories.

The Authoritarian Theory of the press is the oldest of the theories and was

developed in 16th and 17th century England.  The premise of this theory is that the

autocratic monarchies and the church must be guarded—their policies advanced and

they should be protected from dissident publications.  Any criticism of those in power

was simply forbidden.  In other words, the press was controlled through prior

censorship—forbidden publications would never even reach publication.  One way of

controlling the press was by allowing media to exist only if they were granted patents,

licenses, permits or simply through direct censorship.  Under this theory, “The units
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of communication should support and advance the policies of the government in

power so that this government can achieve its objectives” (Siebert, 1973, p 18).

The Libertarian Theory became prevalent after 1688, during the time of the

Enlightenment.  “From the writings of Milton, Locke, and Mill came the notion that

the press was to serve the function of helping to discover truth and checking on

government as well as informing, entertaining, and selling” (Severin and Tankard,

1997, p. 348).  The Libertarian Theory’s purpose was not to guard the government

from the people, but in essence to guard the people from the government.  Under this

theory, censorship theoretically does not exist, except in the cases of defamation,

obscenity, indecency or wartime sedition.  Siebert (1973) states that within the sphere

of the Libertarian Theory is the assertion that “… the press should be free from

control by the state….  The function of the press was to participate in the education of

the individual and at the same time to guard against deviations by government from

its original purposes” (p. 47).  He adds that the primary attribute of this theory is that

the press is emancipated from government influence and command.

The Theory of Social Responsibility is a more recent phenomenon, which was

developed in the United States in the 20th century.  While the premises behind this

theory are similar to those of the Libertarian Theory, the Social Responsibility theory

focuses on the individual’s right to know—right to information, rather than simply

the press’ function of informing/educating the individual—and if this was not

achieved, then the press (editor, manager, etc.) was responsible.  Peterson (1973)

explains it in this way:

Freedom carries concomitant obligations; and the press, which
enjoys a privileged position under our government, is obliged to be
responsible to society for carrying out certain essential functions of
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mass communication in contemporary society.  To the extent that
the press recognizes its responsibilities and makes them the basis
of operational policies, the libertarian system will satisfy the needs
of society.  To the extent that the press does not assume its
responsibilities, some other agency must see that the essential
functions of mass communication are carried out. (p. 74).

Furthermore, “Social responsibility theory holds that the government must not

merely allow freedom; it must also actively promote it….  The government should

help society to obtain the services it requires from the mass media if a self-regulated

press and the self-righting features of community life are insufficient to provide

them” (Peterson, 1973, p. 95).  A final distinction between the Libertarian Theory and

the Social Responsibility Theory is in the right of expression.  Within the realm of the

Libertarian Theory, freedom of expression is a natural right, one with which we are

born, one that cannot be taken away.  Within the Social Responsibility Theory,

freedom of expression is a moral right—a responsibility.  In other words, “The social

responsibility theory holds that everyone who has something of significance to say

should be allowed a forum and that if the media do not assume their obligation,

somebody must see to it that they do” (Severin and Tankard, 1997, p. 350).

Finally, based in Marxist, Leninist and Stalinist thought, the Soviet-

Totalitarian or Soviet Communist Theory came to be after the Russian Revolution in

1917.  In some ways, this theory is a derivative of the Authoritarian Theory as it also

suggests that media’s responsibility is to the government; however, the Soviet

Communist Theory is more regulated that the Authoritarian.  With this theory comes

surveillance of media and punishment of media if they in any way attempt to criticize

the party or its objectives.  The premise of the Soviet theory is that an unregulated,

free press is a dangerous press.  This ideology stems from Lenin, the father of Soviet

Russia who stated:  “Why should freedom of speech and freedom of the press be
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allowed?  Why should a government which is doing what it believes to be right allow

itself to be criticized?  It would not allow opposition by lethal weapons.  Ideas are

much more fatal things than guns.  Why should any man be allowed to buy a printing

press and disseminate pernicious opinion calculated to embarrass the government?”

(p. 966).

Media, within the Soviet Communist Theory is an instrument, a tool, a device

used by the government to disseminate its messages.   Schramm (1973) writes:

The media were therefore instruments to be controlled by the state
(on behalf of the people) through control of the material facilities
of communication; private media thus went out of existence very
early in Soviet history.  The media should be used as instruments
to convey the “word” as interpreted by the Kremlin.  The media
should be used as instruments of social change and social control,
in a tightly unified, closely drawn frame of reference.  Finally, the
media should be instruments of serious purpose (p. 116).

He explains that in the Soviet Communist Theory, the media are of the

state—they belong to the state—while in the Authoritarian Theory, the media are

bound by the state.  Simply put, with the Authoritarian Theory, media are slave to the

state but not owned by the state as media are within the Soviet Theory.

Clearly the Authoritarian and Soviet Communist theories produce greater

censorship and lesser freedom of the press, while the Libertarian and Social

Responsibility theories aim to lessen censorship and heighten freedom of the press.

Yet freedom is an abstract noun, which may be defined with a plethora of subjective

terms and ideas.  Schramm (1973) summarizes this so eloquently.  “… anyone can

seem free even in an authoritarian system if he accepts the postulates and practices of

the state.  But from our point of view, no one can really be free unless he is free to

question the basic postulates of the society in which he lives” (p. 127).
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Now that we have examined the four theories Siebert, Peterson and Schramm

(1973) have presented, perhaps it would be useful to briefly examine the previously

discussed “media stages” in Yugoslavia’s history and apply the theories to those

periods.

If we recall, the Administrative period from 1945-1950 was the age of a media

financed by the government.  The media were seen as parts of the government

information hierarchy controlled by the dictatorship of the communist party—their

(the media’s) goal being to create a more unified and collective form of thought in the

population.  Clearly, the Administrative period falls into the Soviet Communist

Theory of the press.

The Transition media (1951-1961) saw a rise in media freedom where the

media were no longer financed by the government, but by subscriptions and license

fees.  Reporting focused on audience appeal and entertainment and the media were

given a right to organize and control their own affairs.  While the media did not have

the function of checking on the government, perhaps this is the closest that

Yugoslavia came to the Libertarian Theory of the press.

The Decentralized media period (1963-1970) saw a time of social

responsibility.  Media were financed by subscriptions, licenses, fees and

advertisements.  Journalists began to balance information, focus on individualized

reporting, provide information to the audiences, while at the same time, trying to

entertain the audiences.  Although the true ideology of the responsibility of the media

may not have penetrated completely during this Decentralized media period, again, it

may be as close to the Social Responsibility theory that Yugoslavia was able to get.

The Uncertain Present media period (1971-1975) turned back toward the
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Soviet Communist model with a rise in supervision of media and a limitation of the

press’ freedom to print insulting or unfavorable information about the government

and president.

The time period from 1975 until the death of Tito in May 1980 would also fall

into or extend the “Uncertain Present”; however, this period should perhaps be

renamed to the “temporary transitional” period, rather than “uncertain present,” for

the 1970s are now quite distant from the “present.”

The period following Tito’s death, 1980 through 1990 specifically, was not

classified in Robinson’s (1977) book which discussed the various time periods in

Yugoslavia’s media history.  However, it may be useful to continue Robinson’s

chronology until 1990 utilizing what is available about media in Yugoslavia at that

time.  As we have seen, the decade between 1980 and 1990 was the time of a musical

chair government with a revolving presidency; a time that saw a rise in ethnoregional

nationalism; and a time that could be classified as a preface to war.  Ramet (1996)

states that immediately after Tito’s death (1980), culture, media and religion saw a

period of liberalization.  Plays that had once been forbidden because of their

politically sensitive subjects were now being performed.  The media renewed their

interest in the topic of “Goli Otok,” or “Barren Island”—a prison/camp where

political enemies of the Communist party were imprisoned and often times tortured.

More than 30,000 ex-members of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, who went

against the communist principles, were placed in the camp between 1949 and 1956.

Approximately 10 percent died.

Earlier, discussion of “Goli Otok” by media was taboo.  Now they were

reviving discussions of the topic.  Furthermore, the media found a new area of
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reporting: investigative journalism.  However, this was to be short-lived.  Ramet

(1996) summarizes the situation of the 1980s press of Yugoslavia:

Like Yugoslavia itself, the press was dramatically decentralized,
and all efforts to achieve a ‘unified information system’ proved
unavailing.  Like Yugoslavia itself, the press experienced a period
of ‘release’ after the death of Tito; during this period, in the
absence of the helmsman, the press shared in the new, general
exploration of new paths, in particular in launching the general
discussion of the Goli Otok prison camp.  As in the case of the
Yugoslav system more broadly, subsequent attempts (1983-1985)
to rein in the press by and large failed—and, indeed, throughout
much of the 1980s the press continued to repeat the dissatisfaction
of responsible agencies with its work.  Like Yugoslavia itself, the
press reflected the more general chaos that afflicted Yugoslavia on
both the interrepublican and intrarepublican level and that resulted
in a measure of at first unintended liberalization (p. 63).

Through roughly 1985, the press was in a liberalization period of discovery.

However as Yugoslavia began to crumble and leaders such as Slobodan Milosevic

came to power, the press quickly regained its previous status as the mouthpiece of the

government.  In 1987, Milosevic seized power in Serbia and quickly gained power

over the press.  He replaced editors and journalists with loyalists.  As Ramet (1996)

points out:

Without the active participation of the press, the Serbian national
movement could never have created the angers and resentments
that, in time, would drive the Serbs into battle against their
erstwhile fellow Yugoslavs—angers and resentments that were
muted or, in certain cases, even nonexistent prior to the period of
1986-1987.  The media thus contributed to both the breakup of the
SFRY (Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia) and the outbreak
of interethnic warfare (p. 85).

The case in Croatia was much the same.  When Tudjman came to power, he

also looked toward the media to harness the power they could provide to further his
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causes and his administration.  Tudjman and his administration took over newspapers

including Vjesnik and Vecernji List and suppressed others such as Start, Danas and

Slobodna Dalmacija in order to have power over the media and impose positions of

accord.  Ramet (1996) says that “Perhaps more than any other single issue,

Tudjman’s treatment of the media has contributed to the impression that he is an old-

fashioned authoritarian without much tolerance for diversity” (p. 212).

In briefly examining the developments of the 1980s in Yugoslavia, we could

arguably divide the periods of Yugoslavia’s media evolution into the following:

1980-1985, the Temporary Freedom period; 1986-1989, the Authoritarianism Reborn

period.  Following the results of this study we will continue to explore the 1990-2000

period of media in Croatia, specifically.

Finally, now that we have explored the four theories of the press and how they

apply to Yugoslavia’s media progression from 1945-1989, we may continue with our

final topic of the literature review:  A brief revisiting of seminal literature on the

theory of media.

Media Framing

Research on the idea of media framing has been extensive, spanning various

fields, including political science, sociology, psychology and communication.  The

purpose of this section is not to give a detailed history and breakdown of framing, but

instead, to touch upon the most significant and frequently-cited definitions of

framing, so that we may have a general picture of framing and how it works.

Gregory Bateson (1972), a psychologist and Erving Goffman (1974), a

sociologist are two researchers who are often credited with the idea of “framing.”
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Goeffman (1974) stated that frames organize.  They assist the person being

influenced by the frame to “locate, perceive, identify, and label a seemingly infinite

number of concrete occurrences defined in its limits” (p. 21).  However, this

definition only begins to touch upon the significance or role and theory behind

framing.

Foremost, it is essential to examine some integral definitions which have

developed over the years in an attempt to define framing.  As we shall soon see, it is

difficult to accept a single definition, for each gives a slightly different insight into

this intriguing and powerful theory.  Consequently, we will examine the definitions of

some of the leading scholars on framing.  Following this discussion we will touch

upon some significant research which has come out of the union of framing and

politics.

Framing Defined

Since framing has evolved a great deal over the decades, perhaps the most

efficient way to examine various definitions of framing is chronologically.

In 1978, Tuchman offered a simple, yet straightforward definition of a frame.

“The news frame organizes every day reality and the news frame is part and parcel of

everyday reality…. (it) is an essential feature of news” (p. 193).

Gitlin (1980) elaborated on this idea of a frame being an element of

organization.  He stated that frames are “persistent patterns of cognition,

interpretation, and presentation, of selection, emphasis, and exclusion, by which

symbol-handlers routinely organize discourse….” (p. 7).  Furthermore, Gitlin (1980)

has used the word “package” to refer to framing—frames package information for
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audiences.

According to Gamson and Modigliani (1987) a media frame is a “central

organizing idea or story line that provides meaning to an unfolding strip of events….

The frame suggests what the controversy is about, the essence of the issue” (p. 143).

Tankard, Hendrickson, Silberman, Blis, and Ghanem (1991) elaborate on the

above definition and argue that, “A frame is a central organizing idea for news

content that supplies a context and suggests what the issue is through the use of

selection, emphasis, exclusion, and elaboration” (p. 11).

According to Iyengar (1991) “… the concept of framing refers to subtle

alterations in the statement or presentation of … problems” (p. 11).  He believed that

responsibility (who is responsible for a problem) and remedy (who can solve the

problem) are at the core of media framing.

Entman (1991), one of the leading scholars on framing, begins to touch upon

the question:  How are frames framed?  He says that news frames are “constructed

from and embodied in the keywords, metaphors, concepts, symbols, and visual

images emphasized in a news narrative” (p. 7).  Furthermore, he adds that frames “…

through repetition, placement, and reinforcing associations with each other, the words

and images that comprise the frame render one basic interpretation more readily

discernible, comprehensible, and memorable than others” (p. 7).

Neuman, Just and Crigler (1992) suggest that frames are “conceptual tools

which media and individuals rely on to convey, interpret and evaluate information”

(p. 60).  Furthermore, the authors identified several common frames which tend to

appear regularly in U.S. news coverage.  These frames include conflict, economic

consequences, human impact and morality.
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Entman (1993) speaks of framing in this way:

Framing essentially involves selection and salience.  To frame is to
select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more
salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a
particular problem definition, causal interpretation, moral
evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation of the item
described.  Typically frames diagnose, evaluate, and prescribe….”
(p. 52).

He further adds that framing makes a piece of information more “noticeable,

meaningful, or memorable to audiences” (p. 53).

Iyengar and Simon (1993) turn to the psychological and sociological

perspectives to define framing:

Psychologists typically define framing as changes in judgment
engendered by alterations to the definition of judgment choice
problems….  The sociological perspective on framing… tends to
focus on the use of story lines, symbols, and stereotypes in media
presentation.  This literature typically defines news frames in terms
of ideological or value perspectives” (p. 369).

Edleman (1993) emphasized that “The character, causes, and consequences of

any phenomenon become radically different as changes are made in what is

prominently displayed, what is repressed and especially in how observations are

classified… the repressed social world is… a kaleidoscope of potential realities, any

of which can be readily evoked by altering the ways in which observations are framed

and categorized” (p. 232).

Ghanem (1997) divides frames into four major areas:  “(1) The topic of news

item—what is included in the frame; (2) Presentation—size and placement; (3)

Cognitive attributes—details of what is included in the frame; (4) Affective attributes

(tone of the pictures)” (p. 10).   Along with presentation, story components such as

photographs, pull quotes, subheads and headlines add to the prominence of the story.
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Nelson, Clawson, Rosalee and Oxley (1997) state that “framing is the process

by which a communication source, such as a news organization, defines and

constructs a political issue or public controversy” (p. 567).  They further suggest that

“By framing social and political issues in specific ways, news organizations declare

the underlying causes and likely consequences of a problem and establish criteria for

evaluating potential remedies for the problem” (p. 567).

Reese (2001) states that “framing refers to the way events and issues are

organized and made sense of, especially by media, media professionals and their

audiences” (p. 7).  He defines frames as “…organizing principles that are socially

shared and persistent over time, that work symbolically to meaningfully structure the

social world” (p. 11, emphasis in original document).

Thus, it is clear that framing has evolved a great deal over the years, spawning

an array of definitions.  From the above scholars, some key phrases are provided that

may help us understand what a frame is.  These phrases include:  persistent patterns,

central organizing ideas, conceptual tools, selection and salience, responsibility vs.

remedy, topic presentation, and cognitive and affective attributes.  While we could

attempt to combine the above definitions into yet another “all-encompassing”

definition of media framing, perhaps it is more useful to simply utilize the previous

definitions of framing (of which we probably have too many as it is) and turn to a

more specific examination of framing in regard to politics.

The Frames of politics

Now that we have examined some of the various definitions of framing, we

can turn to the more detailed relationship between framing and politics for as Reese
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(2000) suggests, framing is an “exercise in power, particularly as it affects our

understanding of the political world” (p. 10).

Entman (1993) argued that in regard to the competition in politics for the

media spotlight, “framing in this light plays a major role in the exertion of political

power, and the frame in the news text is really the imprint of power—it registers the

identity of actors or interests that competed to dominate the text” (p. 55).  Kinder and

Sanders (1990) suggest that frames serve as “devices embedded in political

discourse” (p. 74).

Zhang (2000) further develops this notion.  He argues that one of the

conceptualizations of framing is the “Problem Definition Perspective.”  This

perspective deals with how the definition of a problem can affect its position before

government, and how the definition can be linked to the solutions proposed by the

government.  “According to this perspective, at the core of politics and policy

development is the enduring question, what kinds of solutions should be attempted.  It

is not only about who to blame but also a subtle argument about what government

should do next” (p. 6).

A second conceptualization Zhang (2000) mentions is “spin.”  “Public

relations practitioners or government spokespersons often use this word to depict

things similar in the sense of framing.  Basically, spin means the rotation,

presentation or packaging of issues, the company, or the candidate” (p. 6).

Another conceptualization, according to Zhang (2000) is the “Critical

Perspective.”  Here the media’s purpose or motive is in question.

Thus, media framing is one of the methods for media
manipulation.  By bending truth, using emphasis and other
accessory ‘decorations’, media communicators can create a
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favorable impression without resorting to explicit advocacy and
without being too far from the sense of objectivity.  From this
approach, framing is achieved in the ways the news is packaged,
the amount of exposure, the placement (front page or buried
within, lead story or last), the headlines and photographs…(p. 7).

Zhang (2000) defines framing as “a process of how politicians, policymakers

relay their messages to attract media attention and put the best face on the events,

how journalists construct messages under organizational guidelines and professional

values and how audience members interpret, think, and reassess those media

messages”  (p. 7).  While in the previous section we explored some of the prominent

definitions of framing, Zhang’s definition is of special interest to this study.  His

definition tends to rise from a public relations position, which is interesting in that, as

we have seen in the literature review, media in “former Yugoslavia” for a major

period of time were, in a sense, a public relations entity—one that utilized “spin” for

the purpose of presenting the government in a favorable manner.  Once we examine

the results of this study, we will be able to ascertain if this was the case in the 1990s

as well.  Zhang (2000) is one researcher, among many, who stresses the importance

of framing in relation to politics for “… framing plays a major role in the

implementation of political power” (p. 10).

Another dimension of framing is, as we have briefly mentioned,

causality/responsibility and solutions/remedy.  This is one of six dimensions or

characteristics of framing that Zhang (2000) mentions.  He argues that how a frame is

defined usually includes causal statements—where the problem arose.  And where

there is a problem or responsibility, there is a remedy.  Valence, a second dimension,

refers to the fact that frames are not neutral but instead create sides of

issues—positive or negative.  Gravity deals with the importance or weightiness of the
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problem.  The fourth dimension, frequency and prevalence of the problem situation,

deals with the primacy of the problem—does its significance change over time?

Proximity, clearly deals with the location of the problem, in terms of how “close to

home” the problem is.  Finally, the ends versus means dimension deals with the

disagreement of focus on ends or means—which is succeeding in the debate.  Zhang

(2000) adds that “Framing operates under the constraints of culture, politics and

economic systems and subjects to various contextual influences” (p. 17).  As we shall

see, this is precisely the case in the media of Croatia.

An interesting study, which focuses on the effects of public relations in regard

to framing, is Tankard’s (1997) study of the framing of Kuwait and Bosnia.  Tankard

(1997) utilizes the functions of framing (define problem; diagnose causes; make

moral judgments; suggest remedies), as introduced by Entman (1993) to discover how

these four functions were evident in the public relations messages for the two

countries.  Using key words Tankard (1997) searched for the words in five major

daily U.S. newspapers.  With a time series analysis, he looked for patterns before the

public relations firms implemented their campaign, during the campaign and

following the campaign.  His conclusions were that the evidence was mixed, with

little evidence supporting the fact that the PR of the Kuwaiti–sponsored firm

impacted the media framing in the U.S. newspapers; while in the case of Bosnia,

some evidence did support his theory that after the PR campaign, framing would take

on the “spin” the PR firm provided.  This study is pertinent to mention for as we shall

see with the results of this dissertation, some of the media of Croatia, in this case,

were in fact acting like the public relations firms that Tankard (1997) analyzes in his

study.
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This literature review has taken us on a journey through the life and death of

Yugoslavia.  We have explored more general topics such as nationalism, post-

communism, propaganda, and the four theories of the press.  We applied them to the

case of Yugoslavia and explored the history and development of Yugoslav media.

We have briefly reviewed critical historical events in Yugoslavia’s past and have seen

how they evolved to play a significant role in the present.  And, we have reviewed the

foundational stipulations of framing analysis.

We now turn to the methodology of this dissertation.
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Chapter Five

As mentioned earlier, the period between 1990 and 2000 was a critical time in

Croatia’s development of the press (and country, in general) because Croatia saw

three forms of government during this 11-year period:  Socialism, the time of

Tudjman’s so-called “democracy”—but more so a dictatorship—and Mesic’s more

democratic rule.  Under each of these political periods, the media’s reporting of news

took on different roles.  Because of the crucial developments during these 11 years,

they were chosen as the focus of this study.  The four time periods were brought in to

focus the study on four pivotal events in Croatia’s history:  The country’s declaration

of independence; the attack on the Croatian city of Vukovar; Operation Storm; and

Stipe Mesic’s election as president.

The 11-year sample

The newspaper articles analyzed in this study were drawn from two of

Croatia’s leading daily newspapers—Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija—and a

political satire weekly—Feral Tribune.  The two dailies were chosen since during this

11-year period they were arguably two of the leading and most influential newspapers

in the country.  The weekly was chosen for its focus on politics and reputation as a

leading political weekly in the country.  While Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral

Tribune are published in Split, Croatia and Vjesnik in Zagreb, Croatia, all three

newspapers circulate throughout the country and are available in most areas.

The sample was created from a constructed week for each year (January 5,
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March 17, April 10, June 23, August 8, September 9 and November 12).  However, in

the case of the weekly, Feral Tribune, the week in which the sample dates appeared

was used for the analysis.  Articles appearing on the front page (in the case of

Vjesnik) or, articles mentioned on the front page with a “see line” indicating that the

story is featured on a page inside the section, were selected if they primarily dealt

with the government, politics or war in “former Yugoslavia.”

Now we turn to a brief description of each of the newspapers.

Vjesnik

Vjesnik was one of the most influential dailies in Croatia prior to the break-up

of Yugoslavia.  However, once Yugoslavia began to crumble, Vjesnik became a

mouthpiece for the Tudjman regime.  For most of the 1990s Vjesnik served as a

public relations medium for the government, a weapon to fight the war against Serbs

and a tool to send out messages to the public that would raise spirits and promote the

president—Franjo Tudjman and his administration.

In recent years, the circulation of Vjesnik has been around 80,000, although

during the 11-year sample, at one point, circulation was as low as 20,000.

Slobodna Dalmacija

In the early 1990s, Slobodna Dalmacija was considered to be an uncensored

medium free of government control.  However, after suppression, takeover and

simple dismissal of journalists (or resignations by journalists) who chose not to
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“conform” to the government’s expectations, in 1993, Slobodna Dalmacija gave way

to the pressure and followed in Vjesnik’s footsteps as a governmental publicity

machine.  Although Slobodna Dalmacija was not as blatant as Vjesnik in its support

of the government and president, it did lose some of the respect it once held for

unbiased and honest reporting.

Recently, the circulation of Slobodna Dalmacija has run at an average of

100,000 copies.

Feral Tribune

The Feral Tribune has been one of the most outspoken and freest media

outlets in Croatia.  Through 1993 the publication appeared as a supplement in

Slobodna Dalmacija.  However, when Slobodna Dalmacija began bending to the

winds of government control, some strong-minded staff privatized the weekly and

made it a separate and free publication.

Known for satirical pieces, which tend to criticize anyone and everyone, the

weekly suffered great repression throughout the ‘90s.  More than 80 appeals were

filed against the editors, reporters and paper. The editors and reporters were harassed

at their homes.  They received anonymous death threats.  They were forced to pay

special taxes that no other media had to pay.  They found themselves in the middle of

dozens of lawsuits….

The Feral Tribune was one of a few dissident voices willing to speak up

against the government and take the harassment that came along with it.  While in
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1998 the weekly’s circulation was around 50,000, this number has been steadily

rising.

The time-periods content analysis sample

In order to examine the media in Croatia with even more detail, a second

sample was added.  Instead of a general glimpse of media over an 11-year period, this

sample focused on specific events which would better show how media were

reporting when it came to central events in Croatia.

For this second portion of the content analysis, the sample consists of four

critical time periods in Croatia’s history.  The following four time periods were the

focus for each of the three newspapers.  Croatia gained independence on June 25,

1991, and the two-week period surrounding this event was labeled T1.  Specifically,

the sample for T1 was from June 16, 1991 to June 30, 1991.  On November 18, 1991,

the Croatian city of Vukovar fell after suffering severe attack and being surrounded

for several weeks.   The two-week time period surrounding the fall of Vukovar was

labeled T2 and consisted of articles published from November 11, 1991 to November

25, 1991.  Between August 5th and 8th of 1995, the Croatian forces retaliated with

Operation Storm (Oluja) and swept through Serbian-occupied territory in Croatia to

liberate the formerly-Croatian regions.  Operation Storm events were investigated in

T3—from August 1, 1995 to August 15, 1995.  On February 18th of 2000, Stipe

Mesic became the new president of Croatia.  The two-week period during Mesic’s

election constitutes T4—February 11, 1995, to February 25, 1995.
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Hypotheses

The focus of this research is multi-faceted.  This study explores the

differences over time of content (specifically of reporting about government,

government issues and the war) and perceptions of censorship of material over time,

as well as the differences among the individual newspapers and their framing.

As we have seen through the literature on the theory of framing, frames

essentially allow us to interpret how newspapers structure a story.  Frames tell us how

the media are organizing events—presenting information.  Simply, frames can be

examined in terms of the topic, its presentation and the details included within the

frame itself (Ghanem, 1997).

The hypotheses for this study attempt to delve into Vjesnik, Slobodna

Dalmacija and Feral Tribune’s framing of the Croatian government.  They will

explore how the newspapers framed the government (H1, H2, H3 and H5), as well as

determine how the newspapers’ framing itself was affected by the government

through censorship of the media (H4).  Additionally, in terms of presentation, the

hypotheses will seek to compare how display or structure of the stories varied during

Tudjman’s administration and prior and post his administration (H6).

Consequently, the hypotheses are as follows:

H1: Vjesnik will be more favorable in reporting of the Croatian government than

the other two newspapers.

H2: Of the three newspapers, the Feral Tribune will be most critical of the

Croatian government in its reporting.
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H3: Of the three newspapers, Slobodna Dalmacija will be most “evenly balanced”

in its reporting of the Croatian government.

H4: Censorship of the newspapers—especially the Feral Tribune and Slobodna

Dalmacija—will be heavier during the Tudjman administration than prior or

post his administration.

H5: Following Tudjman’s death, articles will be more critical of Croatian

government.

H6: Articles dealing with the government will receive greatest prominence during

the Tudjman administration.

The goal of this dissertation is to trace the developments and changes that

took place in the print media during the previously mentioned three forms of

government in Croatia’s young history.

Consequently, we hope to discover the following:

• What kinds of stories were published in the three mentioned newspapers

during the period between 1990 and 2000.

• If/how reporting about the government changed during the three forms of

government.

• Whether censorship of the media was greater, equal to or lesser in any of the

three forms of government when compared to the others.

• How the three newspapers compare in regard to content.

• How the three forms of government were presented in the newspapers.
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• And, to compare and contrast the frames, sources and the identification of

protagonist and antagonist as presented by the three newspapers.

This study utilized a dual-method approach to analyze the press in Croatia.

The quantitative analysis was to be two-fold in dimension.  First, coders were used

for the more traditional content analysis of material in the three newspapers (Vjesnik,

Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune) for the 11-year period.  Second, using the

computer program VB Pro, a computerized analysis of articles in four specific time

periods was to be conducted.  However, due to problems which will be discussed

below, this analysis was omitted and the traditional content analysis was used instead.

As mentioned, in its conception this dissertation was to utilize two forms of

content analysis:  articles analyzed by coders and articles analyzed by a computer-

based content analysis procedure called VP Pro.  Prior to explaining why the

computerized content analysis was omitted, it is pertinent to examine content analysis

from both the “human” and “computer” perspectives.

The union of human coder content analysis and computer-based research is

not a new phenomenon.  For instance, Weber (1990) examined word usage by the

Democrats and Republicans in 1976 and 1980 to discover the two parties’ primary

concerns.  Even as far back as 1969, Holsti suggested that computer content analysis

is especially useful for four different areas of study:  1) In the use of counting words

of symbols, when the number of times the word or symbol is used is especially

important. 2) In cases when the analysis is complex with a large number of categories
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and/or large numbers of units.  3) When data are to be analyzed in various ways.  4)

When the data are from information, which is necessary or important for various

studies and consequently may be used in multiple studies.  Riffe, Lacy and Fico

(1998) argue that computer content analysis, in its most basic form, deals with the

counting of words or terms where a list of words in order of the frequency of

appearance is created and analyzed.  They suggest that computer content analysis

seems to be comprised of seven dominant categories:  word counts, key-word-in-

context (KWIC) and concordances, dictionaries, language structure, readability,

artificial intelligence, and dynamic content analysis.  Thus, utilizing computers in

content analysis can provide for a plethora of interesting and valuable results, which

years ago, may have been difficult, if not impossible, to discover.

However, computerized content analysis has not disposed of the importance

of human coder content analysis.  The method has been used for many decades, first

gaining acclaim with Berelson and Lazarsfeld’s (1948) research.  As defined by

Berelson (1952), content analysis is “a research technique for the objective,

systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of communication” (p.

18).  Holsti (1969) stated that content analysis has three primary functions:

describing communication characteristics, making inferences about background of

communication, and making suggestions or deductions about the effects of

communication.  According to Krippendorff (1980) content analysis is “a research

technique for making replicable and valid inferences from data to their context” (p.

21).  Weber (1990) states that content analysis is “a research method that uses a set of
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procedures to make valid inferences from text” (p. 9).  Riffe, Lacy and Fico (1998)

elaborate on this definition by stating that content analysis is “the systematic

assignment of communication content to categories according to rules, and the

analysis of relationships involving those categories using statistical methods” (p. 2).

While human coder content analysis may provide more detailed information

that a computer-based content analysis cannot supply, computerized content analysis

can offer a great wealth of information in a significantly shorter time than that of

coder content analysis.  Although advantages and drawbacks exist in both aspects of

content analysis, it is precisely for that reason that combining the two methods may

be an advantageous decision that could yield a greater amount of more revealing

information and results.

However, several problems were confronted during this phase of the research.

In the Croatian language, a single word can have dozens of endings/versions.

Consequently, it was quite difficult to combine the terms.  While this was attempted,

a more severe problem was confronted when the three newspapers were analyzed

using VB Pro.  The Feral Tribune is a satirical paper, therefore, the results being

produced by VB Pro could not be summarized efficiently.  Furthermore, Vjesnik and

Slobodna Dalmacija are dailies, while Feral Tribune is a weekly.  Consequently, the

number of articles was not comparable.  Slobodna Dalmacija had 224 articles in the

sample; Vjesnik had 389 articles in the sample and Feral Tribune had only 34 articles.

While some comparison was possible, taking all of the problems—language, number

of articles and satirical writing versus news-style—it was decided that a more
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traditional approach to content analysis was advisable.

As mentioned, in addition to the manual coding by coders, a second portion of

the analysis was to be the computerized content analysis through the use of VB Pro.

The computerized content analysis was to focus primarily on the language used by

the three newspapers; Vjesnik, Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune.  The purpose

of this analysis was to discover how the media describe the various participants,

events and situations taking place during four specific time periods.  For instance,

were the “Serbs” referred to simply as “Serbs” (neutral) or “aggressors” (negative);

was the war spoken of merely as a “war” (neutral), a “fight for freedom” (positive) or

an “aggression” (negative).

In other words, the focus of the computerized content analysis was to break

down the articles into key terms or phrases that were used to explain or describe what

was taking place in Croatia during the selected time periods.  However, as noted

earlier, for the reasons already given, this analysis was substituted with the

traditional, human content analysis.

Coders and training

Two coders, who fluently speak and read Croatian performed the content

analysis.  They were trained for one week, coding articles that were not in the original

sample and were selected randomly using a constructed week (as was the case for the

actual sample).
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Time-period coding

Coding for the time periods was conducted in the same manner as the 11-year

sample coding.  In total, 1,431articles were coded: 782 of those were from the 11-

year period and 649 of those articles came from the four time periods.

The coding instrument and coder reliability

The unit of analysis for this study was the newspaper article. The code sheet

was divided into six sections.  The first section identified/labeled the article (year,

date, article number and paper); identified the article type (news, op-ed, analysis,

feature, column or other); location (top half, bottom half, majority of/whole page);

identified article characteristics (presence or absence of photo, illustration/art, chart,

map, kicker, pull quote, subhead); identified the author classification (news agency,

columnist, staff writer, foreign correspondent, Tanjug news agency, Hina news

agency, other news agency or editors’ report); and identified the number of

paragraphs (since coding was performed manually from newspaper photo copies, a

word count would have been too time-consuming).

The second section dealt with the presence or absence of mentions of Croatian

president Franjo Tudjman and Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic and the number

of quotes each received in the article.

The third section examined the frames (in terms of presence or absence).

Table 1 shows a list of the frames utilized in this study, along with an explanation of
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each frame—how it was identified by coders as being a frame present within the

article.

TABLE 1:  Description of Frames

Economics in Croatia Economic factors predominantly within Croatia

Economics in Serbia Economic factors predominantly in Serbia

Economics in Slovenija Economic factors predominantly in Serbia

Economics in Bosnia Economic factors predominantly within Bosnia-Herzegovina

  War in Croatia War, predominantly on Croatian soil

War in Slovenia War, predominantly on Slovenian soil

War in Bosnia War, predominantly on Bosnian soil

Croatian government
performance

Focus on Croatian president, government, parliament or government
officials and their performance in regard to the war/political
situation/economy, etc.

Serbian government
performance

Focus on Serbian president, government, parliament or government
officials and their performance in regard to war/political
situation/economy, etc.

Slovenian government
performance

Focus on Slovenian president, government, parliament or
government officials and their performance in regard to war/political
situation/economy, etc.

Bosnian government
performance

Focus on Bosnian president, government, parliament or government
officials and their performance in regard to war/political
situation/economy, etc.

International reaction

Impact on international community in regard to the warring factions;
role the international community is playing in the conflict;
importance of international community involvement; international
community’s relationship with warring factions; reaction of
international community.

Government relations
Relationship between the countries of Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia
and/or Bosnia.

        Other Focus on other aspects not covered in above story frames.
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The fourth and fifth sections respectively examined the antagonist and

protagonist that are identified in the article (again in terms of presence or absence).

Tables 2 and 3 provide descriptions of the antagonists and protagonists.

TABLE 2:  Description of Antagonists

Croats:  Croatian people (not government) are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or the faction
at fault for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.

Serbs:  Serbian people (not government) are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or the faction at
fault for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.

Slovenians:  Slovenian people (not government) are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or the
faction at fault for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.

Bosnians:  Bosnian people (not government) are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or the faction
at fault for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.

Croatian Government:  Members of the Croatian government, such as the president, majority leaders, or
the government as an entity are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or as being at fault for the war.

Serbian Government:  Members of the Serbian government, such as the president, majority leaders, or the
government as an entity are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or as being at fault for the war.

Slovenian Government:  Members of the Slovenian government, such as the president, majority leaders, or
the government as an entity are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or as being at fault for the war.

Bosnian Government:  Members of the Bosnian government, such as the president, majority leaders, or the
government as an entity are presented as the cause of the problem, enemy or as being at fault for the war.

International Community:  Government officials of countries outside of the former Yugoslavia, specific
countries, and their involvement or non-involvement in the Yugoslav crisis/war is/are presented as being a
cause of the problem, an enemy or as being at fault for the prolonging/continuation of the war, bad
economic situation in the former Yugoslav countries, or the problem addressed in the article.

Bad History/Past:  Historical factors between Serbs and Croats, Bosnians and Serbs, Bosnians and Croats,
such as Jasenovac (Croatia/Serbia), WWII, or other historical events are viewed as a cause of the war,
tensions, difficult present situation or problem addressed in the article.

Religious Differences:  Religious differences between the warring parties are viewed as a cause for the war,
tensions, difficult present situation or problem addressed in the article.

Serbian Nationalism:  Serb “nationalism”/expansionism—the ideology of a Greater Serbia, or ethnic
cleansing of non-Serb populations—are viewed as a cause of the war, tensions, difficult present situation or
problem addressed in the article.

Croat Nationalism:  Croat “nationalism”/expansionism—the ideas of self-determination, breaking away
from Yugoslavia, establishment of independence—are viewed as a cause of the war, tensions, difficult
present situation or problem addressed in the article.

None:  None of the above terms apply, nor does the “other” category.  Article appears to be balanced or
simply does not have a “bad guy.”

Other:  Reasons other than those described above are cited as the cause for the war, tensions, difficult
present situation or problem addressed in the article.



134

The last section examined the sources used in the article (presence or

absence).  Table 4 describes each of the sources.

TABLE 3:  Description of Protagonists

Croats:  Croatian people (not government) are presented as the ally or the positive faction not at fault
for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.  Overall,
Croatians as the “good guys.”

Serbs:  Serbian people (not government) are presented as the ally or the positive faction not at fault
for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.  Overall,
Serbs as the “good guys.”

Slovenians:  Slovenian people (not government) are presented as the ally or the positive faction not at
fault for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.  Overall,
Slovenians as the “good guys.”

Bosnians:  Bosnian people (not government) are presented as the ally or the positive faction not at
fault for the war, economic or political difficulty or general problem addressed in the article.  Overall,
Bosnians as the “good guys.”

Croatian Government:  Members of the Croatian government, such as the president, majority
leaders, or the government as an entity are presented as the ally or “good guys.”

Serbian Government:  Members of the Serbian government, such as the president, majority leaders,
or the government as an entity are presented as the ally or “good guys.”

Slovenian Government:  Members of the Slovenian government, such as the president, majority
leaders, or the government as an entity are presented as the ally or “good guys.”

Bosnian Government:  Members of the Bosnian government, such as the president, majority leaders,
or the government as an entity are presented as the ally or “good guys.”

International Community:  Government officials of countries outside of the former Yugoslavia,
specific countries, and their involvement or non-involvement in the Yugoslav crisis/war is/are
presented in a positive light.

Bad History/Past:  Historical factors between Serbs and Croats, Bosnians and Serbs, Bosnians and
Croats, such as Jasenovac (Croatia/Serbia), WWII, or other historical events are portrayed in a
positive manner.

Religious Differences:  Religious differences between the warring parties are viewed as positive
rather than negative—they are presented in a positive light.

Serbian Nationalism:  Serb “nationalism”/expansionism—the ideology of a Greater Serbia, or ethnic
cleansing of non-Serb populations—are viewed as positive or not a cause of the war, tensions or
difficult present situation or problem addressed in the article.

Croat Nationalism:  Croat “nationalism”/expansionism—the ideas of self-determination, breaking
away from Yugoslavia, establishment of independence—are viewed as positive or are not a cause of
the war, tensions, difficult present situation or problem addressed in the article.

None:  None of the above terms apply, nor does the “other” category.  Article appears to be balanced
or simply does not have a “good guy.”

Other:  Reasons other than those described above are cited as the positive factor/entity.
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TABLE 4:  Description of Sources

Franjo Tudjman Franjo Tudjman is quoted directly or indirectly.

Stipe Mesic Stipe Mesic (as president) is quoted directly or indirectly

Slobodan Milosevic Slobodan Milosevic is quoted directly or indirectly

Alija Izetbegovic Alija Izetbegovic is quoted directly or indirectly

Milan Kucan Milan Kucan is quoted directly or indirectly

Croatian
government official

Any Croatian government official, other than Franjo Tudjman/Stipe
Mesic is quoted directly or indirectly

Serbian
 government official

Any Serbian government official, other than Slobodan Milosevic is
quoted directly or indirectly

Bosnian
 government official

Any Bosnian government official, other than Alija Izetbegovic is
quoted directly or indirectly

Slovenian
 government official

Any Slovenian government official, other than Milan Kucan is quoted
directly or indirectly

International
government official

Any government official of the international community (countries not
including those of former Yugoslavia) is quoted directly or indirectly

Humanitarian
official

Any member of the humanitarian effort (ie. IFOR, UN, UNPROFOR,
troops, Red Cross, etc.) is quoted directly or indirectly

Academic An expert, academic or Ph.D. are quoted directly or indirectly

Medical doctor A medical doctor is quoted directly or indirectly

Religious official
A priest, member of the clergy, or a member of a religious
organization is quoted directly or indirectly

Media A member of the national media is quoted directly or indirectly

Croatian soldier A member of the Croatian military is quoted directly or indirectly

Serbian soldier A member of the Serbian/JNA military is quoted directly or indirectly

Bosnian soldier A member of the Bosnian military is quoted directly or indirectly

Croatian refugee
A Croatian refugee or person who has voluntarily or involuntarily left
his/her home because of  the war is quoted directly or indirectly

Serbian refugee
A Serbian refugee or person who has voluntarily or involuntarily left
his/her home because of  the war is quoted directly or indirectly

Bosnian refugee
A Bosnian refugee or person who has voluntarily or involuntarily left
his/her home because of  the war is quoted directly or indirectly

Anonymous A source not directly identified by name is quoted directly or indirectly

 Other A source not listed above is quoted directly or indirectly

No source The article does not contain any sources
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To assess reliability of the coding, 75 of the 782 articles in the sample (10

percent) were randomly selected and coded by two coders.  The overall coder

reliability for these four principal categories was .972 (Holsti) and .969 (Scott’s pi).

The categories for frame, antagonist, protagonist and source were also examined

separately for reliability.  The results were as follows:  “Frames,” .979 (Holsti) and

.977 (Scott’s pi); “Antagonist,” .965 (Holsti) and .965 (Scott’s pi); “Protagonist,”

.952 (Holsti) and .935 (Scott’s pi); “Source,” .994 (Holsti) and .989 (Scott’s pi).

Analysis

The central theory applied to explore these hypotheses was framing theory.

The focus was on the presentation of government, parties and officials in the articles.

Through the use of framing theory, the prominence of the articles (placement), length

of articles, presence or absence of photographs or graphics etc., were examined, in

addition to frames used, presentation of protagonist and antagonist, and sources.

To measure the extent to which certain frames appear in the stories that

mention politics or the war in “former Yugoslavia,” coders were asked to choose

from a list of 13 frames (plus an “other” category) and identify whether or not the

frame was found in the article (yes or no).  The frames utilized for this study

originated from a careful analysis of topics appearing in the newspapers regularly

over the period of analysis.  Coders were then asked to identify a “protagonist” and

“antagonist.”  In other words, in the article, who is presented as the “good guy” or

positive character and who is the “bad guy” or negative character?  The categories
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were identical for these two groups—a list of 13 protagonists/antagonists (created in

the same manner as the frames—from issues which appeared frequently in the

newspapers) were listed, in addition to a “none/not applicable” category and an

“other” category.  Again, coders were asked to determine whether each

protagonist/antagonist (from the list) was identified in the article (yes or no

responses).   Similarly, a list of sources was given in the final portion of the code

sheet where coders were asked to identify whether the listed sources (22 total, plus a

“no source” category and an “other” category) were used in the piece (yes or no

responses).  Data were then analyzed in SPSS using cross tabulation (see Appendix

A-D for codebook, codebook definitions, and code sheets).

In order to do this, cross-tabluation was chosen as the primary statistical

analysis method.  It allowed us to most succinctly compare and contrast the

newspapers and time periods/years.

In addition to the chi square, the adjusted standardized residual was utilized in

some cases to show how the observed data differed from the expected.  With the

adjusted standardized residual, the residual for a cell—which is the observed minus

the expected value—is divided by an estimate of its standard error.  If the adjusted

standardized residual is greater than +/- 2, it indicates that there is a significant

difference (+/- shows the direction) between the observed and expected values:  The

greater the number, the greater the difference.

The qualitative analysis consisted of in-depth interviews with the editors of

the three newspapers.  Each of the editors were interviewed in their offices during
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business hours and discussed their views on the status of the media.  The questions

specifically centered on the 11-year period.  Editors were asked to explain how they

saw the 11-year period; compare the status of the media under Tudjman to the state of

media under Tito and later Mesic; and discuss the freedom or lack of freedom of the

press in Croatia.
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Chapter Six

In this section, we will first examine some of the general findings of the

content analyses.  We will then address results as pertaining to the hypotheses

directly.

Traditional Content Analysis

As mentioned, 752 articles (321 articles in Vjesnik; 216 in Slobodna

Dalmacija; and 245 in Feral Tribune) were content analyzed as part of the traditional

content analysis for the 11-year period.  When considering all three newspapers, 24.2

percent were classified as “news” articles by the coders; 23.7 percent were classified

as “opinion/editorial”; 28 percent were classified as analysis; 11.5 percent were coded

as “feature” articles; 8.7 percent were coded as a “column” and 4 percent were placed

in the “other” category.

When looking at the newspapers individually (see Table 5), the majority of

articles in Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija were “news” articles (Vjesnik: 34.9

percent; Slobodna Dalmacija: 34.3 percent).  Analyses were the second most frequent

types of articles in both Vjesnik (27.4 percent) and Slobodna Dalmacija (28.7

percent), followed by op/eds (Vjesnik: 26.8 percent; Slobodna Dalmacija (18.5

percent).  Articles in Feral Tribune were predominantly analyses (28.2 percent),

closely followed by news (24.2 percent) and op/eds (23.7 percent).
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Table 6 further explores the data by year rather than newspaper.  The results

show several trends regarding article types that were used throughout the 11-year

period.  In 1991 the majority of articles were features.  However, as the war began to

envelop Croatia, analyses became more prevalent and remained so from 1992 through

1996.

The year 1997 saw a turn toward opinion-editorials, while 1998 had an equal

number of opinion-editorials and analyses.  In the years 1999 and 2000, when media

were slowly gaining more freedom, opinions appeared to be more readily expressed

with the majority of articles being opinion-editorials.

These results are interesting because during the most tumultuous time period

in Croatia’s history—during the war with Serbia and later Bosnia—“analyses” were

TABLE 5:  Article types
(  X2=175.58; P <.001)

NEWS OP/ED ANALYSIS FEATURE COLUMN OTHER TOTAL

Vjesnik
112

34.9%
86

26.8%
88

27.4%
19

5.9%
15

4.7%
1

.3%
321

100%

Slobodna
Dalmacija

74
34.3%

40
18.5%

62
28.7%

19
8.8%

19
8.8%

2
.9%

216
100%

Feral
Tribune

3
1.2%

59
24.1%

69
28.2%

52
21.2%

34
13.9%

28
11.4%

245
100%

Total
article
types

189
24.2%

185
23.7%

219
28%

90
11.5%

68
8.7%

31
4%

782
100%
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most present.  Prior and post the war years, articles were more light-hearted through

the use of features and opinion-editorials.

Table 6 shows the use of all article types from 1990 through 2000.

TABLE 6:  Article types within years
(  X2=96.84; P <.001)

NEWS OP/ED ANALYSIS FEATURE COLUMN OTHER TOTAL

1990
8

25%
9

28.1%
9

28.1%
1

3.1%
4

12.5%
1

.3.1%
32

100%

1991
21

19.1%
20

18.2%
19

17.3%
25

22.7%
18

16.4%
7

6.4%
110

100%

1992
27

25.2%
15

14%
28

26.2%
12

11.2%
14

13.1%
11

10.3%
107

100%

1993
17

21.8%
19

24.4%
21

26.9%
7

9%
9

11.5%
5

6.4%
78

100%

1994
18

23.7%
18

23.7%
25

32.9%
7

9.2%
4

5.3%
4

5.3%
76

100%

1995
25

26.9%
18

19.4%
30

32.3%
14

15.1%
5

5.4%
1

1.1%
93

100%

1996
17

26.6%
12

18.8%
24

37.5%
8

12.5%
2

3.1%
1

1.6%
64

100%

1997
13

31.7%
16

39%
11

26.8%
1

2.4%
0 0

41
100%

1998
10

20.4%
16

32.7%
16

32.7%
5

10.2%
1

2%
1

2%
49

100%

1999
15

27.3%
17

30.9%
12

21.8%
5

9.1%
6

10.9%
0

55
100%

2000
18

23.4%
25

32.5%
24

31.2%
5

6.5%
5

6.5%
0

77
100%
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Salience

Salience was another variable that produced several significant results.  As

explained earlier, salience was used to measure how much prominence articles

received—how noticeable the articles were.  Simply stated, examining salience or

article prominence was an indicator of article importance—the higher the salience

mean, the greater the emphasis on the article’s display, and consequently, the more

visible the article.

To measure salience, a “yes” in the categories of photo, illustration/art, chart,

map, kicker, pullquote/blurb and subhead each scored one point; while a “no” scored

zero points (a total of seven points could be scored for these elements).  For

“location” an article appearing in the bottom half of the page received one point; an

article appearing in the top half of the page received two points and an article

appearing on the majority of or whole page received three points.  Consequently, in

terms of the salience index, the highest score an article could receive is 10 points.

Articles in Vjesnik received 1,364 total points of salience; articles in Slobodna

Dalmacija received a total of 1,159 points in terms of salience; and articles appearing

in the Feral Tribune received 1,596 total points.  However, when examined

proportionally, articles in the Feral Tribune were most salient, with an average

salience of 6.5, followed by Slobodna Dalmacija with a mean of 5.4 points and

Vjesnik with a mean of 4.3.

For reasons of comparison, the salience variable was recoded into “new

salience” (low, medium high).  Zero through three points received a “low salience”
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rating, four through six points was classified as “medium salience” and seven through

nine points of salience received a “high salience rating.

Table 7 provides the

frequency and percentage of

“new salience” for each of the

newspapers.

In general, 17.8

percent of the articles had low

salience; 52 percent had

medium salience and 30.2

percent had high salience.

When comparing the three levels of salience in the three papers overall, more

than half of Vjesnik articles (54.8 percent) had medium salience.  The majority (61.6

percent) of articles in Slobodna Dalmacija had medium salience.  And, the majority

(56.3 percent) of Feral Tribune articles had high salience (X2=187.56; p< .001).

In addition to the crosstabulation, a simple, independent samples t-test,

comparing the newspapers and their results for low, medium and high salience

produced the following results:  When comparing Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija

results are significant indicating it is highly unlikely these results were due to

sampling error (t=-7.79; df=482.02; p<.001).  When comparing Vjesnik and Feral

Tribune, we again find significance (t=-14.86; df=549.13; p<.001).  The same is true

TABLE 7:  Salience
(  X 2=187.56; P<.001)

LOW MED. HIGH TOTAL
(w/in paper)

Vjesnik
109
34%

176
54.8%

36
11.2%

321
(100%)

Slobodna
Dalmacija

21
9.7%

133
61.6%

62
28.7%

216
(100%)

Feral
Tribune

9
3.7%

98
40%

138
56.3%

245
(100%)

Total
Salience

139
17.8%

407
52%

236
30.2%

782
(100%)
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when comparing Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune:  t=-6.21; df=446.92;

p<.001).

   Next, we can turn to the presentation of salience—low, medium and

high—over time.  Again we discover significant results.

Figure 1

presents a line graph

indicating salience

within the three

newspapers over time.

For Vjesnik, articles

received the highest

salience in 1994

(26.5 % of articles

received high salience in that year) and 1995 (27.6 % received high salience in that

year).  It is not unusual to discover that Vjesnik’s articles had the greatest salience in

1994 and 1995—two years when the HDZ was at its strongest.  Considering Vjesnik

was an avid supporter of the government it is not surprising that the paper would

present articles about the government with prominent graphical display when the

HDZ was in a strong position—especially in 1995 when the HDZ initiated Operation

Storm and gained back Croatian land that had earlier been lost to the Serbs.

Highest salience for Slobodna Dalmacija occurred in 1993 with 70.6 of the

articles receiving high salience and in 1998, with 60 percent of the articles receiving

Fig. 1:  Salience over time
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high salience.  These results too are not surprising for several reasons.  In 1993 Franjo

Tudjman was re-elected as the party leader of the HDZ.  Since in 1993 Slobodna

Dalmacija lost its independence as a free newspaper and since Franjo Tudjman was

now feeling absolute power he and his party could mold the newspaper into printing

favorable and prominent articles.  In 1998 Croatia gained complete control in eastern

Slavonia—a region which had been occupied by Serbs.  Again, it is not atypical that

articles would take on more prominent display as Croatia was gaining back land,

especially since Slobodna Dalmacija was still a government-controlled newspaper.

 In 1997, the Croatian government was sharply criticized by the international

community for its policies toward returning Serb refugees.  Furthermore, Tudjman

was re-elected as president in an election, which was cited as “totally flawed.”

Consequently, there was much to criticize in terms of the Croatian government and it

is not unusual that 100 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles had a “high” salience

rating.  Interestingly, in the year 2000, when Feral Tribune had the second greatest

number of articles with “high” salience (95 percent), Vjesnik had the greatest number

of “low” salience articles (65.6 percent).  This too is not surprising since Stipe Mesic

became Croatia’s president in 2000 and while Feral Tribune was a supporter of his

administration, Vjesnik was not.  An interesting observation is that through 1993 (the

year that Slobodna Dalmacija was taken over by the HDZ), articles in Slobodna

Dalmacija and Feral Tribune seem to parallel each other, almost identically, in terms

of salience (see visual depiction in Fig. 1).
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When the variable of “Croatian government performance” is separately

examined (Table 8), we find that of the 18.7 percent of all Vjesnik articles that dealt

with Croatian government performance, only 10 percent of these “performance”

articles had “high” salience.  Of

the 20.4 percent of Slobodna

Dalmacija articles that dealt with

Croatian government

performance, 31.8 percent had

“high” salience.  And, of the 64.9

percent of Feral Tribune articles

that had Croatian government

performance as a dominant frame,

61.6 percent had “high” salience.

Tudjman/Milosevic Presence in Articles

Unsurprisingly, results indicate that Croatian President Franjo Tudjman was

mentioned and quoted much more frequently than Serbian President Slobodan

Milosevic.  Tudjman was mentioned in 32.1 percent of the articles; while Milosevic

was mentioned in 10.6 percent of the articles.

Of the three papers, the Feral Tribune mentioned Tudjman in 51 percent of

the articles; Slobodna Dalmacija mentioned him in 24.5 percent of the articles and

Vjesnik mentioned Tudjman in 22.7 percent of the articles (X2 = 58.81; p<.001).

TABLE 8:  Salience w/in
Croatian government performance frame

(  X2 = 84.28; P<.001)

LOW MED. HIGH TOTAL
(w/in pap.)

Vjesnik
22

36.7%
32

53.3%
6

10%
60

(100%)

Slobodna
Dalmacija

3
6.8%

27
61.4%

14
31.8%

44
(100%)

Feral
Tribune

3
1.9%

58
36.5%

98
61.6%

159
(100%)

Total
Salience

28
10.6%

117
44.5%

118
44.9%

263
100%
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Milosevic was mentioned by the Feral Tribune 13.5 percent of the articles, while

Slobodna Dalmacija mentioned him in 11.6 percent of the articles and Vjesnik

mentioned

Milosevic in 7.8

percent of the

articles (X2 = 5.02;

p=.08).

In the stories

where Tudjman was

quoted (11.6 percent

of the total stories),

Vjesnik averaged

7.9 quotes; Slobodna Dalmacija averaged 7.3 quotes; and Feral Tribune averaged 4.2

quotes.

Figure 2 compares the sum of quotes within the three papers.  The greatest

number of Tudjman quotes in a Feral Tribune story was 13, in Slobodna Dalmacija it

was 30, and in Vjesnik, the greatest number of quotes was 53 (p=.08). When

comparing the three newspapers in terms of Milosevic quotes we find that

significance was not achieved—in other words the differences between the three

newspapers could be due to sampling error.  However, results are still worth

reporting.  Milosevic was quoted in only 2.6 percent of the stories.  Vjesnik’s

Fig 2
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Milosevic quotes averaged 4.4; Slobodna Dalmacija’s quotes averaged 2.6 and Feral

Tribune’s averaged 2.4 Milosevic quotes.

Frames

A total of 14 frames

(including an “other” category)

were explored in this study (see

Table 9).  It is important to note

that an article could have more

than one frame, as frames were

coded as either being present or

not being present in each article.

The frame found most frequently

throughout the articles was

“Croatian government

performance,” which was

mentioned in 33.6 percent of the articles.  The next most frequently found frame was

“Economic impact on Croatia,” which was present in 18.2 percent of the articles.

“International government reaction” was present in 17.5 percent of the articles.  The

“other” frame was fourth in frequency with 17.4 percent of the articles having a frame

not included in the list of frames.  Finally, the “Croatian war” frame was mentioned

TABLE 9:  Frames

FRAME FREQ. %

(2) Economics in Croatia 142 18.2%

Economics in Serbia 8 1.0%

Economics in Slovenija 7 .9%

Economics in Bosnia 7 .9%

(5)    War in Croatia 112 14.3%

War in Slovenia 2 .3%

War in Bosnia 39 5.0%

(1)  Croatian government
           performance

263 33.6%

Serbian government
performance

42 5.4 %

Slovenian government
performance

3 .4%

Bosnian government
performance

17 2.2%

(3) International reaction 137 17.5%

Government relations 61 7.8%

(4)           Other 136 17.4%
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in 11.5 percent of the articles.  No other frame was found in more than 7 percent of

the articles.

 Significance was achieved in six of the total 14 frames.  Consequently, for

these six frames we may conclude that the three newspapers were significantly

different in their use of these frames.  The “economic situation in Slovenia,” the

“Bosnian war,”

“Croatian

government

performance,”

“Serbian

government

performance,”

“international

reaction” and

“other” frames all

were significantly

different in use.

Table 10 shows frames that were used by the three newspapers with statistically

significant differences between the three newspapers in their use of these frames.  The

frame “Economic situation in Slovenia” was found to be significantly different in use

by the three newspapers, although it was only used 1.9 percent of the time by Vjesnik,

.5 percent of the time by Slobodna Dalmacija and never by Feral Tribune.  While the

TABLE 10:
Significant Frames

Used by the Three Newspapers

Frame Vjesnik
Slobodna
Dalmacija

Feral
Tribune

X2 p

Economic
situation in

Slovenia

6
1.9%

1
.5%

0
0%

6.10 <.05

Bosnian War
14

4.4%
20

9.3%
5

2%
13.07 =.001

Croatian
government
performance

60
18.7%

44
20.4%

159
64.9%

156.42 <.001

Serbian
government
performance

8
2.5%

13
6%

21
8.6%

10.35 <.01

International
Reaction

72
22.4%

31
14.4%

34
13.9%

9.10 <.05

Other
70

21.8%
53

24.5%
13

5.3%
36.94 <.001
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Bosnian war was only mentioned in 5 percent of the total articles it was significant at

a .001 level, with Slobodna Dalmacija using this frame more than the other two

newspapers.  Vjesnik mentioned this frame in 4.4 percent of its articles; Slobodna

Dalmacija mentioned it in 9.3 percent of its articles; Feral Tribune mentioned it in 2

percent of its articles.  The “Croatian government performance” frame, which was

most prominent in all of the articles, was mentioned by Vjesnik in 18.7 percent of its

articles; Slobodna Dalmacija mentioned this frame in 20.4 percent of its articles; and

Feral Tribune mentioned the frame in 64.9 percent of the articles.  Serbian

government performance was mentioned in only 5.4 percent of the total articles.

Vjesnik mentioned this frame in 2.5 percent of its articles; Slobodna Dalmacija

presented this frame in 6 percent of its articles; and Feral Tribune used the “Serbian

government performance” frame in 8.6 percent of its articles.  The “international

reaction” frame was the most often used frame by Vjesnik.  It was present in 22.4

percent of its articles; Slobodna Dalmacija had this frame in 14.4 percent of its

articles; while Feral Tribune had this frame in 13.9 percent of its articles.
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Antagonist/Protagonist

In comparing all three

newspapers and their

identification of an antagonist

(Table 11), 29.8 percent of the

time there was no antagonist in

articles.  The Croatian

government was identified as

antagonist in 26 percent of the

articles (this was skewed by

Feral Tribune and will be

discussed in more detail below).

The Serbian government was

identified as antagonist in 18.4 percent of the articles.  The fourth most frequent

antagonist was the “other” category (11.1 percent).  And, the fifth most frequent

antagonist was “Serbian nationalism,” which was identified as antagonist in 8.3

percent of the articles.  It is noteworthy that the Slovenian government was never

identified as antagonist by any of the three newspapers.

TABLE 11:  Antagonists

ANTAGONIST FREQ. %

Croats 27 3.5%

Serbs 49 6.3%

Slovenians 1 .1%

Bosnians 7 .9%

(2)  Croatian government 203 26.0%

(3)  Serbian government 144 18.4%

Slovenian government 0 0%

Bosnian government 20 2.6%

International community 46 5.9%

Bad history/past 54 6.9%

Religious differences 7 .9%

(5) Serbian nationalism 65 8.3%

Croat nationalism 51 6.5%

(1)             None 233 29.8%

(4)            Other 87 11.1%
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Significance was attained in several categories of antagonists (Table 12),

indicating that the three newspapers differed significantly in their presentation of

these antagonists and results were most likely not due to sampling error.  Croatians as

antagonists were identified by Vjesnik .6 percent of the time, 1.9 percent of the time

by Slobodna

Dalmacija and 8.6

percent of the time

by Feral Tribune.

Serbs as

antagonists were

identified by

Vjesnik in 10

percent of the

articles; in 4.6

percent of the

articles by

Slobodna Dalmacija; and 2.9 percent of the articles in Feral Tribune.  Of the total

321 Vjesnik articles, the Croatian government was identified as antagonist in only 15

articles (4.7 percent); Slobodna Dalmacija labeled the Croatian government

antagonist in 16 of its 216 articles (7.4 percent); and Feral Tribune branded the

government of Croatia as antagonist in 172 (70.2 percent) of its total 245 articles.  It

TABLE 12:
Significant findings for “Antagonist”

Within the Three Newspapers

Antagonist Vjesnik
Slobodna
Dalmacija

Feral
Tribune

X2 p

Croats
2

.6%
4

1.9%
21

8.6%
28.63 <.001

Serbs
32

10%
10

4.6%
7

2.9%
13.33 =.001

Croatian
government

15
4.7%

16
7.4%

172
70.2%

363.89 <.001

Serbian
government

69
21.5%

42
19.4%

33
13.5%

6.17 <.05

Bad
history/past

19
5.9%

8
3.7%

27
11%

10.38 <.01

Croat
nationalism

5
1.6%

4
1.9%

42
17.1%

66.04 <.001

None
124

38.6%
101

46.8%
8

3.3%
124.13 <.001

Other
51

15.9%
31

14.4%
5

2%
30.09 <.001
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is for this reason that overall, the Croatian government was portrayed as antagonist in

26 percent of the articles.

Furthermore, as Table 12 shows, the Serbian government was portrayed as

antagonist in 21.5 percent of Vjesnik’s articles; 19.4 of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles;

and 13.5 of Feral Tribune’s articles.  Bad history/past was identified as the antagonist

in 5.9 percent of Vjesnik’s articles; 3.7 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and

11 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.  Croat nationalism was labeled as the

antagonist in 1.6 percent of Vjesnik’s articles; 1.9 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s

articles and 17.1 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.  Vjesnik did not have an obvious

antagonist in 38.6 percent of its articles, while Slobodna Dalmacija did not have an

antagonist in 46.8 percent of its articles and Feral Tribune did not have an antagonist

in only 3.3 percent of its articles.  An “other” antagonist was identified in 15.9

percent of Vjesnik’s articles; 14.4 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and 2

percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.

When we examine the years in which the Croatian government was portrayed

as antagonist, Vjesnik’s results are not significant, though still interesting.  In 1990

and 1996 Vjesnik did not portray the government as an antagonist in a single article.

In 1998, the Croatian government was presented as the antagonist by Vjesnik in 9.1

percent of its articles—the highest percentage of articles portraying the Croatian

government as antagonist in this paper.
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Fig. 3 Antagonist/Protagonist
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In 1990, 1992, 1995 and 1996 Slobodna Dalmacija did not have any articles

portraying the government as antagonist.  The year 2000 saw the greatest percentage

of articles showing the government as antagonist (28 percent; p<.01).

Feral Tribune,

on the other hand,

showed the Croatian

government as

antagonist in every

year, with the fewest

number of articles

showing the

government as

antagonist occurring in 2000 (50 percent) and the highest number occurring in 1998

(94.1 percent) with p<.005.  Figure 3 shows the use of the Croatian government as

antagonist (ACROGOV) and as protagonist (PCROGOV), over time.

If we briefly examine the standardized residual, we discover the following:

Vjesnik: -68.3, indicating that the paper did not show the government as antagonist;

Slobodna Dalmacija:  -40.1, indicating the same, only to a lesser degree; and Feral

Tribune:  108.4, indicating the opposite—this paper did show the Croatian

government as antagonist a great deal more than the other two newspapers (X2 =

363.89; p<.001).
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Fig. 4 Antagonist/Protagonist
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It is not surprising that Vjesnik presented the Croatian government as

protagonist most often since this newspaper has always been known to support the

ruling government (as these results will demonstrate).

Figure 4 shows how frequently the three newspapers portrayed the Croatian

government as

antagonist and

protagonist.  From

this chart we can

clearly see that

Vjesnik, more than

any of the three

newspapers

portrayed the

Croatian

government as

protagonist, while Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune differed only slightly.  In

terms of the Croatian government as antagonist, Feral Tribune considerably surpasses

the other two newspapers.  Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija are similar in their

presentation of the Croatian government as antagonist.

The overall most frequently-cited protagonist was the “Croats,” in 42.1

percent of the articles; followed by the “none” category, which was present in 29.3

percent of the articles.  The Croatian government was the third most frequently-
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labeled protagonist (15.6

percent).  The “other” category

was the fourth most-frequently

cited protagonist (8.6 percent),

closely followed by the

Bosnians, which were found to

be protagonists in 8.3 percent of

the articles.

Table 13 displays how

the three newspapers classified

protagonists.  The only category

which was never portrayed as a

protagonist was

“Serbian

nationalism.”

Table 14

indicates the

significant

findings for

“protagonist.”  Of

the 15

TABLE 13:  Protagonist

PROTAGONIST FREQ. %

(1)            Croats 329 42.1%

Serbs 55 7%

Slovenians 10 1.3%

(5)         Bosnians 65 8.3%

(3)  Croatian government 122 15.6%

Serbian government 6 .8%

Slovenian government 5 .6%

Bosnian government 14 1.8%

International community 40 5.1%

Bad history/past 9 1.2%

Religious differences 1 .1%

Serbian nationalism 0 0%

Croat nationalism 6 .8%

(2)            None 229 29.3%

(4)           Other 67 8.6%

TABLE 14:
Significant findings for “Protagonist”

Within the Three Newspapers

Protagonist Vjesnik
Slobodna
Dalmacija

Feral
Tribune

X2 p

Croats
90

28%
49

22.7%
190

77.6%
185.79 <.001

Serbs
7

2.2%
10

4.6%
38

15.5% 40.39 <.001

Croatian
government

76
23.7%

24
11.1%

22
9%

27.36 <.001

International
community

24
7.5%

6
2.8%

10
4.1%

6.66 <.05

None
116

36.1%
106

49.1%
7

2.9%
130.76 <.001

Other
39

12.1%
24

11.1%
4

1.6%
22.08 <.001
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protagonists, six were found to be significantly different, again indicating that there

were significant differences between the three newspapers in terms of their

presentation of protagonist—differences which were not likely due to sampling error.

Croats as protagonists were used by Vjesnik in 28 percent of its articles; in 22.7

percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and 77.6 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.

Serbs as protagonists were found in 2.2 percent of Vjesnik’s articles; 4.6 percent of

Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and 15.5 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.  The

Croatian government was identified as protagonist in 23.7 percent of Vjesnik articles;

11.1 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija articles and 9 percent of Feral Tribune articles.

The international community was identified as protagonist in 7.5 percent of Vjesnik’s

articles; 2.8 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and 4.1 percent of Feral

Tribune’s articles.  Serbian nationalism was never identified as protagonist.  No

protagonist was identified in 36.1 percent of Vjesnik’s articles, 49.1 percent of

Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and only 2.9 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.  An

“other” antagonist was identified in 12.1 percent of Vjesnik’s articles, 11.1 percent of

Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and 1.6 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.

Throughout the 11-year period, the Croatian government was portrayed as

protagonist in 76 of 321 articles (23.7 percent) in Vjesnik.  In 1999, the Croatian

government was labeled as protagonist in 57.1 percent of Vjesnik stories and 43.8

percent of the stories in 2000 (p<.001).

Slobodna Dalmacija did not portray the Croatian government as a protagonist

in 1990, 1996, 1997, 1998 and 1999.  Of the total 216 articles coded for Slobodna
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Dalmacija, the Croatian government was portrayed as protagonist in 24 (11.1

percent), with the government being labeled as protagonist most in 2000 (28 percent,

followed by 1993 (23.5 percent) (p<.05).

In 1992, 1996, 1997 and 1998 Feral Tribune did not show the Croatian

government as protagonist.  However, the year 2000 had the greatest percentage of

articles (35 percent) which portrayed the Croatian government as protagonist;

followed by 1993, during which 16 percent of the articles labeled the Croatian

government as protagonist (p=.002).

In terms of the standardized residual, we find the following Vjesnik: 5.2,

indicating that the paper significantly did show the government as protagonist, in the

positive direction; Slobodna Dalmacija:  -2.1, indicating that Slobodna Dalmacija

went in the opposite direction of Vjesnik and did not show the government as

protagonist nearly as much; and Feral Tribune:  -3.4, indicating that this paper too

went in the opposite direction of Vjesnik is showing the government as

protagonist—even more so than Slobodna Dalmacija. (X2 = 27.36; p<.001).
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Sources

Table 15 displays a list of

sources used by the three newspapers.

The most frequently-used source (22.8

percent of the articles used this source)

was a member of the Croatian

government.  The second most

frequent source category was the use

of no sources (21 percent).  The third

most frequent source was the “other”

category (18.3 percent).  Media were

the fourth most frequently used source

(14.2 percent), followed by

International government officials

(11.8 percent).

When examining “Croatian

government official” as a source, we

find that Vjesnik used this source 29

percent of the time; Slobodna Dalmacija used the source 23.6 percent of the time and

Feral Tribune used it in 13.9 percent of its articles (X 2 = 18.13; p<.001).  No source

was used in 10.9 percent of Vjesnik’s articles, 13.4 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s

TABLE 15:  Sources

SOURCE TOTAL %

Franjo Tudjman 83 10.6%

Stipe Mesic 5 .6%

Slobodan Milosevic 15 1.9%

Alija Izetbegovic 16 2%

Milan Kucan 3 .4%

(1) Croatian gov. official 178 22.8%

Serbian gov. official 15 1.9%

Bosnian gov. official 14 1.8%

Slovenian gov. official 3 .4%

(5) Internat gov. official 92 11.8%

Humanitarian official 11 1.4%

Academic 58 7.4%

Medical doctor 11 1.4%

Religious official 17 2.2%

(4)           Media 111 14.2%

Croatian soldier 30 3.8%

Serbian soldier 9 1.2%

Bosnian soldier 2 .3%

Croatian refugee 9 1.2%

Serbian refugee 5 .6%

Bosnian refugee 6 .8%

Anonymous 72 9.2%

(3)           Other 143 18.3%

(2)        No source 164 21.0%
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articles and 40.8 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles (X2 = 85.27; p<.001).  Sources

other than those in the source list were used by Vjesnik in 20.2 percent of the articles,

by Slobodna Dalmacija in 21.3 percent of the articles, and in 13.1 percent of Feral

Tribune’s articles (X2 = 6.61; p<.05).  “Other media” as a source was used most

frequently by Feral Tribune (22 percent); followed by Vjesnik, which used other

media in 10.9 percent of the articles; and Slobodna Dalmacija, which used other

media in 10.2 percent of the articles (X2 = 18.10; p<.001).  Vjesnik utilized

international government officials more frequently (15.9 percent) than Slobodna

Dalmacija (11.6 percent) and Feral Tribune (6.5 percent) as sources in their articles

(X2 = 11.73; p<.01).

Although the following sources were not used often, they were found to be

significantly different: Bosnian government officials (Vjesnik: 1.6 percent; Slobodna

Dalmacija: 3.7 percent; Feral Tribune: .4 percent; X2 = 7.26; p<.05); Academic

(Vjesnik: 5.9 percent; Slobodna Dalmacija 3.2 percent; Feral Tribune: 13.1 percent;

X2 = 17.90; p<.001); Religious source (Vjesnik: 1.2 percent; Slobodna Dalmacija: .9

percent; Feral Tribune: 4.5 percent; X2 = 9.06; p<.05); Croatian soldier/army official

(Vjesnik: 5.9 percent; Slobodna Dalmacija: 3.7 percent; Feral Tribune: 1.2 percent;

X2 = 8.32; p<.05); Serbian soldier/army official (Vjesnik 2.5 percent; Slobodna

Dalmacija: 0 percent; Feral Tribune: .4 percent; X2 = 8.78; p<.05); Anonymous

sources (Vjesnik: 7.5 percent; Slobodna Dalmacija: 6.9 percent; Feral Tribune: 13.5

percent; p<.05).  The fact that the relationship between the above sources and their
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use by the three newspapers were found to be significant indicates that the three

newspapers were using those sources differently in terms of frequency and the

differences are most likely not due to sampling error.

When examining sources used within specific years, several interesting results

come to light (Figure 5 displays the top five sources used by the newspapers).  We

will discuss only the top three sources used in most articles by the three papers.

Vjesnik utilized the Croatian government official source most often in 1999 (57.1

percent), followed by 1997 (43.5 percent) and 1998 (40.9 percent) with p<.01.

Although not significant, Slobodna Dalmacija used Croatian government officials as

sources most frequently in 1990 (53.8 percent)—it is interesting to note that Vjesnik

did not use this

source at all in

that year.  In

1995, Slobodna

Dalmacija used

Croatian

government

officials as

sources in 42.9

percent of its

articles; followed

by 1993, when this source was used in 23.5 percent of the articles (not significant).

Fig. 5:  Top 5 Sources

Over Time
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Feral Tribune utilized government officials most frequently in 1998 (35.3 percent);

followed by 1994 (30.4 percent) and 1997 (25 percent) with p=.001.  Feral Tribune

did not use this source in 1991 and 1996.

Articles with no source were at their height during the early 1990s—the time

of war in Croatia.  Croatian government officials, international government officials

and media as sources peaked in the mid 1990s, while Tudjman as a source peaked in

1992 and 1996.

Figure 5 shows the top five sources, as they were used over the 11-year

sample.  “Media,” as a source was not significant for Vjesnik or Slobodna Dalmacija.

However, it was most frequently used by Vjesnik in 1994 (17.6 percent), followed by

1997 (17.4 percent) and 1999 (14.3 percent).  Slobodna Dalmacija did not use

“media” in 1990 or 1999; however this source was most frequently used in 1994

(26.3 percent); 1997 (20 percent) and 1991 (17.9 percent).  Results for media as a

source used by Feral Tribune were significant (p<.001).  Media were most frequently

used by Feral Tribune in 1998 (52.9 percent); 1995 (37.2 percent) and 2000 (35

percent).

Finally, the relationship between the newspapers and their use of international

government officials as sources were found to be significant only in the case of

Vjesnik (P<..05), which used this source most frequently in 1999 (28.6 percent); 1997

(26.1 percent); 1998 (22.7 percent).  Although not significant, Slobodna Dalmacija

did not use this source in 1990; however it did utilize this source most often in 1997

(40 percent), followed by 1994 (26.3 percent) and 1991 (14.3 percent).  Feral
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Tribune’s use of this source was also not significant.  The paper did not use

international government officials as sources in 1991, 1992 and 1997.  However, they

were used in 12 percent of the articles in 1993; 11.8 percent of the articles in 1998

and 11.6 of the articles in 1995.

In regard to sources, it is worthy to note that in 1993 and 1996 Vjesnik used

sources in every article.  Furthermore, 1991 saw the highest percentage (23.3 percent)

of articles with no source (p<.05).  Slobodna Dalmacija used sources in every article

in 1990 and 1998 and had the greatest percentage (26.7 percent) of articles with no

source in 1999 (p<.05).  Of the three newspapers, the Feral Tribune had the greatest

percentages of articles with no sources in every year (p<.001).  “No source” articles

started at a high of 87.2 percent in 1991 and 87.5 in 1992 and then steadily declined

to 16.3 percent in 1995, increasing again in 1996 (21.1 percent) and 1997 (37.5

percent); declining in 1998 (11.8 percent) and slowly increasing in 1999 (15.8

percent) and 2000 (20 percent).

Content Analysis of the Four Time Periods

An identical analysis was conducted with the articles in the four time periods.

To review, the first time period (T1) was the two-week period surrounding Croatian

independence.  T2, the second time period, encompassed the two-week period during

which the heaviest attack on the Croatian city of Vukovar took place.  The third time

period (T3) was the time of “Operation Storm”—Croatia’s retaliation to regain land

lost to the Serbs.  Finally, the last time period (T4) focused on the two weeks
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surrounding Mesic’s becoming Croatia’s president.

As mentioned, 649 articles (390 articles in Vjesnik; 224 in Slobodna

Dalmacija; and 35 in Feral Tribune) were content analyzed as part of the traditional

content analysis of the four time periods.  The reason so few articles appeared in the

Feral Tribune sample is due to the fact that in the early ‘90s the newspaper’s

publication was sporadic.  Furthermore, in the early years, Feral Tribune was only an

insert within Slobodna Dalmacija, sometimes not publishing any articles which could

be content analyzed.  Consequently, it was not until the mid- to late 1990s that Feral

Tribune became a more regular, weekly publication.  Because two of our time periods

cover the year 1991, the number of articles for Feral Tribune is low.

When considering all three newspapers, 36.7 percent were classified as

“news” articles by the coders; 23.7 percent were classified as “opinion/editorial”;

22.8 percent were classified as analysis; 8.2 percent were coded as “feature” articles;

TABLE 16:  Article types for all time periods
( X2 = 159.46; p<.001)

NEWS OP/ED ANALY. FEATURE COL. OTHER TOTAL

Vjesnik
152
39%

104
26.7%

88
22.6%

27
6.9%

19
4.9%

0
0%

390
100%

Slobodna
Dalmacija

85
37.9%

37
16.5%

56
25%

20
8.9%

26
11.6

%

0
0%

224
100%

Feral
Tribune

1
2.9%

13
37.1%

4
11.4%

6
17.1%

4
11.4

%

7
20 %

35
100%

Total
article
types

238
36.7%

154
23.7%

148
22.8%

53
8.2%

49
7.6%

7
1.1%

649
100%
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7.6 percent were coded as a “column” and 1.1 percent were placed in the “other”

category.  When looking at the newspapers individually (see Table 16), the majority

of articles in Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija were “news” articles (Vjesnik: 39

percent; Slobodna Dalmacija: 37.9 percent).  This was the case in the 11-year sample

as well.  However it was the only similarity.  While in the 11-year sample analyses

were the second most frequent types of articles in both Vjesnik and Slobodna

Dalmacija, in the time periods sample, secondary to news articles were op/eds for

Vjesnik (26.7 percent) and analyses remained as the most second most frequently-

used article style in Slobodna Dalmacija (25 percent).   Articles in Feral Tribune

were predominantly op/eds (37.1 percent), rather than analyses, as was the case in the

11-year sample, followed by “other” (20 percent).

When looking at the four time periods, a crosstabs analysis of paper by article

type, layered by time period produced significant results for all time periods.  News

articles were dominant in all four time periods, but were most prevalent during T3

(Operation Storm).  Table 17, 18, 19 and 20 provide a break down of the article styles

used by the three newspapers in the four time periods.
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As Table 17 shows, during the two-week time period surrounding Croatia’s

declaration of independence, news articles were generally most prevalent (38.3

percent), followed by analyses (27.5 percent).  When looking at the individual

newspapers, in T1 the majority of articles for Vjesnik (35.9 percent) and Slobodna

Dalmacija (43.5 percent) were news stories.  However, feature articles were most

frequent in Feral Tribune (50 percent), followed by columns (33.3 percent).

Analyses, on the other hand, were second most frequent article types in Vjesnik (27.2

percent) and Slobodna Dalmacija (30.4 percent).

TABLE 17:  Article types in T1
( X2 = 31.47; p<.001)

NEWS OP/ED ANALY. FEATURE COL. OTHER TOTAL

Vjesnik
33

35.9%
18

19.6%
25

27.2%
4

4.3 %
12

13%
0

0%
92

100%

Slobodna
Dalmacija

30
43.5%

4
5.8%

21
30.4%

3
4.3%

11
15.9%

0
0%

69
100%

Feral
Tribune

1
16.7%

0
0%

0
0%

3
50%

2
33.3%

7
20 %

6
100%

Total
article
types

64
38.3%

22
13.2%

46
27.5%

10
6%

25
15%

7
1.1%

167
100%
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During the attack on Vukovar (T2), arguably one of the most severe attacks on

Croatia during the war (which led to the complete destruction of the city), news

articles again were prevalent.  Nearly 31 percent of the articles were news stories,

however, they were closely followed by op/eds (26.6 percent).  Moreover, in T2 the

newspapers differed significantly in their reporting style (see Table 18).  Vjesnik’s

reporting was primarily news (36.2 percent) and op/eds (32.8 percent).  Slobodna

Dalmacija, on the other hand, predominantly presented analyses (27. 3 percent),

followed by news articles (24.2 percent).  Feral Tribune drastically differed from the

other two newspapers.  No “news,” “op/ed” or “analyses” were present in Feral

Tribune during T2.  However, of the few articles in T2 (total of 6), they were evenly

distributed among the “feature,” “column” and “other” categories.

TABLE 18:  Article types in T2
( X2 = 94.27; p<.001)

NEWS OP/ED ANALY. FEATURE COL. OTHER TOTAL

Vjesnik
42

36.2%
38

32.8%
18

15.5%
15

 12.9%
3

2.6%
0

0%
116

100%

Slobodna
Dalmacija

16
24.2%

12
18.2%

18
27.3%

6
9.1%

14
21.2%

0
0%

66
100%

Feral
Tribune

0
0%

0
0%

0
0%

2
33.3%

2
33.3%

2
33.3%

6
100%

Total
article
types

58
30.9%

50
26.6%

36
19.1%

23
12.2%

19
10.1%

2
1.1%

188
100%
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Table 19 depicts the results for T3—the two week time period surrounding

Croatia’s retaliation with “Operation Storm.”  Nearly 43 percent of the articles during

this time period were news stories.  News articles were predominant in both Vjesnik

(43.8 percent) and Slobodna Dalmacija (48 percent).  For Vjesnik, op/eds were the

second most frequently-used style of articles (29.2 percent), while for Slobodna

Dalmacija features were second to news in terms of frequency of use (20 percent).

Feral Tribune differed in its style of reporting again.  Of its articles, both op/eds and

features were the dominant article style in 37.5 percent of the coded articles, while

features and “other” types of articles were each present in 12.5 percent of the articles.

TABLE 19:  Article types in T3
( X2 = 30.87; p<.01)

NEWS OP/ED ANAL. FEATURE COL. OTHER TOTAL

Vjesnik
39

43.8%
26

29.2%
13

14.6%
7

 7.9%
4

4.5%
0

0%
89

100%

Slobodna
Dalmacija

24
48.0%

9
18%

6
12%

10
20%

1
2%

0
0%

50
100%

Feral
Tribune

0
0%

3
37.5%

3
37.5%

1
12.5%

0
0%

1
12.5%

8
100%

Total
article
types

63
42.9%

38
25.9%

22
15%

18
12.2%

5
3.4%

1
.7%

147
100%
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T4 surrounded the two-week time period during which Stipe Mesic became

president of Croatia.  Again, news articles were most prevalent during this time

period, with 36.1 percent of the total articles being news stories.  Op/eds and analyses

each comprised 29.9 percent of the overall articles.  Once more the majority of

Vjesnik’s articles were presented in news-style (40.9 percent), followed by analyses

(34.4 percent).  Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles also predominantly were news articles

(38.5 percent) followed by op/eds (30.8 percent).  In T4, the majority (66.7 percent)

of Feral Tribune’s articles were op/eds, while 26.7 percent were classified as “other.”

Table 20 shows the overall results of article types in T4 for the three newspapers.

Salience

The salience measure used for the 11-year sample was the same measure used

for the four time periods.  To reiterate, salience was measured in the following

TABLE 20:  Article types in T4
( X2 = 53.31; p<.001)

NEWS OP/ED ANAL. FEATURE COL. OTHER TOTAL

Vjesnik
38

40.9%
22

23.7%
32

34.4%
1

 1.1%
0

0%
0

0%
93

100%

Slobodna
Dalmacija

15
38.5%

12
30.8%

11
28.2%

1
2.6%

0
0%

0
0%

39
100%

Feral
Tribune

0
0%

10
66.7%

1
6.7%

0
0%

0
0%

4
26.7%

15
100%

Total
article
types

53
36.1%

44
29.9%

44
29.9%

2
1.4%

0
0%

4
2.7%

147
100%
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manner:  a “yes” or 1 in the categories of photo, illustration/art, chart, map, kicker,

pullquote/blurb and subhead each scored one point; while a “no” or 2 scored zero

points.  For “location” an article appearing in the bottom half of the page received one

point; an article appearing in the top half of the page received two points and an

article appearing on the

majority of or whole page

received three points.

In the sample of

the four time periods,

articles in Vjesnik

received 1,857 points of

salience; articles in

Slobodna Dalmacija

received 1,312 points in

terms of salience; and articles appearing in the Feral Tribune received 227 points.

The average salience was nearly identical in the time period sample as it was in the

11-year sample.  When examined proportionally, articles in Feral Tribune again were

most salient, with an average salience of 6.4—in the 11-year sample average salience

had been 6.5.  Slobodna Dalmacija salience mean was 5.8 points—slightly higher

that the 5.5 average salience for the 11-year sample.  Finally, Vjesnik salience was

4.7—higher than the 4.3 average salience in the 11-year sample (see Figure 6 for time

period chart of salience).

Fig. 6
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Again, a simple, independent samples t-test was conducted, comparing the

newspapers and their results for low, medium and high salience produced the

following results:  When comparing Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija results are

significant (t=-7.67; df=553.03; p<.001), indicating that the results were most likely

not due to sampling error and that the newspapers were different in presenting articles

in terms of salience.  When comparing Vjesnik and Feral Tribune, we again find

significance (t=-4.58; df=44.69; p<.001).  When comparing Slobodna Dalmacija and

Feral Tribune the results are not significant (t=-.603; df=45.64; not significant).

As mentioned earlier, “new salience” consisted of low, medium and high.  In

general, 18.6 percent of

the articles in the time

periods sample had low

salience; 52.4 percent had

medium salience and 29

percent had high salience.

In comparing the three

levels of salience for the

three papers, we find that all of the newspapers’ articles predominantly had medium

salience.  Vjesnik had the highest percentages of low salience articles; Slobodna

Dalmacija had the highest percentage of medium salience articles; and Feral Tribune

had the highest percentage of high salience articles (see Table 21 for breakdown of

salience within newspapers).

TABLE 21:  Salience by newspaper
(  X2 = 64.75; p<.001)

LOW MEDIUM HIGH TOTAL
(w/in paper)

Vjesnik
110

28.2%
193

49.5%
87

22.3%
390

(100%)

Slobodna
Dalmacija

10
4.5%

128
57.1%

86
38.4%

224
(100%)

Feral
Tribune

1
2.9%

19
54.3%

15
42.9%

35
(100%)

Total
Salience

121
18.6%

340
52.4%

188
29.0%

649
(100%)
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Looking at the

time periods (Table 22),

we discover that in T1,

T2 and T3, the majority

of the articles appeared to

have medium salience

(T1: 62.9 percent; T2:

60.6 percent; T3:  44.9

percent).  Articles in T4

tended to have low salience (40.1 percent).  While high salience was not dominant in

any of the time periods, T3 appeared to have the greatest percentage of articles with

high salience.  T1 had the highest percentage of medium salience articles; and T4 had

the greatest percentage of low salience articles.

When the variable of

“Croatian government

performance” is inserted into

the equation for the four time

periods, we discover most of

the articles had medium

salience (Table 23).  Of the

36.9 percent of Vjesnik

TABLE 22:  Salience by time period
( X2 = 71.91; p<.001)

LOW MED. HIGH TOTAL
(w/in paper)

T1
16

9.6%
105

62.9%
46

27.5%
167

(100%)

T2
25

13.3%
114

60.6%
49

26.1%
188

(100%)

T3
21

14.3%
66

44.9%
60

40.8%
147

(100%)

T4
59

40.1%
55

37.4%
33

22.4%
147

(100%)

Total
Salience

121
18.6%

340
52.4%

188
29.0%

649
(100%)

TABLE 23:  Salience w/in
“Croatian government performance” frame

( X2 = 26.63; p<.001)

LOW MED. HIGH TOTAL
(w/in paper)

Vjesnik
39

27.1%
72

50%
33

22.9%
144

(100%)

Slobodna
Dalmacija

4
4.8%

42
50.6%

37
44.6%

83
(100%)

Feral
Tribune

0%
10

58.8%
7

41.2%
17

(100%)

Total
Salience

43
17.6%

124
50.8%

77
31.6%

244
100%
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articles which dealt with Croatian government performance, 22.9 percent had “high”

salience.  Of the 37.1 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija articles which dealt with

Croatian government performance, 44.6 percent had “high” salience.  And, of the

48.6 percent of Feral Tribune articles which had Croatian government performance

as a dominant frame, 41.2 percent had “high” salience.  Table 23 shows the general

percentages of low, medium and high salience within the “Croatian government

performance” frame.

Tudjman/Milosevic Presence in Articles

Next we explore the presence of quotes and mentions of Croatian President

Franjo Tudjman and Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic within the four time

periods.  Tudjman was mentioned in 23.9 percent of the overall articles, (compared to

the 32.1 percent in the 11-year sample) while Milosevic was mentioned in 11.2

percent of the articles (compared to the 10.6 percent in the 11-year sample).  Vjesnik

mentioned Tudjman in 24.6 percent of its articles (22.7 percent in the 11-year

sample); Slobodna Dalmacija mentioned him in 21 percent of its articles (24.5

percent in the 11-year sample) and Feral Tribune mentioned Tudjman in 34.3 percent

of its articles (compared to 51 percent in the 11-year sample).  Milosevic was

mentioned in 12.3 percent of Vjesnik’s articles (compared to 7.8 percent in the 11-

year sample); 10.3 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles (11.6 percent in the 11-

year sample) and 5.7 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles (13.5 percent in the 11-year
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sample).  Mentions were close to the 11-year sample mentions, except in the case of

Feral Tribune.  While Feral Tribune mentioned Tudjman in only 34.3 percent of the

articles for the time period sample, he was mentioned in 51 percent for the 11-year

sample.

It is even more interesting to note that Vjesnik had a total of 180 quotes from

Tudjman, while Milosevic was quoted/attributed 12 times.  Slobodna Dalmacija had

103 quotes from

Tudjman 103, and 19

quotes from

Milosevic.  Feral

Tribune had only two

quotes from Tudjman,

while Milosevic was

never quoted or

attributed.

Furthermore, when

looking at the most quotes within an article, Vjesnik’s maximum for quoting Tudjman

in a single article was 50 times (five times for Milosevic). The most Tudjman quotes

in a Slobodna Dalmacija article was 53 (nine for Milosevic).  And, the most quotes

Feral Tribune attributed to Tudjman in a single article was one quote (zero for

Milosevic).  Figure 7 shows the number of Tudjman and Milosevic

quotes/attributions within the three newspapers.

FIG 7:

Sum of Tudman and Milosevic Quotes
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Frames

The results of frames used in

the four time periods were

comparable to those in the 11-year

sample.

Again, the frame “Croatian

government performance” was most

frequently used throughout the

articles (37.6 percent).  However,

unlike the 11-year period sample, the

“Economic impact on Croatia” was

not the second most frequent

frame in the articles.  Instead, “war

in Croatia” came in as the second most used frame (25.6 percent).  This is not unusual

since three of the four time periods centered on the war in Croatia.  In fact, it is

surprising that this frame was not most used.  “International reaction” came in as the

third most-used frame (21.3 percent).  This too is not unusual since international

reaction—action or inaction—was a central factor in the war situation in Croatia.  The

fourth most frequent frame was Serbian government performance (10.8 percent),

followed closely by the economic situation in Croatia frame (10.5 percent).

Table 24 shows the frequency and percentage of use for all frames.

TABLE 24:  Frames in time periods

FRAME TOTAL %

(5) Economics in Croatia 68 10.5%

Economics in Serbia 6 .9%

Economics in Slovenija 9 1.4%

Economics in Bosnia 4 .6%

(2)    War in Croatia 166 25.6%

War in Slovenia 26 4%

War in Bosnia 7 1.1%

(1) Croatian government
performance

244 37.6%

(4) Serbian government
performance

70 10.8%

Slovenian government
performance

26 4%

Bosnian government
performance

10 1.5%

(3) International reaction 138 21.3%

Government relations 59 9.1%

Other 5 .8%
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Significance

was achieved in five

of the total 14 frames,

again showing that

when comparing the

three newspapers

there were substantial

differences in use of

those five

frames—differences

that were most likely

not due to sampling error.  Curiously, only two frames of the top five frames were

significantly different in use by the three newspapers:  Economic situation in Croatia

and international reaction.  None of the other three frames were found to be

significant.  The “Slovenian war,” “Slovenian government performance,” “Bosnian

government performance” and “international reaction” frames, however, were

significant.  Table 25 shows frames that were used by the three newspapers and were

significant.

Finally, it is interesting to note that of the three newspapers, Feral Tribune

used the “economic situation in Croatia” frame in more of its articles than the other

two papers.  Another curious result is that both Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija had

TABLE 25:
Significant Frames Used by the Three Newspapers

In the Four Time Periods

Frame Vjesnik
Slobodna
Dalmacija

Feral
Tribune

X2 p

Economic
situation in

Croatia

37
9.5%

20
8.9%

11
31.4%

17.36 <.001

Slovenian
War

7
1.8%

19
8.5%

0
0%

18.09 <.001

Slovenian
government
performance

8
2.1%

16
7.1%

2
5.7%

9.87 <.01

Bosnian
government
performance

2
.5%

8
3.6%

0
0%

9.35 <.01

International
Reaction

86
22.1%

51
22.8%

1
2.9%

7.53 <.05



177

the international reaction frame in approximately 22 percent of its articles, while

Feral Tribune had this frame in only 2.9 percent of its articles.

When

we explore what

frames were

used in the

specific time

periods, we find

that 10 frames

were significant

in their

presence.  Table

26 shows all of

the significant

frames.

However, a few

should be

highlighted.

When

looking at the four time periods, the “Croatian government performance” frame was

used in 37.6 percent of the articles.  That frame appeared most frequently in T4 (59.9

percent).

TABLE 26:
Significant Frames in Time Periods

(percentages indicate frequency of frame use in time period)

Frame T1 T2 T3 T4 X2 p

Economic
situation in

Croatia

14
8.4%

2
1.1%

7
4.8%

45
30.6%

87.20 <.001

Economic
situation in

Serbia

6
3.6%

0% 0% 0% 17.48 <.01

Economic
situation in

Slovenia

8
4.8%

0% 0%
1

.7%
19.40 <.001

Croatian
war

17
10.2%

111
59%

37
25.2%

1
.7%

179.29 <.001

Slovenian
war

25
15%

1
.5%

0% 0% 70.37 <.001

Bosnian war 0% 0%
7

4.8%
0% 24.17 <.001

Croatian
government
performance

58
34.7%

37
19.7%

61
41.5%

88
59.9%

58.33 <.001

Serbian
government
performance

34
20.4%

24
12.8%

10
6.8%

2
1.4%

32.67 <.001

Slovenian
government
performance

26
15.6%

0% 0% 0% 78.17 <.001

Bosnian
government
performance

3
1.8%

0%
6

4.1%
1

.7%
9.99 <.05
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The “Croatian war” frame was used in 25.6 percent of the articles and

appeared most frequently in T2 (59 percent)—the time of Vukovar’s attacks/fall.  The

“economic situation in Croatia” frame was used in 10.5 percent of the articles and

was used most frequently in T4 (30.6 percent)—the time period when Mesic became

Croatian president.

In looking at the four time periods we find that the Croatian government

performance frame dominates nearly all of the time periods.  In T1, the “Croatian

government performance” frame (34.7 percent) was the frame most used during the

two-week sample period.  In T2, the “Croatian war” frame was the most used frame

in this time period (59 percent).  In T3, during operation storm, it was not the war

frame that was most frequently used, but instead the “Croatian government

performance” frame (41.5 percent).  Finally, in T4, as expected, the “Croatian

government performance” frame was most frequently used (59.9 percent).

Antagonist/Protagonist

Several differences come to light when we explore the presentation of

antagonist in the four time periods and compare it to the 11-year sample.  While in

the 11-year time period, 23.4 percent of the articles had no antagonist, in the four time

periods no antagonist was identified in only 11.6 percent of the articles.  Furthermore,

in the 11-year sample, the Croatian government was identified as antagonist in 26

percent of the articles while in the time periods the Croatian government was

portrayed as the antagonist in only 17.3 percent of the articles.  More interesting is the
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fact that while the Croatian government was portrayed as antagonist less frequently

during the four time periods than it was in the 11-year sample, the opposite is true for

the Serbian government.

The Serbian government was

identified as antagonist in 18.4

percent of the articles in the 11-year

sample, but in 52.2 percent of the

articles in the time periods

sample—the most identified

antagonist in all articles.  The second

most frequent antagonist was

“Serbian nationalism,” followed by

the “Croatian government” as

antagonist.  “None” was the fourth

most frequent antagonist, followed

by the “international community” as

antagonist.  Table 27 shows a list of all antagonists with the frequency and percentage

of use in articles in the time periods sample.

In looking at the newspapers’ presentation of antagonists, significance was

attained in only four relationships, indicating that a difference does exist in the three

newspapers’ use or presentation of the “antagonist” within stories.  The Croatian

government as antagonist was identified by Vjesnik in 14.1 percent of its articles, in

TABLE 27:  Antagonists in time periods

ANTAGONIST FREQ. %

Croats 10 1.5%

Serbs 36 5.5%

Slovenians 1 .2%

Bosnians 0 0%

(3) Croatian government 112 17.3%

(1) Serbian government 339 52.2%

Slovenian government 9 1.4%

Bosnian government 2 .3%

(5)     International
           community

71 10.9%

Bad history/past 17 2.6%

Religious differences 3 .5%

(2) Serbian nationalism 175 27%

Croat nationalism 14 2.2%

(4)            None 75 11.6%

Other 27 4.2%
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16.1 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and in 60 percent of Feral Tribune’s

articles.

The Serbian government was identified as antagonist in 53.3 percent of

Vjesnik’s articles.  Interestingly, even more of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles

identified the Serbian government as antagonist—54.9 percent.  Feral Tribune

identified the Serbian government as antagonist in 22.9 percent of its articles.

Serbian

nationalism was

also a significant

antagonist variable.

Vjesnik identified

Serbian nationalism

as antagonist in

31.3 percent of its

articles; Slobodna Dalmacija identified this category as antagonist in 21 percent of its

articles and Feral Tribune identified Serbian nationalism as an antagonist in 17.1

percent of its articles.

Finally, Croat nationalism was also found to be a significant antagonist with

1.3 percent of Vjesnik’s articles identifying it as such, 2.7 percent of Slobodna

Dalmacija’s articles and 8.6 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles.   Table 28 shows

these results in table-format.

TABLE 28:
Significant findings for “Antagonist”

Within the Three Newspapers
(frequency and percent within paper)

Antagonist Vjesnik
Slobodna
Dalmacija

Feral
Tribune

X2 p

Croatian
government

55
14.1%

36
16.1%

21
60%

47.72 <.001

Serbian
government

208
53.3%

123
54.9%

8
22.9%

12.94 <.01

 Serbian
nationalism

122
31.3%

47
21%

6
17.1%

9.48 <.01

Croat
nationalism

5
1.3%

6
2.7%

3
8.6%

8.53 <.05
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Next we turn to the four time periods specifically.  Nine antagonists were

found to be significant within the four time periods (Table 29), indicating the

differences

between the four

time periods are

statistically

reliable and most

likely not due to

sampling error.

Serbs as

antagonists

were used most in

T3 (10.2 percent).

Croatian

government as antagonist was found to be most prevalent in T4 (48.3 percent).  The

Serbian government was presented as antagonist predominantly in T2 (80.3 percent).

The Slovenian government was portrayed as antagonist most in T1 (4.8 percent;

p<.001).  The international community received similar portrayal as antagonist in T1

(15.6 percent) and T3 (17 percent).  Bad history/past was presented as antagonist

mostly in T1 (4.8 percent) and nearly equally in T4 (4.1 percent).  Serbian

nationalism received most representation as antagonist in T3 (48.3 percent).  No

TABLE 29:
Significant findings for “Antagonist”

Within the time periods

Antagonist T1 T2 T3 T4 X2 p

Serbs
3

1.8%
14

7.4%
15

10.2%
4

2.7%
14.11 <.01

Croatian
government

19
11.4%

16
8.5%

6
4.1%

71
48.3%

131.19 <.001

Serbian
government

97
58.1%

151
80.3%

80
54.4%

11
7.5%

180.00 <.001

Slovenian
government

8
4.8%

0%
1

.7%
0% 19.40 <.001

International
community

26
15.6%

16
8.5%

25
17%

4
2.7%

20.56 <.001

Bad
history/past

8
4.8%

3
1.6%

0%
6

4.1 %
9.04 <.05

 Serbian
nationalism

39
23.4%

61
32.4%

71
48.3%

4
2.7%

81.82 <.001

None
23

13.8%
8

4.3%
10

6.8%
34

23.1%
33.12 <.001

Other
3

1.8%
2

1.1%
3

2%
19

12.9%
36.84 <.001
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antagonist was most frequently identified in T4 (23.1 percent;), while the “other”

category as antagonist was most frequent in T4 as well (12.9 percent).  If we look at

the four time periods, in T1, T2 and T3 the Serbian government was the dominant

antagonist, while in T4 it was the Croatian government.

In terms of protagonist

(Table 30), we find that the Croatian

government was also most often

portrayed as the protagonist (47.6

percent), followed very closely by

“Croats” as protagonists (46.7

percent).  The third most frequently

portrayed protagonist was the

international community (18.3

percent).   The Slovenian

government was the fourth most

frequently portrayed protagonist (9.6

percent).  And, the fifth most

frequent protagonist was the Slovenians (6.6 percent).  Table 30 lists all of the

protagonists along with their frequency and percentage of use, as compared to other

protagonists.

TABLE 30:  Protagonist in time periods

PROTAGONIST FREQ. %

(2)         Croats 303 46.7%

Serbs 38 5.9%

(5)       Slovenians 43 6.6%

Bosnians 27 4.2%

(1)    Croatian gov. 305 47%

Serbian government 15 2.3%

(4) Slovenian gov. 62 9.6%

 Bosnian government 26 4%

(3)    Internat. Com. 119 18.3%

Bad history/past 2 .3%

Religious differences 1 .2%

Serbian nationalism 0 0%

Croat nationalism 9 1.4%

None 22 3.4%

Other 12 1.8%
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Only three

protagonists were

found to be

significant within

the three

newspapers,

suggesting that (for

these three protagonists) it is strongly unlikely that the relationship between the three

newspapers could be attributed to sampling error alone.  Table 31 shows the

significant findings for protagonist within the four time periods sample.

“Croats” as protagonists were significant.  Vjesnik identified Croats as protagonists in

42.8 percent of its articles.  Slobodna Dalmacija identified the same protagonist in

50.4 percent of its articles, while Feral Tribune had Croats as protagonists in 65.7

percent of its articles.

The Croatian government as protagonist was also found to be significant.

Vjesnik identified the Croatian government as protagonist in 55.9 percent of the

articles.  Slobodna Dalmacija identified the Croatian government as protagonist in

34.4 percent of its articles and Feral Tribune identified the Croatian government as

protagonist in 28.6 percent of its articles.  Finally, no protagonist was identified in

2.3% of Vjesnik’s articles and in 5.8 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles, while

Feral Tribune always identified a protagonist.

TABLE 31:
Significant findings for “Protagonist”

Within the Three Newspapers
(frequency and percent within paper)

Protagonist Vjesnik
Slobodna
Dalmacija

Feral
Tribune

X2 p

Croats
167

42.8%
113

50.4%
23

65.7%
8.71 <.05

Croatian
government

218
55.9%

77
34.4%

10
28.6%

31.50 <.001

None
9

2.3%
13

5.8%
0% 6.61 <.05
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Now we

turn to the four

time periods.

Significance was

established for ten

of the protagonists

(Table 32),

indicating that it

is quite unlikely

that the

association

between the four

time periods and

use of

protagonists in

those time periods resulted from sampling error.  Croats as protagonists were most

prevalent in T2 (78.2 percent).  Serbs as protagonists were most often portrayed as

such in T1 (7.2 percent).  Slovenians were not presented as protagonists in T3 or T4,

but were most depicted as such in T1 (22.2 percent).  Bosnians were shown as

protagonists mostly in T3 (8.2 percent).  The Croatian government was show as

protagonist most in T3 (66 percent); although T4 closely followed in portraying the

Croatian government at protagonist (59.9 percent).  The Serbian government was

TABLE 32:
Significant findings for “Protagonist”

within the time periods

Protagonist T1 T2 T3 T4 X2 p

Croats
63

37.7%
147

78.2%
38

25.9%
55

37.4%
111.08 <.001

Serbs
12

7.2%
9

4.8%
15

10.2%
2

1.4%
11.36 =.01

Slovenians
37

22.2%
6

3.2%
0% 0% 89.55 <.001

Bosnians
7

4.2%
3

1.6%
12

8.2%
5

3.4%
9.22 <.05

Croatian
government

62
37.1%

58
30.9%

97
66%

88
59.9%

57.26 <.001

Serbian
government

11
6.6%

2
1.1%

1
.7%

1
.7%

18.28 <.001

Slovenian
government

56
33.5%

6
3.2%

0% 0% 151.00 <.001

Bosnian
government

4
2.4%

2
1.1%

17
11.6%

3
2%

28.67 <.001

 Croat
nationalism

6
3.6%

0%
2

1.4%
1

.7%
9.12 <.05

None
11

6.6%
3

1.6%
7

4.8%
1

.7%
11.20 <.05
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portrayed as protagonist most often in T1 (6.6 percent).  The Slovenian government

too was most often portrayed as protagonist in T1 (33.5 percent), and was not

portrayed at all in T3 and T4.  The Bosnian government was depicted as protagonist

most in T3 (11.6 percent).  Croat nationalism was portrayed as protagonist most in T1

(3.6 percent).  And the absence of a protagonist most often occurred in T1 (6.6

percent).  In T1 presentation of Croats and the government as protagonist was nearly

identical—37.7 percent of the articles showed Croats as protagonists and 37.1 percent

showed the government as protagonist.  In T2 the dominant protagonist was the

Croats.  In T2 and T3 the dominant protagonist was the Croatian government.

The standardized residual reveals the following results in terms of antagonist:

Vjesnik: -2.6, indicating that the paper significantly did not show the government as

antagonist; Slobodna Dalmacija:  -.6, indicating that there was not a drastically

significant difference within Slobodna Dalmacija, in terms of expected and observed

counts; and Feral Tribune:  6.9, indicating that this paper did significantly show the

Croatian government as antagonist a great deal more than the other two newspapers.

In terms of protagonist, we discover the following, when it comes to the

standardized residuals:  Vjesnik: 5.6, indicating that the paper significantly did show

the government as protagonist; Slobodna Dalmacija:  -4.7, indicating a negative

relationship in presentation of protagonist; and Feral Tribune:  -2.2, also indicating a

negative relationship in terms of protagonist presentation.

Since a great deal of the focus of this dissertation is on the Croatian

government, a few more interesting comparisons are noteworthy.  Figure 8 visually
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shows how the three newspapers differed in their presentation of the Croatian

government as protagonist and antagonist, while Figure 9 shows how the presentation

of the Croatian government as protagonist and antagonist differed over time.

Fig. 8:

Croatian gov. as protagonist & antagonist

by newspaper
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Fig. 9:

Croatian gov. as protagonist & antagonist

by time periods
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Sources

Of the 649 articles in this sample, 10.9 percent had no source. The most

frequently-used source (30.8 percent of the articles used this source) was a member of

the Croatian government.  The second

most frequently-used source was

“anonymous,” which was used in 18.2

percent of the articles.  The third most

frequently-used source was the

international government official,

which was used in 17.7 percent of the

articles.  Following this source was the

media as a source.  Media were used in

13.4 percent of the articles.  The fifth

most frequently-cited source was the

“other” category (12 percent).  Table

33 provides a list of all sources and the

frequency and percent of use in all

articles.

When examining “Croatian

government official” as a source, we

find that Vjesnik used this source in 31

percent of its articles; Slobodna Dalmacija used the source 31.3 percent of the time

TABLE 33:  Sources

SOURCE FREQ. %

Franjo Tudjman 45 6.9%

Stipe Mesic 25 3.9%

Slobodan Milosevic 7 1.1%

Alija Izetbegovic 7 1.1%

Milan Kucan 13 2.0%

(1)  Croatian gov. official 200 30.8%

Serbian gov. official 41 6.3%

Bosnian gov. official 7 1.1%

Slovenian gov. official 19 2.9%

(3) Internat. gov. official 115 17.7%

Humanitarian official 30 4.6%

Academic 44 6.8%

Medical doctor 24 3.7%

Religious official 11 1.7%

(4)           Media 87 13.4%

Croatian soldier 75 11.6%

Serbian soldier 37 5.7%

Bosnian soldier 3 .5%

Croatian refugee 25 3.9%

Serbian refugee 8 1.2%

Bosnian refugee 9 1.4%

(2)       Anonymous 118 18.2%

(5)           Other 78 12.0%

No source 71 10.9%
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and Feral Tribune used it in 25.7 percent of its articles (not significant).  When

comparing the three newspapers, “anonymous” as a source was used most frequently

by Vjesnik (21.3 percent); followed by Feral Tribune, which used anonymous sources

in 17.1 percent of the articles; and Slobodna Dalmacija, which used anonymous

sources in 12.9 percent of the articles.  Vjesnik utilized international government

officials more frequently (19 percent) than Slobodna Dalmacija (17.9 percent) and

Feral Tribune (2.9 percent) as sources in their articles (not significant).  Media as a

source were used by Vjesnik in 13.8 percent of their articles; in 13.4 percent of

Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and in 8.6 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles (not

significant).  “Other,” as a source was used by Vjesnik in 11.5 percent of the articles;

by Slobodna Dalmacija in 10.3 percent of the articles; and in 28.6 percent of Feral

Tribune’s articles.

When we turn to use of sources within the four time periods, several

relationships in the use of sources are significant. Of the top five sources, the

relationships in the newspapers’ use of “anonymous,” “international government

official” and “media” sources were not found to be significant within the four time

periods.

Franjo Tudjman, as a source was most used in T3, during Operation Storm.

Stipe Mesic was mostly used as a source in T4, when he was elected president of

Croatia.  Alija Izetbegovic, Bosnia’s president was most frequently found to be a

source in T4.  Milan Kucan, Slovenia’s president, was most frequently attributed in
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T1, when Slovenia was

breaking away from

Yugoslavia.  The use of

Croatian government

officials as sources was

fairly parallel during T1,

T2 and T3.  However,

in T4 this source was

used in 52.4 percent of

the articles.  Serbian

government officials

were mostly used in T1.

Bosnian government

officials were not used in

T1 and T2, and were

used more frequently in

T3.  Slovenian

government officials

were only used in T1,

while humanitarian

officials were not used as

sources in T1, but were most frequently used in T2.  Medical doctors as sources were

TABLE 34:
Significant findings for sources

within the time periods

Source T1 T2 T3 T4 X2 p

Franjo
Tudjman

13
7.8%

7
3.7%

22
15%

3
2%

23.34 <.001

Stipe Mesic
2

1.2%
0% 0%

23
15.6%

71.81 =.001

Alija
Izetbegovic

3
1.8%

0%
4

2.7%
0% 8.18 <.05

Milan Kucan
13

7.8%
0% 0% 0% 38.29 <.001

Croatian gov.
official

40
24%

48
25.5%

35
23.8%

77
52.4%

41.60 <.001

Serbian gov.
official

27
16.2%

6
3.2%

4
2.7%

4
2.7%

36.91 <.001

Bosnian gov.
official

0% 0%
5

3.4%
2

1.4%
11.41 =.01

Slovenian
gov. official

19
11.4%

0% 0% 0% 56.49 <.001

Humanitarian
official

0%
23

12.2%
5

3.4%
2

1.4%
36.84 <.001

Medical
doctor

2
1.2%

18
9.6%

1
.7%

3
2%

26.05 <.001

Croatian
soldier

5
3%

32
17%

36
24.5%

2
1.4%

56.48 <.001

Serbian
soldier

11
6.6%

19
10.1%

6
4.1%

1
.7%

14.64 <.01

Croatian
refugee

2
1.2%

17
9%

6
4.1%

0% 22.76 <.001

Serbian
refugee

1
.6%

2
1.1%

5
3.4%

0% 8.11 <.05

Bosnian
refugee

1
.6%

1
.5%

7
4.8%

0% 16.08 =.001

Other
15
9%

15
8%

16
10.9%

32
21.8%

17.75 <.001

No source
30

18%
21

11.2%
7

4.8%
13

8.8%
14.89 <.01
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predominantly used in T2.  Croatian soldiers were mostly used in T3, while Serbian

soldiers were mostly attributed in T2.  Croatian refugees, Serbian refugees and

Bosnian refugees were not used as sources in T4, but Croatian refugees were used

mostly in T2, while Serbian and Bosnian refugees were used mostly in T3.  “Other”

sources were used mostly in T4; while no sources were most present in T1.

Table 34 shows a list of all significant sources.  In looking at the time periods

themselves, in T1 and T2, the most frequently-cited source was a Croatian

government official.  Not surprisingly, in T3—during Operation Storm—the most

frequently-cited source was a Croatian soldier.  Finally, Croatian government officials

again were most cited in T4.  More than half—52.4 percent—of the articles in this

time period cited Croatian government officials as sources—more than in any other

time period.

 Figure 10

depicts the top five

sources in terms of

use over time.  The

use of “Croatian

government

officials “as sources

rose slightly from

T1 to T2, dropped

Fig. 10:Top 5 sources

for the four time periods
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from T2 to T3 and then rose sharply from T3 to T4.  “Other” as a source was more

stagnant, remaining fairly level from T1 through T3 and then increasing as a source in

T4.  “Anonymous” sources appeared to be heaviest in use during T2, as were

“international government officials.”  “Media,” on the other hand, appeared to drop

slightly in T2, remained constant through T3 and dropped in T4.

Now that we have examined the results of this study, the following section

will briefly summarize the principal findings of the content analysis.  Afterwards, we

turn to the qualitative portion—interviews with editors.

Summary of Findings

The content analysis of the three newspapers produced a wealth of data.  In

the above section we have explored the majority of the results.  In this section we will

review some of the primary or general findings.  Since the results will be elaborated

on in the following chapter, this section will be presented in bulleted format as a

summary of results, rather than a discussion of results.

In comparing the three newspapers several interesting results were produced.

For the 11-year sample we discovered the following:

v In terms of article type, the majority of Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija

articles were news format, while the Feral Tribune predominantly presented

articles in the form of analyses.
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v Articles in Feral Tribune received the highest salience rating, meaning they

were most prominent in display, followed by Slobodna Dalmacija and

Vjesnik.

v Croatian President Franjo Tudjman was quoted more so than Milosevic—an

obvious result.  However, Feral Tribune mentioned Tudjman exceedingly

more so than the other two newspapers:  Feral Tribune mentioned Tudjman in

51 percent of its articles, while Slobodna Dalmacija mentioned him in 24.5

percent and Vjesnik in 22.7 percent.

v The overall leading frame within the 11-year sample for all three newspapers

was “Croatian government performance,” followed by “economics in

Croatia,” “international reaction,” the “other” category and “war in Croatia.”

o For Vjesnik the top frame was “international reaction;” for Slobodna

Dalmacija the top frame was the “other” category; and for Feral

Tribune the most frequently-used frame was “Croatian government

performance.”

v Overall the leading antagonists were “none,” or no antagonist, followed by

“Croatian government,” “Serbian government,” the “other” category, and

finally, “Serbian nationalism.”

o The primary antagonists for each of the newspapers were as follows:

For Vjesnik there was no leading antagonist—the “none” category was

most frequently chosen as the “antagonist.”  This too was the case for
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Slobodna Dalmacija.  However, for Feral Tribune the leading

antagonist was “the Croatian government.”

v The overall leading protagonists were “Croats,” followed by the “none”

category, “Croatian government,” “other” category and the “Bosnians.”

o Vjesnik’s results indicated that no protagonist, or the “none” category”

was mostly identified as protagonist.  Again the same was true for

Slobodna Dalmacija.  Feral Tribune identified “Croats” most

frequently as protagonist.

o Vjesnik by far surpassed the other newspapers in showing the

government as protagonist, while Feral Tribune surpassed the other

three newspapers in showing the Croatian government as antagonist.

v The top five sources used by the newspapers overall were:  Croatian

government officials, followed by no source, the “other” category, media and

international government officials.

Now we turn to the results of the second sample—the examination of four

specific time periods.

v News was the leading article type utilized by Vjesnik and Slobodna

Dalmacija; while Feral Tribune presented most of its articles in the four time

periods in the form of opinion editorials.
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o In T1 Vjesnik presented articles mostly as news, as did Slobodna

Dalmacija; while Feral Tribune printed mostly columns.

o In T2 Vjesnik again opted for presentation of articles in news style,

while Slobodna Dalmacija turned toward analyses and Feral Tribune

was evenly split between features, columns and the “other” category.

o In T3 Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija again presented articles mostly

as news, while Feral Tribune was evenly split between opinion

editorials and analyses.

o In T4 again we find that Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija opted for

news style while Feral Tribune turned predominantly toward opinion

editorials.

v In terms of salience we discovered that the majority of each of the newspapers

articles had medium salience.

o When looking at the time periods, from T1 through T3 medium

salience was most frequently found in articles, while in T4 articles

were mostly low in salience.

v Vjesnik quoted Tudjman more so than the other two newspapers.

v The leading frames overall were:  “Croatian government performance,” “war

in Croatia,” “international reaction,” “Serbian government performance,” and

“Economics in Croatia.”

o The “Croatian government performance” frame was dominant In T1,

T3 and T4; while in T2 the “Croatian war” frame was most used.
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v Overall, the leading antagonists for the four time periods were:  the “Serbian

government,” followed by “Serbian nationalism,” “Croatian government,”

“none” category, or no antagonist, and finally the “international community.”

o In T1, T2 and T3 the leading antagonist was the “Serbian

government,” in T4 the “Croatian government” was the top antagonist.

v Overall, the leading protagonists for the four time periods were “Croatian

government,” followed by the “Croats,” “international community,”

“Slovenian government,” and finally the Slovenians.

o In T1 and T2 we found that the “Croats” were most often presented as

the protagonists, while in T3 and T4 it was the “Croatian government”

that became the leading protagonist.

o Furthermore, Vjesnik by far exceeded the other two newspapers in

showing the Croatian government as protagonist.  However, in this

sample the Feral Tribune did not surpass the other two newspapers in

showing the Croatian government as antagonist.

v The most frequently used sources within the four time periods were “Croatian

government officials,” followed by “anonymous,” “international government

officials,” “media,” and “other.”

Now that we have overviewed the findings of the content analysis, we turn to

the qualitative portion of this dissertation—interviews with the editors of Vjesnik,

Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune.
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Interviews with Editors

In this section we turn to the qualitative portion of the dissertation.  During the

summer of 2001, when the data for this dissertation were collected, the three editors

of Vjesnik, Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune were also interviewed.  It was

important to get their perspectives on the 11-year period which is the central focus of

this dissertation.  Each of the editors had been a reporter and/or editor during the

sample period and was present during the times of change in Croatia.  Consequently,

their views are important not only as the editors of the three newspapers, but also as

journalists who witnessed the media and historical changes that took place during the

11-year period of our sample.

Editor Kresimir Fjacko, Vjesnik

Kresimir Fjacko began his work with Vjesnik as a student in 1962.  He left to

obtain his degree, and then came back to work as a reporter with Vjesnik in 1970.

From 1995 through 1997 he was Vjesnik’s international correspondent in New York

and in 1997 he was let go because of “political reasons.”  He says, “This was the time

when they chased away anyone who was dangerous to them (HDZ—Croatian

Democratic Union, Franjo Tudjman’s party).  At that time the HDZ was constantly on

your back.  They wanted to control everything they shouldn’t control.”

 Fjacko argues that the state of the media during the Tudjman regime was

worse than it had been during the time of communism.  “It was the classic definition

of censorship.  It wasn’t like that even during communism.  In a dictatorship the
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editors and reporters accommodated, adjusted to censorship.  They reconciled with it.

It is the editor who would not allow an article into a paper; who would not allow

reporters to write articles; who would play within editorial politics.  And this is how it

was at Vjesnik during those 11 years—not so much from 1990 through 1994, but

dramatically from 1995 through 2000.”

Vjesnik was and is a newspaper entity that is owned by the government.  “The

government owns the paper with the goal of selling it—privatizing it.  Now the

dramatic dilemma is, whom do they sell it to?  The person who buys it decides the

editorial politics of the paper.  I personally am very fearful.  Vjesnik could be turned

completely to the right.  And, we could get what Vjesnik was five years ago.  Or

maybe it could be turned completely to the left.

“At this moment we believe we are a free press.  Even though in the true sense

of the word we are not, since the government at this moment owns us.  However,

from the time that I have been here as editor, April 19, 2000, the government has not

in any way tried to influence the editorial politics of the paper.  We are in a fantastic

position,” Fjacko says.

He believes that Vjesnik, since the time he became editor, has been an

unbiased and fair newspaper, reporting only the facts.  “I believe that a newspaper

should keep a check on politics, not the other way around.  I don’t think it’s that the

politicians today don’t want to control the media.  I think they have too much to do!

And, they don’t know the main point of the media.  They have no idea what happens
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in the media.  Sadly, they still think along the categories of ‘our’ newspapers and

‘their’ newspapers, meaning HDZ, SDP, liberal, etc.  They think along those lines.

“My position is that we need to have newspapers that will not be left or right,

that will look at the scene in Croatia without rooting for or supporting anyone.  Media

needs to look at the situation from above…  Here at Vjesnik we are the government’s

biggest critic.  But at the same time we do also acknowledge positive moves by the

government.  We provide the readers with the classic principle that is most important

for newspapers—honest information and balance.”

Fjacko says Vjesnik stands apart from other newspapers because of its

sections.  An op-ed article does not simply find its way onto a page.  He argues that

they are in the op-ed section so readers know this article is an opinion.  Furthermore,

he says the articles capture many views—left, right, conservative, liberal—rather than

pushing for one position.  “We are balanced and fair.  We provide opinions.  There is

no extreme left or right.  And our articles do not insult, outright insult or irritate

anyone.  At this moment we are the only newspaper that does not belong to anyone.

Others say the government is financing us.  All the government did was forgive the

debts we owed—the debts which were created in the last six years, from 1993

through 2000 when Vjesnik was nothing more and nothing less than a bulletin for the

HDZ.  So, during a time when Vjesnik was something that a newspaper should never,

could never and must never be.  This is what Vjesnik was and it is for that reason that

its circulation dropped so drastically.  Circulation was at 30,000 a day.  Croatia at that

time was at war and the population was half the normal size because we were
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occupied.  This was in 1993.  It was a time when Vjesnik was simply passing on

Croatian politics.  Newspapers should not pass on anything.  They should inform.”

Vjesnik’s circulation drastically fell from 30,000 in 1993 to 5,200 in the late

‘90s.  Fjacko believes the problem is twofold.  “Croatian journalism did not develop

in a normal fashion.  Reporters could develop in the field of cultural arts, international

politics.  But not in local politics.  From the beginning, the development of Croatian

journalism and media was not a normal, professional reflex.  When democracy came,

when Croatia finally got its own nation, we thought we would finally be able to

breathe.  That we would begin to develop normally.  But again Vjesnik was taken

over by the government to become ‘our’ newspaper.  My theory is they should deal

with the country.  Leave the newspapers alone.”

Fjacko argues that at all times he insisted on a free press and a professional

form of journalism.  For that reason he says he lost his job at Vjesnik.  “They would

directly tell me, ‘you have to write this.  You have to attack this person.’  What can a

journalist do?  Depending on his level of courage, he can resist.

“I resisted.  The other problem was that many people still had the idea of self-

censorship in their heads.  Today we are trying to erase, eliminate that self-

censorship.  I don’t care where you stand politically.  When you write, I don’t want it

to come through the article.”

 He says things were quite difficult between 1996 and 2000.  “During that

time ‘politics’ were the editor of Vjesnik.  The government would directly order, call
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for articles.  They would directly command, ‘today we are going to attack this guy

and this guy.’  However in 1993 and 1994 there was none of that.”

Fjacko says Vjesnik, Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune each dealt with

their own situations during the period between 1990 and 2000.  “Those three

newspapers in that time period were not only different from each other, but were

different from themselves, Feral, the least of the three. Feral was always against

everyone.  Professionally that is a very comfortable and attractive position to be in.

They were the only ones outside of Novi List and Slobodna, at some points in time,

that criticized Tudjman and the HDZ.  Feral has constantly had the same editorial

policy.  They always had an interesting mix—to what extent to be satirical and to

what extent to be serious.  Sometimes the satire would be more serious than the

serious articles and the serious articles would be complete satire.  They tackled topics

everyone else was afraid to touch.  Nothing could happen to them.  Something could

happen to everyone else.  Editors were changed over night.  ‘Get rid of him,’ was

uttered by the government and he was gone.  But Feral could only be taken to court.

And that was always a great marketing ploy for them.  It was more interesting than

the change of an editor.

“Slobodna Dalmacija had the most dramatic path because ownership

drastically changed over time.  At one moment they had an independent and free

position, even though they formally belonged to the government.  Then under strange

circumstances a gentleman bought the paper.  At that moment Slobodna Dalmacija

automatically changed its editorial policy.  It became extremely right.  In Croatia
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right is nationalistic and left is un-nationalistic.  Of course, for the Croats—who are

not left or right but are only for Croatia, only for their country, only for their country

to be free—then of course they are going to be confused.  Battles enraged as to whom

Slobodna Dalmacija will belong.  There were nearly fights, to see who would own

Slobodna Dalmacija.  The situation today simply is again, it’s ‘our’ newspaper

attacking ‘your’ newspaper, ‘our’ newspaper attacking ‘your’ government and ‘your’

newspaper attacking ‘our’ past government.  That’s why I think we have the best

newspaper.  We are the only ones who have a central position.  We are producing

serious news.  We are the Croatian New York Times.”

In terms of positive change for the media, Fjacko says it is on its way.  “The

way things should be is this:  It should not matter who is running the country.

Whoever it is, whichever party it is, they should never even think that they can and

have the power to change an editor or change the process of journalism to fulfill their

personal goals.  That is what we are trying to do.  We are trying to show that true soul

of journalism through our paper and the work we do.  That is something Croatians

need to learn—what democracy is and what a newspaper in a democracy means.  I, as

a voter, put someone into office who will run the country.  The newspapers then

control and keep a check on how that individual is ruling for me, the voter, and

nothing else.  They keep a check on how that official is doing his work.  We need

newspapers who will follow that.  We also need a Croatia that will not vote for the

past.  We are constantly voting for the past.  We are choosing which version of the

past will win.  That is the problem.  That is what is still in peoples’ heads.  They still
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believe that when a new government takes over they will remove editors and put in

their own people.  I would like to see a Croatia in which the government has nothing

to do with the media.  And I think Vjesnik is on that path.  We need a newspaper that

is normal, balanced and tactful; one that does not insult or irritate rulers.  No single

newspaper can satisfy this crazy Croatia, or the newspapers will go insane.”

Ironically, after discussing the lack of freedom of media, Fjacko says that

even during the Tudjman regime things were not as bad as others would like to

believe.  “Yes,” he says, “journalists lost their jobs, but they did not end up in prison.

No one was punished for writing against the government.  Although, there were

newspapers that ended up in court for writing lies about the government.  It was a

question of lies, not criticism about the government.  It was about irresponsible

sensationalism.  That is what we are talking about.  The newspapers and journalists

who were financially punished before court had to pay because it was legally shown

that they were writing lies about someone.  I think there was too little of that

punishment.  Even Vjesnik did that because it was the government’s goal to ruin

someone.  And that is what Vjesnik did, if so requested by the government.  The

problem was that we did not insist enough on responsibility.  Something we still need

today is a level of fair, dignified and professional reporting.”

Kresimir Fjacko’s opinions, as editor of the most highly government-

controlled newspaper in Croatia are surprising.  While he does agree that the

newspaper was under the government’s control in some ways, he refuses to directly

state that Vjesnik truly was a mouthpiece for the government.  Toward the end of the
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interview his opinion is that journalists who did get in trouble for writing certain

things about the government did not take responsibility and were punished because

their work was libelous.  As we will soon see, Feral Tribune Editor Viktor Ivancic

highly disagrees.  But first we turn to Slobodna Dalmacija.

Editor Drazen Gudic, Slobodna Dalmacija

Slobodna Dalmacija Editor Drazen Gudic has been with the paper since 1978

and was editor since 1989—first of the Sunday edition and then of the weekly edition.

His belief is that the only time Croatia had true freedom of the press was during

communism, during the time of Yugoslavia.  “I believe that the only true time of

freedom in Croatian journalism was between 1988 and 1991—before the HDZ came

to power, around three years before the first election.  The newspapers at that time

were opening up, they were writing about all sorts of topics which were then

forbidden.  But the communist party that was running the government at the time

became weak, too weak to command anyone to do something or to get rid of editors.

At that time newspapers were writing about everything.  The newspapers changed so

they were writing what the public wanted to read.  Slobodna Dalmacija at that time

had the best reporters from all over Yugoslavia—Beograd, Zagreb…  It became a

phenomenal newspaper.  When the communist government was losing control,

Slobodna Dalmacija was one of the first newspapers to change their writing style and

report freely.  This was all the way until the new Croatian government took over.

Then things reverted back to the old communist style.  The new government decided
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to make changes and they started with Slobodna.  So in a way, Slobodna is always the

first example, both in the opening and freedom of media and in the fall of media.”

Gudic says that censorship was unbearable during the rule of Tudjman and his

HDZ.  “Censorship was even worse then than it was during communism.  The new

rule was even more strict.  When the communists were in control, they controlled

shades of the media while the new government controlled the entire realm of media.

A large number of the most qualified journalists left.  Slobodna was cleared out real

quickly.  It had been the strongest newspaper in Croatia and then it became very

weak.”

By 1995, Gudic says censorship increased even more. According to Gudic,

after the war the government felt newspapers might begin to publish facts that the

government did not want the public to know about, so control tightened.  “This is

when Slobodna Dalmacija was the paper of the HDZ.  We lost our readers.  Salary

was even based on the government’s view of how well a job was done, how well an

article was written.  People were bribed, and all the government wanted was for them

to be loyal and peaceful.  I was replaced three times.  And every time my salary was

increased so I wouldn’t cause any problems.

“The best example of Slobodna Dalmacija being completely controlled by the

government is that the sale of newspapers dramatically decreased but salaries

increased.  And this is how it was for about 10 years.  It was a very difficult situation.

I personally wrote for the Feral Tribune and Globus (political magazine) and had to

use a different name because I would have lost my job.”



205

Gudic mentions the same owner of Slobodna Dalmacija who was mentioned

by Fjacko and says once he took over, no decent reporting was done.  He says Stipe

Mesic, the new president could not change much.  “For seven or eight years Kutle

(the gentleman who bought Slobodna Dalmacija) ran the newspaper into the ground.

We were unimaginably in the red—somewhere around a million or 1.5 million

Deutsch Marks.  He would get a loan from the bank to buy a company, the company

would go out of business and Slobodna would be left behind to pay the debt.

Furthermore there was nothing invested in the paper.  More than 40 percent of our

people do not have a computer—even today.”

Slobodna Dalmacija’s circulation, at one point in time, has been

approximately 100,000.  However, once the HDZ took over the newspaper, sales fell

and editors were replaced.  “I am the first editor of Slobodna Dalmacija who was

never a member of the communist party.  When the HDZ came, in six years they

replaced six editors.  All of them had been party members.  Censorship was at a

maximum.  Everyone knew what you could do and what you couldn’t do, what you

could write and what you couldn’t write.  Nothing outside of that was tolerated.  The

paper was simply a HDZ newspaper.

“Here no one ended up in prison because it never came to the publication of

such articles.  That happened to newspapers that were opposed to the HDZ, for which

I had worked under a different name—like Globus, Feral Tribune and Nacional.

Those papers were taken to court, had to pay extremely high taxes, just so they would

stop.
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“The people who took over Slobodna were HDZ people and they listened to

their bosses.  Consequently many of our journalists left.  And those who did things

that were not ‘OK’ were replaced.  They received some kind of larger salary, a new

editor would come in.  But simply put, there were people who hadn’t written an

article in months.  You could write about the zoo or the flower show, but you couldn’t

touch anything that had anything to do with politics.  You couldn’t write anything

critical about Tudjman.  Absolutely not.  Or, you couldn’t say that Croatia was mixed

up in the war in Bosnia.  No way.  Don’t even think about it.”

When it comes to Vjesnik, Gudic says the paper is “no doubt” a government-

owned entity.  “I mean Vjesnik was clearly a government-owned paper.  It depends on

that—whoever is running the country at the time is running Vjesnik.  It doesn’t have

the vitality or the strength to fight and do something about it.  Slobodna Dalmacija

today is changing.  It had stopped fighting too.  People were getting their salaries and

they wrote about unimportant things.  However it was never under as much control as

Vjesnik was.  Yet it was still politically run.

“Feral, on the other hand, saw the true battle, and to the limit.  Many lives

were ruined.  They wanted to make an example of them when they realized there was

nothing they could do to stop them from writing the articles they were writing.  Most

of the people there, at Feral, actually came from here (Slobodna Dalmacija).  But

with Vjesnik…  Let me just say this.  If you are spending $100,000 to run the paper

and you are making $50,000, then someone has to give you the other $50,000 to keep

the paper running.  I don’t have a complaint.  I am just saying that someone is paying
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for the other half.  And whoever that is, I assume they expect something in return.

The journalists are getting their salaries.  Vjesnik has a big name but a very small

circulation.  It’s like a large body with a very small head.”

According to Gudic, Croatia has no national newspaper, no “Croatian New

York Times.”  However, he says that the best paper at the time is Vecernji List.

“Their goal (Vecernji List) is to reach the younger generations.  Slobodna

Dalmacija has its positives and negatives.  Its advantage is that it is located in Split, a

very dynamic and lively city.  We can’t compete when it comes to quality because we

are poor.  If we could get back all of the journalists who went to write for Feral, then

we would definitely be the best newspaper in Croatia.  We would like it if Feral

returned to Slobodna.”

Gudic says the goal for Slobodna Dalmacija now is to bring back the quality

the paper was once known for.  “The seven or eight years of HDZ rule devastated the

media.  There is no real production of young, qualified and professional journalists.

Politically things were not allowed to develop.  A large number of qualified

journalists left the field and turned to diplomacy.  Now they are in public relations,

working for large companies.  They opted for this rather than to write worthless

stories.  At present, we in the media now have a large hole.  The young are not

qualified, the qualified have left and we could never afford to pay a qualified

journalist.”

The future of Croatian media, according to Gudic, is bleak.  He says he would

like to have strong regional and local newspapers.  He would like to see a strong
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national newspaper.  “The problem is that here in Croatia only 5 percent of the people

read the newspaper.  You can sell a total of 250,000 to 300,000 newspapers a day.

More than 400,000 newspapers in Croatia can not be sold.  Those are the statistics.  A

very difficult market….  And, the greatest problem is that the public does not have

the money to buy even one newspaper, much less two or three.  So the newspapers

are left in battle with themselves for the few readers who can afford a newspaper.”

Editor Viktor Ivancic, Feral Tribune

In 1993 the Feral Tribune became an independent paper, after having spent

three years as an insert in Slobodna Dalmacija.  Viktor Ivancic, its editor, says

“When the government took control of Slobodna, we decided to become independent.

My colleagues—many of whom lost their jobs—and I decided to put that in motion.”

And so Feral Tribune, arguably the most critical, satirical and alternative political

weekly in Croatia, was born.

As the other editors, Ivancic says the late era of communism in Croatia was

more free when it came to the press than the time of Tudjman’s government.  “The

difference between the time of Tudjman’s mandate and communism was that there

really weren’t any bans.  It was more difficult and dangerous during Tudjman’s time

than it was in the late days of communism.  There was no instigation, no baiting in

communism as there was with Tudjman.  You didn’t have the fear that someone

would attack you on the street during late communism.  They could put you in prison,

but you didn’t have to worry about being attacked.  It was us against the system then.
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Tudjman violently baited journalism.  That was his.  At Feral, we even had to pay a

tax for pornography.  We were paying so much in taxes and fees that we could hardly

make it.  As managing editor I was held in a camp for one month.  We had many

court dates where we were being sued.  It was enough that they sue you.  We had to

pay financial penalties.  At one point we owed 4 million Deutsche Marks for

damages.  Every second we were blocked somehow.  It was impossible to pay.  Their

whole goal was to extinguish Feral.”

The government today, Ivancic says, is somewhat better than Tudjman, yet the

problem is, “the government is not familiar with the meaning of ‘press freedom.’

They are not repressive like Tudjman’s government was, however, it is still very

difficult to get to information.  They block the PR people.  They insist on a

governmental media.  It’s a monopoly.  First of all, I think television has to become

free.  As well as Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija.  There are completely different

rules for media who are private and media who are under the control of the

government.  Sixty percent of the media is that way.  The small, private media have

difficulty.  At the moment we are printing 40,000 copies of Feral and we only have

one page of ads, while the government papers have three times as many ads.”

Ivancic appears to be disillusioned by the new Mesic government.  When they

were the opposing party, going against Tudjman’s HDZ, Ivancic says they could not

get an interview in a newspaper.  “At that time, when they were the opposition, we

had 15 to 20 interviews with Prime Minister Ivica Racan—we gave him the media

outlet.  Now, it would be expected that they would give us interviews today.  But we
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can’t get an interview with Racan.  For a year we have been seeking out an interview

with them (the SDP, Mesic’s party).  They assume we are too critical with them.  In

some ways they behave very similarly to the way Tudjman’s government did.  They

really should not have anything to do with the media.  They need to let the media

develop on their own.  They need to provide us with information, but not get mixed

up in with the politics of media.  The media need to develop on their own.”

According to Ivancic, the primary difference between Feral Tribune and other

media is that Feral Tribune is privately owned.  “We were lucky.  We are one of a

kind.  We own the paper—four journalists and the editors.  Our position was one of

its kind in Croatia.  We never felt the pressure, not even during the war; we simply

reported.  We wrote about war criminals on our side (Croatian).  In all other media

the censorship was much stronger.  We were lucky.  We built our entire image on

that—simple reporting of the facts.”

The state of the media with Mesic in office, according to Ivancic is relatively

free.  “I think it wouldn’t be fair to blame the present government.  The profession

itself over the last ten years has been polluted.  I can’t speak of a great freedom.  But

the profession has been and is a prisoner of itself.  I feel its unprofessional and

therefore it is not free.  So many criterions have been lost.  It is completely

unprofessional.  I think that even in the late ‘80s the level of professionalism in the

field was greater than it is today.  But the journalists themselves first started tearing

down the old system.  Of course this isn’t only a political story.  There are large

corporations, economic reasons, banks who all control parts of the media, and of



211

course the government that has its piece of the pie.  I couldn’t speak of freedom,

especially when it comes to television reporting and television journalists.  More or

less everything is as it was before.  Perhaps repression is a degree lower, so today we

see less than we did before.”

In terms of pointing to a “good” Croatian newspaper, Ivancic simply says, “I

don’t know.  I can’t say that there is one newspaper here I like—other than Feral and

there I am subjective.  There are certain things in certain papers that are OK, but that

today I could point to a single newspaper and say ‘this is good,’ that I can’t do.  The

majority of the newspapers are still carrying the government’s agenda, the

government’s politics.  The majority!  I thought that once Franjo left we would have a

happy, lively media market.  I thought we would have many newspapers that would

present various points of view and then the people could choose.  But right now all of

the newspapers are the same.  And every newspaper wants to be everything.  It wants

to be funny and serious, a tabloid, a satire….”

One of the complaints frequently heard about Feral Tribune is that the

newspaper is completely against everything and everyone.  “We do oppose.  I accept

that to a degree, but from the beginning Feral, de facto has been counter politics as

such.    We have been against political games that, in one way or another, attempt to

misinform and deceive people.  We concentrated on dismantling these lies.  Of

course, over those ten years we came to have the image because for a long time over

those years we were the only ones who criticized.  We created the image that we

oppose this and that.”
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“We assumed that when the new government came we would be raising both

of our hands in the air with support.  But we didn’t criticize the old government just

so our government would take over.  This government is much better than the last

one, but why not criticize them as well?  If you are criticizing something then you

have to bring it to an end.  In my opinion, it’s not the job of a journalist to speculate,

to deal with diplomacy.  That is the job of a politician who has to be pragmatic.

Journalists don’t have to be pragmatic.  I don’t have to be constructive.  I can bring

that criticism to an end.  It is not my job to offer a political solution; that’s the job of a

politician.  He is obligated to endure that criticism.  In this regard I don’t feel sorry

for them one bit.  It’s strange to people because Feral did not side with any political

group or party.  After all, everyone sides with someone.  But we haven’t found a

political sponsor yet.  Because of that we have a difficult time economically.  We live

solely from the sale of the newspapers.  You have to play someone’s game to assure

prosperity.  Our only goal has been to survive.”

Speaking of the previous government, Ivancic says much cleansing of

journalists was done.  “We were in court quite a bit.  At the beginning of the ‘90s I

nearly lost my job.  I worked at Slobodna for 10 years.  But it became unbearable

when the new government took over that paper and I resigned.  I couldn’t write under

that kind of pressure, but at the same time I couldn’t have them kick me out.

Sometimes they would just keep you employed and paid, but wouldn’t let you write

anything.  At Slobodna, some 70 or 80 people left once the HDZ took it over.  You

could have made a whole newspaper just from those people.
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“Vjesnik is another story.  The government is the owner of Vjesnik.  The

government covers Vjesnik’s expenses from the state’s budget.  Perhaps there is a

degree of freedom there.  But what is important is that each person personally picks

his own freedom.  Vjesnik, they don’t have to worry about the market.  Its owner is

the government.  Vjesnik is clearly a pro-government paper that is publicizing and

printing the government’s politics.  I am not saying they aren’t free.  But the

government should not own a paper.  They should not be the owners of any form of

media.  We have the situation that the government owns Vjesnik.  They (Vjesnik) can

talk all they want about freedom, but we don’t have to believe them.  It would be the

best for this country if the government had nothing to do with the media and that they

do sell the media they have.  Same goes for television.  Media have to become free

enterprises, not government-controlled and government-owned.”

Ivancic says that Vjesnik was a strong and popular newspaper in the ‘80s but

lost many of its readers when it merely became a government bulletin disguised as a

newspaper.  Slobodna Dalmacija, on the other hand, was a good newspaper,

according to Ivancic, until 1993.  “It didn’t immediately fall to the HDZ.  It was a

good, independent newspaper until 1993.  But from 1993 until here recently Slobodna

was a classic HDZ pamphlet.  Novi List is the only newspaper that made it and that

has a decent tradition in journalism.  Slobodna has greater debts than Vjesnik and no

one seems to be forgiving their debts.  They even owe us money.”

Ivancic has a clear vision of where Croatian journalism should go.  “I am very

certain of what I would like to see, but I know I will not see it.  Croatian journalism in
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general is going in the wrong direction.  There is an extremely large media monopoly

and everything is in the hands of two or three corporations.  So the monopolies

control everything.  Not a single small entity can live unless it ties itself to a big one.

That is the future of Croatian journalism.  The media are creating pictures of the

world that are acceptable and approved by the large corporations who stand behind

the names of the papers.  What I would like to see is that many small, independent

media can thrive in Croatia—small media who can live without the support of the big

corporations.  I would like to see an honest and fair market, where you don’t have to

be with a monopoly to live and that you can get advertisements.  It’s not like it is in

England or the United States where it doesn’t matter how small you are, you always

have a chance.  Even the actions of the government in the last year and a half show

that they are not prepared to move in that direction.  All they would have to do is say

‘it is illegal for someone to own 80 percent of the media.’  That’s it!  Yes, they are

definitely better than the Tudjman regime.  Before, if you decided to criticize, you

knew you would pay a heavy fee—the police sometimes followed us, they listened to

our conversations.  At least there is none of that now.  On the other hand, Mesic really

isn’t in the position to do anything.  He is a figure head, nothing more.  So where do

we go from here?”

This is the question Croatian media have been battling with for more than a

decade.  The three editors appear to agree that the future, much like the past 11 years,

appears to be bleak.
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Now that we have seen the results of the content analyses and have heard the

opinions of the editors of Vjesnik, Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune, using the

findings we will discuss the hypotheses in more detail.

Major Findings

The data collected from the 11-year sample, the four time periods and the

interviews with editors of Vjesnik, Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune will

provide us with ample information to explore the hypotheses.

H1:  Vjesnik will be more favorable in reporting of the Croatian government than

the other two newspapers.

To answer the first hypothesis, we will review some of the data pertinent to

the three newspapers’ presentation of the Croatian government.  Nearly 16 percent of

the articles in the 11-year sample portrayed the Croatian government as protagonist,

while 47 percent of the articles in the four time periods classified the government of

Croatia as protagonist.

In examining the 11-year sample, Vjesnik portrayed the Croatian government

as protagonist in 23.7 percent of the articles, compared to Slobodna Dalmacija’s 11.1

percent and Feral Tribune’s 9 percent (p<.001).  Within the four time periods, the
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Croatian government was depicted as protagonist in 55.9 percent of Vjesnik’s articles;

34.4 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and 28.6 percent of Feral Tribune’s

articles (p<.001).

Moreover, in looking at the four time periods, we discover that in T3, during

Operation Storm, the Croatian government was most frequently portrayed as

protagonist (66 percent), followed by T4, when Stipe Mesic became Croatia’s

president (59.9 percent), T1, when the war in Croatia began (37.1 percent) and T2, at

the time of the attack on the city of Vukovar (30.9 percent) at .001 significance.

Additionally, as mentioned, the residual showed us that Vjesnik was the only paper

with a positive significant relationship, while Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune,

to an even greater degree, were significant in the negative relationship.  In other

words, Vjesnik’s positive residual results indicate that the paper significantly did

show the government as a protagonist and that the observed values are very different

from the expected values—positively different.  The fact that Slobodna Dalmacija’s

and Feral Tribune’s results are negative but significant shows that these two papers’

results of the observed were negatively different from the expected results.

Consequently, these two newspapers did not present the Croatian government as

protagonist as much as would have been expected, and clearly less so than Vjesnik,

whose results indicated that the paper presented the government as protagonist more

so than was expected.

When we look at the antagonist category during the 11-year period, overall 26

percent of the articles depicted the Croatian government as antagonist, while in the
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four time periods sample 17.3 percent of the articles portrayed the government as

antagonist.  Within the three papers, in the 11-year period sample, we find that

Vjesnik showed the government as antagonist in only 4.7 percent of its articles;

Slobodna Dalmacija in 7.4 percent of its articles and Feral Tribune in 70.2 percent of

its (p<.001).  During the four time periods, the Croatian government was portrayed as

antagonist by Vjesnik in 14.1 percent of its articles, in 16.1 percent of Slobodna

Dalmacija articles and 60 percent of Feral Tribune articles (p<.001).  Overall, T4 saw

the greatest percentage of articles in which the Croatian government was shown to be

an antagonist (48.3 percent).  T1 was significantly lower in this presentation (11.4

percent), followed by T2 (8.5 percent) and T3 (4.1 percent) at a .001 significance.  If

we turn to Vjesnik’s results, we find that the greatest percentage of Croatian

government as antagonist articles also appeared in T4 (46.2 percent), followed by T2

(6.9 percent) and T1 and T3 when only 2.2 percent of Vjesnik’s articles showed the

government as antagonist for both time periods (p<.001).  For T1, T2 and T3 the

fewest percentage of articles portraying the government as antagonist were found in

Vjesnik, yet in T4 this paper had more antagonist articles (46.2 percent) than

Slobodna Dalmacija (38.5 percent).  Considering Vjesnik was a pro-Tudjman

newspaper and not so much a pro-Mesic newspaper, it is not unusual to find that the

paper greatly increased its antagonist depictions of the government when Mesic was

elected president.

The standardized residual again confirmed our assumption showing that in

terms of antagonist, Vjesnik was significant but highly negative, meaning this paper
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did not present the government as antagonist, as much as one would anticipate.

Slobodna Dalmacija was also negative but to a lesser degree and Feral Tribune was

highly positive, showing that this paper did significantly show the government as

antagonist—more so than was expected.

Furthermore, if we only observe the results of articles that dealt with Croatian

government performance, the data further confirm our ideas.  Within the 11-year time

period, we find that 56.3 percent of the articles which had the Croatian government

performance frame also portrayed the Croatian government as antagonist.  For the 11-

year sample, 3.3 percent of Vjesnik’s articles, which dealt with the Croatian

government performance frame, also portrayed the Croatian government as

antagonist.  In Slobodna Dalmacija 11.4 percent of the articles with the Croatian

government performance frame also depicted the government as antagonist.  And,

88.7 percent of Feral Tribune’s articles which dealt with the Croatian government

performance frame showed the Croatian government as an antagonist (p<.001).

For the time periods sample we find that of the 29.5 percent of articles that

had the Croatian government performance frame and portrayed the government as

antagonist, 21.5 of Vjesnik’s articles within this frame showed the government as

antagonist; 33.7 percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles within the Croatian

government performance frame showed the government as antagonist; and 76.5

percent of Feral Tribune’s articles within this frame depicted the government as

antagonist (p<.001).

Turning to the protagonist category, for the 11-year sample a total of 15.2
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percent of articles within the Croatian government performance frame presented the

Croatian government as a protagonist.  In Vjesnik, 35 percent within this frame

portrayed the government as protagonist; 15.9 percent in Slobodna Dalmacija and 7.5

percent in Feral Tribune (p<.001).  For the time periods sample, a total of 66.4

percent of the article in which the Croatian government performance frame was

present also labeled the Croatian government as a protagonist.  In Vjesnik articles

which had the Croatian government performance frame, 75.7 percent also classified

the Croatian government as protagonist; 55.4 percent in Slobodna Dalmacija and 41.2

percent in Feral Tribune (p<.01).

As all this data demonstrates, Vjesnik clearly was more favorable in reporting

on the Croatian government than the other two newspapers.  Vjesnik most often

portrayed the Croatian government as a protagonist, while least frequently depicting it

as an antagonist.  This is especially true when we examine the articles with the

Croatian government performance frame.  In addition to the quantitative data, the

qualitative interviews with editors confirm that Vjesnik was a government-controlled

newspaper that was favorable to the government.

In light of this evidence, the first hypothesis was confirmed:  Vjesnik was

more favorable in its reporting about the Croatian government than were Slobodna

Dalmacija and Feral Tribune.

H2: Of the three newspapers, the Feral Tribune will be most critical of the

Croatian government in its reporting.
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As we have seen from the above data, Feral Tribune unmistakably was more

critical to the Croatian government than the other two newspapers.  Not only did this

paper—when compared to the other two—least frequently portray the government as

protagonist, Feral Tribune by far exceeded Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija in terms

of presenting the Croatian government as antagonist (reported residuals above further

prove this point).  Furthermore, all three of the editors interviewed for this study

acknowledge that Feral Tribune was highly critical of the government.

Accordingly, the second hypothesis was also confirmed:  Feral Tribune was

most critical of the Croatian government.

H3:  Of the three newspapers, Slobodna Dalmacija will be most “evenly

balanced” in its reporting of the Croatian government.

As we have seen, Vjesnik was on the “pro-government” extreme, while Feral

Tribune was on the “anti-government” extreme.  Slobodna Dalmacija was the

median—its reporting more closely resembled Vjesnik’s when the government was

portrayed as antagonist and more closely resembled Feral Tribune’s when the

government was presented as protagonist (again, see standardized residual results).

Moreover, the editor interviews yielded similar opinions.  Slobodna Dalmacija had

been a fairly unbiased newspaper until it crumbled under the leadership of the HDZ.

While it had never become heavily as controlled as Vjesnik, it did change its unbiased

policies and began to promote the government.  As seen from the results discussed in

the first and second hypotheses, significant difference between Slobodna Dalmacija’s
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and Vjesnik’s protagonist presentation and Slobodna Dalmacija’s and Feral Tribune’s

antagonist presentation were discovered.

Thus, we can argue that when we compare the three newspapers, Slobodna

Dalmacija was most “evenly balanced” in its reporting—confirming the third

hypothesis.

H4:  Censorship of the three newspapers—especially the Feral Tribune and

Slobodna Dalmacija—will be heavier during the Tudjman administration than

prior or post his administration.

The fourth hypothesis deals with the issue of censorship.  To explore this idea

further, we can first turn to the interviews with the editors of the three newspapers.

Kresimir Fjacko, the editor of Vjesnik, says censorship during Tudjman’s term

of office was worse than it had been during communism.  As we saw in the

qualitative portion of the results, he speaks of the government specifically ordering

the journalists to write certain articles.  In discussing the new government, Fjacko is

vague and appears to be more comfortable comparing communism and the Tudjman

era rather than Tudjman presidency and the Mesic presidency.  Regarding the more

recent state of journalism, rather than discussing the new government, Fjacko prefers

to discuss the problems within journalism instead.  And, toward the end of the

interview, Fjacko appears to be defending the government’s actions by stating

journalists who were prosecuted deserved to be sentenced and fined.  Moreover, he

argues that the government did not punish such journalists enough.
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Drazen Gudic, the Slobodna Dalmacija editor also feels that there was more

freedom of the press during communism than there was during Tudjman’s

presidency.  He argues that during the end of communism, the party was too weak to

control media and consequently newspapers lived in a world of a fairly free press.  He

believes that President Stipe Mesic truly does not have the power to make changes,

although the situation in the media, when it comes to censorship and government-run

newspapers, according to Gudic is a great deal better than it was during Tudjman’s

terms in office.

Viktor Ivancic, the Feral Tribune editor, feels as the other two editors do—the

media were more free during communism than during Tudjman’s presidency.  While

he is disillusioned with Mesic’s government and feels not enough has been

accomplished to free the media, he does explicitly state that media were/are more free

under his presidency than they ever were under Tudjman’s.

What we discover from the interviews is that all three editors agree when it

comes to media censorship and the Tudjman era:  There was more freedom prior to

Tudjman’s presidency than there was during his administration.  The editors do not

completely concur when it comes to post-Tudjman censorship.  Feral Tribune’s

editor believes there has been less censorship following Tudjman’s presidency.

Slobodna Dalmacija’s editor says there is less censorship only due to the fact that the

government is preoccupied with other duties.  The Vjesnik editor does not specifically

state that the situation of media censorship is better, but does agree that it was quite

high during Tudjman’s administration.
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 To further investigate this hypothesis, we can briefly review some other

findings.  Salience, the measure used to identify how prominent the articles were in

terms of presentation (photos, graphics, blurbs, etc.) for the most part, was highest in

Feral Tribune articles, followed by Slobodna Dalmacija and Vjesnik.  When Mesic

took over as president, Feral Tribune’s salience of articles increased, Slobodna

Dalmacija’s slightly increased and Vjesnik’s salience of articles decreased.  In fact,

Feral Tribune had the highest article salience in T4.  The fact that salience for

Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune increased in T4 suggests only that articles

were placed in such a way so as to draw more attention.  While we obviously cannot

link this to more freedom, it is interesting to note that other than Vjesnik, the two

newspapers were laying out articles so that they were more noticeable—wanting to

draw the reader to the articles more so than in the past.

A series of t-tests conducted on this variable also found that there was a

significant difference in salience between T4 and each of the other time periods:  T1

and T4 (t = 4.679; df = 247.669; p <.001); T2 and T4 (t = 4.760; df = 243.885;

p<.001); and T3 and T4 (t = 6.014; df = 281.125; p<.001).

When looking at the residuals we discovered a significant relationship (_ 2 =

71.91, p<.001) in all four time periods, within the three levels of salience (low,

medium and high).  Results for T1 were:  low: -15.1; medium: 17.5; high: -2.4.

Results for T2 were:  low: -10.1; medium: 15.5; high:  -5.5.  Results for T3 were:

low: -6.4; medium: -11; high:  17.4.  And, results for T4 were:  low: 31.6; medium: -

22; high: -9.6. If we recall from our previous discussion, a positive relationship
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indicates that the observed result was greater than the expected result, while a

negative result indicates that the observed result was less than the expected result.

This shows us that only in T3 were the high salience articles positively significant and

only in T1 the low salience articles were negatively significant.  Medium salience was

positively significant in T1 and T2, while it was negatively significant in T3 and T4.

In addition, the greatest percentage of articles with the frames “economic

situation in Croatia” and “Croatian government performance” occurred in T4.

Moreover, the Croatian government was most frequently portrayed as antagonist in

T4; while it was most frequently depicted as protagonist in T3, during Tudjman’s

offensive attack with Operation Storm.  The fact that the media were writing more

articles about the government in T4 could indicate that there was no longer the

pressure of not being allowed to write about the government—the pressure the three

editors had discussed.

Consequently, we can partially confirm the fourth hypothesis.  While the

interviews and data do tend to support the fact that censorship of the three newspapers

was heavier during the Tudjman administration than it was prior or post his term as

president, it is difficult to confirm that Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune were

affected by this censorship any more or less than Vjesnik.  While the fact that salience

of Vjesnik articles plummeted in T4 may indicate that the newspaper was no longer

forced to present high-salience articles on the government, just as the increase in

salience for Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune articles may indicate less

censorship and more freedom to prominently display articles, this conclusion is not
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grounded and cannot be substantiated.  What is definite is that more articles about the

Croatian government were appearing in T4—indicating that journalists were freer to

write about the government; all three editors agree that censorship under Tudjman

was heavier than at any other time within the 11-year period; and the Croatian

government was more frequently labeled as antagonist in T4 than it was in any other

time period.  In sum, censorship of the three newspapers was heavier during the

Tudjman administration.

H5:  Following Tudjman’s death, articles will be more critical of government.

Hypothesis 5 revealed the limitations of this study, which will be discussed in

more detail in the final chapter.  However, we must mention the specific limitations

regarding this hypothesis:  In this study, the “Croatian government” category did not

differentiate between the Tudjman government (HDZ) and the Mesic government

(SDP).  When coding the articles, in the year 2000/T4 coders noticed that most of the

articles that were critical of the Croatian government were critical of the old

government—the HDZ.  But, at this late stage in coding the newspapers, coders did

not specify which government was being criticized, only that the government was

being criticized.

Even though we cannot statistically argue that the Tudjman government was

being criticized more so than the Mesic government, we can state that in general, T4

saw the greatest percentage of articles in which the Croatian government on the

whole was classified as an antagonist.  The difference within the time periods was not
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only significant, but dynamic.  In T1, 11.4 percent of the articles showed the

government as antagonist; in T2, 8.5 percent of the articles depicted the government

as antagonist; in T3, 4.1 percent showed the government as antagonist; while in T4

48.3 percent portrayed the government as antagonist (p<.001).  Clearly the longer

Tudjman was in office and in control of the media the less the media portrayed the

government as antagonist.  However, upon his death, when Mesic took over, a

noticeable, vigorous increase in articles criticizing the government appears.

While the difference in the 11-year period is not so visible, we do still find

that presenting the Croatian as antagonist was on the rise in 2000, but was higher

between 1991 and 1996 (this is due mostly to Feral Tribune articles).

As mentioned, coders observed that the articles in T4 were mostly critical of

the Tudjman administration, rather than the Mesic administration.  This is only an

observation and due to the study’s limitation of not differentiating between the

Tudjman and Mesic governments, we do not have the proper data to make this

assertion.  However, the data that we do have do indicate that in T4, after Tudjman’s

death, articles were quite obviously more critical of the government.  Hence

Hypothesis 5 is confirmed.

H6:  Articles will receive greatest prominence during the Tudjman administration.

In order to explore this hypothesis, as mentioned, a “salience” measure was

created.  This was then transformed into “high” salience (articles receiving 7 to 9

points of salience); “medium” salience (articles receiving 4 to 6 points of salience)
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and “low” salience (articles receiving 0 to 3 points of salience).  Overall, in the 11-

year sample, 139 articles (17.8 percent) had “low” salience; 407 (52 percent) had

“medium” salience; 236 (30.2 percent) had “high salience.  Within the papers, articles

in the Feral Tribune had the greatest percentage of “high” salience articles (Feral

Tribune: 56.3 percent; Slobodna Dalmacija: 28.7 percent; Vjesnik: 11.2 percent).

Slobodna Dalmacija had the greatest percentage of “medium” salience articles

(Slobodna Dalmacija: 61.6 percent: Vjesnik: 54.8 percent; Feral Tribune: 40 percent).

Vjesnik had the greatest percentage of “low” salience articles (Vjesnik: 34 percent;

Slobodna Dalmacija: 9.7 percent; Feral Tribune: 3.7 percent).  p<.001.

The t-test also indicated that there was a statistical difference in “new

salience”—high, medium and low salience that was created from grouping the

variable “salience.”  Statistical differences between Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija

were: t = -7.789;

df = 482.019;

p<.001.  There

was also a

significant

difference

between Vjesnik

and Feral Tribune

(t = -14.864; df =
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549.130; p<.001); and between Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune (t = -6.207; df

= 446.921; p<.001).

In order to simplify the salience variable further, the high, medium, low

categories were collapsed simply into “high” and “low” salience.  Figure 11 visually

depicts these results.

 We discover that high salience peaked in 1992 (14.3 percent) and 1995 (14

percent), while low salience peaked in 1991 (15.3 percent) and 2000 (12.2 percent).

In 1992, fighting was at the forefront in Croatia.  At the same time, the country was

recognized by the European Union, therefore it is not unusual that stories would

receive greater prominence during this time.  Furthermore, as mentioned previously,

in 1995, Operation Storm took place; consequently, again we should not be surprised

that articles were prominent in display.  Low prominence for the years 1991 and 2000

are also not peculiar.  During 1991, Croatia was suffering under the attacks of the

Yugoslav National Army and Serb paramilitary forces.  The country lost control of

one-third of the Croatian republic to the Serbs—clearly something the government

would have preferred to keep out of the public’s eye.  And, in 2000 Stipe Mesic

became president.  Since his administration was not nearly as popular as Tudjman’s

and since he did not control media in the same manner as Tudjman did, again we

should not be surprised to see low salience articles increase.
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When we look at the four time periods, we find that overall “low” salience

was highest in T4—meaning articles possessed fewest salience measures in that time

period.  “High” salience was highest in T3 and medium salience was highest in T1.

In order to

simplify and better

visualize the

salience variable, the

data were further

broken down to

“low” and “high”

salience (Figure 12).

If we

examine the time

periods, we discover that within 1991 high salience slightly increased from the time

that Croatia declared independence to the time that Vukovar was attacked.  Low

salience remained nearly the same during these two time periods.  When we turn to

T3 we find that high salience dropped from 31.4 percent in T2 to 25.8 percent in T3.

This is curious because in the 11-year sample 1995 was one of the highest years in

terms of high salience.  Consequently, it may be that it was not Operation Storm itself

in the 11-year sample that was causing high salience articles to be published but some

other event which took place throughout the year (perhaps Croatia being charged with

violations of human rights; the HDZ retaining its parliamentary majority; or the
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signing of the Dayton Peace Agreement which ended the war in Bosnia).  Finally, in

turning to T4 we find that high salience declined while low salience increased.  Again

this is different from the 11-year sample where both high and low salience increased.

However, we must keep in mind that T4 centered only on Mesic’s election—a

president that was not nearly as popular as Tudjman—while the year 2000 in the 11-

year sample consisted of a stratified week in that year and may not have captured

Mesic’s election.

T-tests disclosed that there was a statistically significant difference in “new

salience” between each of the time periods and T4 (t = 4.559; df = 269.527; p<.001);

T2 and T4 (t = 3.902; df = 274.001; p<.001); and T3 and T4 (t = 5.153; df = 288.758;

p<.001).

In light of the above data, we can confirm the sixth hypothesis:  articles did

receive greatest prominence, as measured by salience, during the Tudjman

administration.

Now that we have reported the findings and have discussed the hypotheses it

is time to turn to the conclusion and implications of this study.
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Chapter Seven

In the previous chapters we have briefly reviewed the history of former

Yugoslavia.  We have explored the state of media in communism as well as in former

Yugoslavia and Croatia specifically.  We have looked at relevant topics such as

censorship, propaganda, theories of the press and framing.  We have discussed the

methodology of this study and have reported the findings.  And, we have considered

the hypotheses.  Now we turn to a final review of this dissertation’s findings and

arguments.  In this section I hope to highlight and discuss in more detail the most

pertinent and interesting findings as related to the literature review.  Finally, the

limitations of this dissertation and suggest possible directions for future studies will

be explored.

Discussion

The extensive literature review of this dissertation provided us with abundant

information which served as a foundation for this study.  We now return to highlight

some of the essential discussions of the literature review as they pertain to the specific

findings of this dissertation.

Nationalism

As we discovered in the section on nationalism, throughout history media

were often used as mechanisms of information dissemination—information which
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was to support and corroborate the ruling parties’ ideologies of nationalism.  We

discovered that “eastern nationalism” (Kellas 1991) was a form of nationalism that is

ethnically exclusive, in which only those who were ethnically correct could live in a

specific territory. Moreover, we found that “official nationalism” (Holmes, 1997) is a

form of nationalism where the state/ruling government attempts to instill and/or

reinforce a state-oriented national identity on the people.  “Unofficial nationalism,”

on the other hand, is directed against the existing government and emerges from

within society rather than the state.

As we have discovered from the historical review, eastern nationalism was

quite prevalent in former Yugoslavia.  In short, the wars which took place between

Croats and Serbs, Serbs and Bosnians, and Bosnians and Croats were rooted in the

ideology of eastern nationalism.  “Ethnic Cleansing” was a war philosophy that was

resurrected from World War II and parallels the theory of eastern nationalism.

Regions of a country—be it Croatia or Bosnia—were cleansed of ethnic groups that

were thought to not belong to the area.  Arguably, ethnic cleansing in former

Yugoslavia was essentially a product of eastern nationalism.

In regard to official and unofficial nationalism, the findings of this dissertation

clearly show that official nationalism was at work in Croatia, and Croatian

media—especially in the case of Vjesnik.  In exploring the reporting styles of Vjesnik,

Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune, we found that two of the three newspapers in

particular were used as instruments of government propaganda.  All of our data

clearly indicates that Vjesnik especially was not so much a “newspaper,” but more so



233

a government bulletin in newspaper disguise, used to promote Croat nationalism and

HDZ party nationalism—in other words, used as an instrument of official

nationalism.

Vjesnik plainly presented the government in more favorable terms than any

other newspaper.  As we have seen from the editor interviews and the data collected

through the content analysis, this paper more so than either of the other two in our

sample, tended to promote the government and its policies.

When Croatia was attempting to become an independent nation, as we saw

from the literature review, nationalism was a tool used to gain public support.  The

government’s ultimate goal was to gain public support.  Metaphorically speaking,

Vjesnik was merely the actor utilized to bring the character of nationalism to life—the

final production being support for the government, more specifically, Tudjman and

his party, the HDZ.

Post-Communism

As we saw in the literature review, from 1989 through 1991 communism was

standing on its last legs and post-communism was swiftly taking over the eastern

bloc.  Holmes (1997) characterized several specific events/factors which tend to be

consistent in post-communist countries.  To reiterate:  Independence is expressed and

the expansion of nationalistic ideology occurs; cultural compromise disappears;

leaders are expected to live up to high standards; political institutions and parties are

not trusted; new ideas do not replace old ones; and there is uncertainty in regard to
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religious and moral positions.  As mentioned, another variable which I would add to

this list is the creation of new parties (in 1990 Yugoslavia had 86 parties, with Croatia

alone having 31).  In reviewing literature of countries that experienced post-

communism, this tends to be an inclusive trend.

An additional post-communist factor appeared through the findings of this

study:  Media censorship or government control of media.  Yugoslavia, specifically

the republics and future countries of Croatia and Serbia, went through the cycle of

post-communism.  Most of Holmes’ (1997) post-communism variables were quite

visible in Croatia and Serbia.  Croatia expressed independence; both Serbia and

Croatia were swallowed in a tide of nationalism; cultural prejudice seemed to

overpower previous forms of cultural tolerations; an abnormal form of leader idolatry

appeared; and—while the goal was independence and the creation of new ideas for a

new country—the best the Serbs and Croats did was to raise old symbols of

independence which were a thorn in the side for each other.  Unlike the post-

communist theory, religion was not uncertain and in fact became a central factor in

distinguishing “us” from “them.”  And, contrary to political institutions and parties

not being trusted, they were instead blindly trusted and sometimes idolized.

As mentioned previously, the data from this study also revealed that another

factor of post-communism in Croatia was the harsh takeover of media.  The

government not only physically owned a great deal of media, but they owned what

was printed.  As we saw through the interviews with editors of Vjesnik, Slobodna

Dalmacija and Feral Tribune, the government specified what was to be printed; what
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was not to be printed; and if anyone went against the rules of censorship, jobs could

be lost, fines allocated and journalists could even be imprisoned.  The only newspaper

in our sample that was remotely free was Feral Tribune.  Both Vjesnik and, to a lesser

degree, Slobodna Dalmacija, were taken over by the government and utilized as

public relations newsletters, rather than as unbiased mediums of information.

Propaganda

The topic of propaganda neatly correlates with the idea of media censorship.

As we have discussed, Jowett and O’Donnell (1999) succinctly presented the ideas

and forms of propaganda.  To review, they discussed two types of propaganda:

agitative, where attempts are made to incite the audience into making certain

behavioral changes; and integrative, where the opposite holds true—the goal is to

create an audience that is inactive, compliant and does not challenge the information

placed before it.  Furthermore, Jowett and O’Donnell (1999) refer to the type of

information propaganda supplies as being black, white or gray—false, true or

somewhere in between, respectively.  Much of the literature also repeatedly suggests

that often time war and propaganda are two sides of a single coin—they co-exist.

While this study’s aim was not to discover whether the information the

newspapers were supplying was black, white or gray, we did discover one crucial

component of propaganda—something I would term as “omissive propaganda” or

“absentee propaganda.”     When we examine the results—both qualitative and

quantitative—we discover that frequently in the cases of Slobodna Dalmacija and
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Vjesnik in particular, it was not what was being said but what was not being said.  If

we recall, in a great deal of articles in Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija there was no

protagonist or antagonist.  Vjesnik had no antagonist in 38.6 percent of its articles and

Slobodna Dalmacija had no antagonist in 46.8 percent of its articles (compared to

Feral Tribune’s 3.3 percent).  Moreover, in terms of protagonist, Vjesnik did not have

one in 36.1 percent of its articles; Slobodna Dalmacija did not have a protagonist in

49.1 percent of its articles and Feral Tribune did not have a protagonist in only 2.9

percent of its articles.  While in a true democracy we could argue that this is simply a

case of objective reporting, in the case of Croatia it would not only be misleading but

also foolish, for it is quite obvious from the literature review, collected data and editor

interviews that there was very little, if any, objective and unbiased reporting.

Recalling the editor interviews, reporters were often times specifically told

that they could not write about certain topics—such as the war between Croatia and

Bosnia.  Also if we look at sources, we discovered that overall, Serbian sources were

nearly non-existent in the Croatian newspapers (Milosevic was used as a source in

only 1.9 percent of the total articles, as were Serbian government officials in general;

Serbian soldiers were used in only 1.2 percent of the articles, while Serbian refugees

were only used in less than 1 percent of the articles).  Clearly the media were

avoiding use of sources that could possibly give unsympathetic information about

Croatia, its government or the war.

It could be argued that the fact that Slobodna Dalmacija and Vjesnik

frequently printed articles where no one was to blame and the fact that overall sources
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of Serbian background were rarely used, indicates that Croatian media were forced

into practicing, or chose to practice, “omissive propaganda”—it is better to portray no

antagonist, reproach no one, than present the facts and perhaps show that “we” too

may be at fault.  Thus, one of the more important findings of this study was the

media’s use of “omissive propaganda,” in conjunction with the more traditional

techniques of propaganda, such as direct and indirect support for the government and

its policies.

History of Yugoslav Media

In discussing the history of the Yugoslav media, we discovered that the media

could be broken down into four specific time periods:  The Administrative media,

Transition media, Decentralized media and the Uncertain period.

Recalling these four historic media periods, created by Robinson (1977), the

Administrative media period occurred between 1945 and 1950.  Propaganda was

central during this time, media were financed by the government and were under the

direction of the communist party.

The Transition media period took place between 1951 and 1961.  This was the

time of Titoism and media saw greater freedom.  They were no longer financed by the

government but by subscriptions and license fees.  They could conduct their own

affairs, while media content was focused on audience appeal and a growth of

entertainment stories appeared.
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The Decentralized period (1963-1970) saw more balanced information in

reporting; more entertainment aspects within media content and an increase in

specialized reporting.

Finally, the Uncertain period (1971-1975) again seemed to be turning toward

stricter control of media.  Media were increasingly becoming political, although still

holding on to an aspect of entertainment.  And, they were supervised by the Socialist

Alliance.

Even though the media of Yugoslavia in the ‘70s was freest when compared

to other socialist countries, it was still a censored media.  When Yugoslavia began to

break apart, it was expected that countries that were seeking out democracy and

independence would also provide for a free and uncensored media.  This was not the

case in Croatia.

The literature review, interviews with editors and data all support the fact that

freedom of the media in Croatia was merely a dream.  Throughout the ‘90s, Vjesnik

was under the control of the government.  Slobodna Dalmacija exercised some

freedom until 1993 when it was taken over by the HDZ—triggering the Feral Tribune

to leave its condition as an insert in Slobodna Dalmacija and become an independent

weekly.   As we saw, media personnel were fined and threatened, sometimes even

imprisoned.  Libel suits in 1998 were up to 500.  Journalists were replaced with HDZ-

minded journalists who would write articles that support the government and its

plans.
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Using the literature review information on the history of Croatian media, the

interviews with editors and the collected data, we could classify the 11-year period

between 1990 and 2000 as follows:

From 1990 through approximately 1994 the media were in an uncertain state.

The new government was taking over.  The country was at war.  Independence and

support for the new leader were primary issues.  Tudjman was just beginning to

exercise his form of dictatorship over media, yet had not completely taken over the

press.

The findings of this study show that during this time the presentation of the

government as antagonist was not only on the rise but peaked in 1992, while the

presentation of the government as protagonist peaked in 1991, but steadily declined

through 1994.  One could argue that in 1991, Croatia was at war.  The media were

prepared to support their newly-founded country and its government.  Consequently,

through 1991, they were presenting the government more favorably.  However, once

it became apparent that Tudjman was not interested in a free media, once the war in

Croatia was slowly coming to an end, the presentation of the Croatian government as

protagonist began to decline, hitting a low in 1994—the end of this period.

Presentation of the government as antagonist dropped from 1992 to 1993 and

began to work its way up through 1994.  The media were not yet fully taken over by

the government, even though HDZ personnel had infiltrated the newsrooms.

Consequently, the events of 1994 played an important role in the increase of articles

with the government as antagonist and decrease in articles showing the government as
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protagonist.  The year 1994 saw Croatian troops entering Bosnian territory and

15,000 refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina were forced out of Croatia—two incidents

that clearly were not worthy of favorable publicity.  Being that our assertion is that

media were not yet fully controlled by the government, it is not unusual that articles

would reflect the dissatisfaction with the government on such policies.

Elaborating on the findings, the presentation of Croatian government as

antagonist/

protagonist over

the 11-year time

period was

broken down by

newspaper.  We

find that in

terms of

presenting the

government as

protagonist (Figure 13) during this period between 1990 and 1994, Vjesnik peaked in

1991—the beginning of the war—and bottomed out in 1994.  Slobodna Dalmacija

also bottomed out in 1994, but had peaked in its protagonist presentation in 1992, the

year that the European Union recognized Croatia (and Slovenia) and the year of the

legislative and presidential elections.  This same year Feral Tribune reached a low in

Fig. 13:
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its presentation of protagonist—most likely because of the election, and its apparent

lack of support for Tudjman and the HDZ.

Within this period, 1994 is an interesting year to highlight.  One reason for the

drastic decline in 1994, in terms of presenting the Croatian government as

protagonist, may be the fact that Croatian troops were entering Bosnia.  While public

opinion data was not consulted, the general opinion (internationally and within

Croatia, to an extent) about Croatia entering Bosnia was not favorable.  Most likely

newspapers dropped their presentation of the government as protagonist for this

reason—the actions the government was taking in Bosnia were not well received.  As

we will see, presentation of the government as antagonist slightly increased in 1994.

Again, this most likely can be attributed to the Croatian government’s position on

entering Bosnia.

In terms of

antagonist presentation

(Figure 14) between the

years of 1990 and 1994,

Slobodna Dalmacija

and Vjesnik are similar.

Vjesnik is fairly static

and low in the number

of articles that present

Fig. 14:
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the government as antagonist, although there is a peak in 1994 (reason discussed

above).  Slobodna Dalmacija peaks in 1991, when one could argue the press was still

not completely under Tudjman’s control, bottoms out in 1992 and is nearly equivalent

in its presentation with Vjesnik from 1993 through 1994.  Feral Tribune bears no

resemblance to the other two newspapers, but peaks in presenting the government as

antagonist in 1992 (the same year coverage of the government as protagonist was

significantly lower for this paper).

The year 1992 was the taboo year when war between Croatia and Bosnia

erupted.  The government’s goal was to prevent the media from reporting on the war

between the Bosnians and the Coats.  Consequently, while Vjesnik and Slobodna

Dalmacija (to a lesser extent) were praising the government in 1992, Feral Tribune

was criticizing the government for the war in Bosnia.

As shown in figures 13 and 14, in 1992 Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija were

increasing their presentation of the government as protagonist and decreasing the

presentation as antagonist, while Feral Tribune peaked with its presentation of the

government as antagonist and bottomed out with its presentation of the government as

protagonist.

During this time period, especially through 1991, the greatest number of

articles using no source was found in the three newspapers in our study, while the use

of Croatian government officials as sources rose in 1991 and then remained fairly

constant.  From our analysis of the four time periods we also found that in June of

1991 few articles were dealing with the economic situation in Croatia.  By November



243

of that same year the percentage had dropped from 8.4 percent to 1.1 percent.  In

June, 34.7 percent of the articles were dealing with the Croatian government’s

performance, while in November the percentage had dropped to 19.7 percent.

While the data do suggest a level of government control of media, the media

between 1990 and 1994 were clearly going through significant changes.  Censorship

was present, yet hadn’t completely become a component of the media.  Consequently,

this time period of uncertainty in the history of the Croatian media could be labeled

the “Tumultuous Media” period.

While the findings showed various trends in the years between 1995 and

1998, this period may be termed the “Veil of Censorship” period.  At the beginning of

this period there was a rise in the presentation of the government as an antagonist and

protagonist—both peaked in 1995.  The middle of 1996 was the beginning of the

election process and protagonist presentation of the government bottomed out, while

antagonist presentation continued to decline and bottomed out in 1997—the year that

protagonist presentation was on the rise again.  From 1997 to 1998 presentation of

protagonist dropped, while presentation of antagonist rose.

In observing this data, we notice that during the “Veil of Censorship” period

protagonist and antagonist presentation paralleled each other except in 1997 when

protagonist presentation rose and antagonist declined; and 1998 when antagonist

presentation rose and protagonist declined.  Therefore, we will explore these two

years with more detail.
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The year 1997 was an important year in the history of Croatia.  Croatia was

facing several problems.  Tudjman was re-elected as president and the election was

labeled by the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) as

flawed.  The former Croatian mayor of Vukovar was arrested and sent to The Hague

on the accusation of killing 261 people.   U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright

harshly condemned Croatia's policies toward returning Serb refugees during a

meeting with Foreign Minister Mate Granic in Washington, underscoring that Croatia

will not be accepted into Western political institutions unless obligations under the

Dayton accord are fulfilled. The UN Security Council criticized the Croatian

government for not making any progress in allowing Serbian refugees to return home.

The European Community decided not to invite Croatia to begin membership talks

because of Tudjman’s authoritarian inclinations.   A former leader of the League of

Communists formed a new communist party:  The Socialist Workers Party of Croatia

(SRPH), indicating that communism was returning to Croatia.  And, the EC froze

$2.4 million in technical aid to Croatia because of the government’s harassment of the

media and non-governmental agencies (Feral Tribune is cited as an example).

Clearly, 1997 was not a good year for the Croatian government.  One could

argue that because of the external attacks on Croatian policies and the government,

there was an even greater need for the government to use the media to present

positive stories.  This was especially the case with Vjesnik—coverage of the

government as protagonist jumped substantially, while it remained quite low for

Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune.  Even more curious, Feral Tribune
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presentation of the government as antagonist in 1997 dropped considerably, while it

rose slightly for Slobodna Dalmacija and Vjesnik.

As mentioned, if we examine overall results for 1997, presentation of the

government as antagonist dropped, and presentation as protagonist rose.  But when

we look at the individual papers we are left asking, why did Feral Tribune drop its

criticism of the government in 1997?  The answer is most likely found in the already-

mentioned limitation.  Although the data do not provide us with a specific enough

reason, I would argue that because of the recent election, Feral Tribune was

focusing/writing political articles on the Croatian Social and Liberal Party—the

dominant opposition party to the HDZ.  Consequently, articles dealing with the party

were not as critical.  Vjesnik, on the other hand was publicizing the HDZ and writing

articles which showed the government in a positive light.  Slobodna Dalmacija, being

the median of the two newspapers appears to have completely toned down its

presentation of the government as antagonist and protagonist—showing the

government as either in only a few stories.

The same was the case for 1998—the other year in which protagonist

presentation dropped while antagonist presentation rose. Interestingly, Vjesnik

presented the government as antagonist in 1998 in 9.1 percent of its stories—more

than it did in any other year.  In 1998, Croatia was being heavily criticized by the

international community in general for its policies toward ethnic

minorities—especially Serbs within Croatia, or those wanting to return to Croatia.
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This was a topic that received much attention in the political world and media in

general.

In examining the individual newspapers, we find that Vjesnik again dropped

its number of stories that portrayed the government as protagonist, while stories

which presented the government as antagonist remained as they were in 1997.

Although Vjesnik did not increase its presentation of the government as antagonist, it

did decrease its presentation of the government as protagonist—most likely choosing

to avoid stories which would portray the government in an unfavorable light.

Slobodna Dalmacija’s presentation for either category did not change between 1997

and 1998, while Feral Tribune’s presentation of the government as antagonist rose

considerably and presentation of the government as protagonist rose slightly as well.

In terms of sources in this “Veil of Censorship” period, the use of Croatian

government officials as sources increased from 1996 through 1998, while articles

with no sources were steadily decreasing during this period.

“Media” as a source revealed some intriguing results in this period.  In 1997

media as a source bottomed out, but peaked in 1998.  It seems that in this year, media

were turning to other media for information.  The category did not distinguish

between Croatian media and international media.  However, since the articles

appeared to be more critical of the government in 1998 (while the media were still

heavily controlled by Tudjman), it was perhaps more secure to quote other media and

form a circular source cycle, rather than placing oneself in the firing range with

unattributed articles.  Furthermore, the fact that Croatian government officials as
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sources were steadily rising, while Tudjman as a source was steadily declining could

suggest that members of the opposition party were being used as sources, rather than

HDZ government officials.  Again, we can only speculate since no distinction

between government parties was made in this study.

Finally, the period from 1999 through 2000 can be classified as the “Recovery

Period.”   The findings for articles written about the government reveal a great deal.

Not only is there a tremendous rise in protagonist articles about the government, but

there is also a rise in antagonist.  This data, to a great extreme is affected by the

change in Feral Tribune articles, and to a lesser degree, a change in Slobodna

Dalmacija articles.

If we look at Vjesnik, protagonist coverage reaches a low in 1998 and then

sharply rises in 1999, still rising in 2000, only not as sharply.  Feral Tribune

protagonist coverage also begins to rise in 1998 and then sharply rises from 1999

through 2000.  Slobodna Dalmacija protagonist coverage is nearly non-existent from

1996 through 1999 and then sharply rises from 1999 to 2000.  In the case of

antagonist, Vjesnik coverage slightly increases from 1999 through 2000.  Slobodna

Dalmacija antagonist coverage increases sharply from 1999 to 2000, while Feral

Tribune antagonist coverage reaches a peak in 1998 and then steadily drops through

2000.

These results are fairly straightforward.  With Tudjman’s illness and the

HDZ’s loss of power, the government was losing its tight grip on the media.  In

January 2000 the social democrats and social liberals defeated Tudjman’s  HDZ and
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by February, Stipe Mesic won the presidency.  With the incoming party, the media

were hopeful of a new government which would allow them the freedom they

deserve.  Stories clearly reflected this newfound hope, showing the tremendous rise in

positive stories about the government.  The slight increase in overall antagonist

stories also could indicate a more free press—one that is allowed to criticize.

When looking at the newspapers individually, the results are also not

perplexing.  Vjesnik continued its governmental support of the new government, as it

was still government-owned—now by the new government.  Slobodna Dalmacija and

Feral Tribune increased their support of the new government—the new government

which was promising an uncensored media.  Anti-government/antagonistic stories in

Feral Tribune, the most outspoken of the three, decreased because the new

government, which had not yet done any wrong, was now in charge.  Slobodna

Dalmacija and Vjesnik, on the other hand, discovered the freedom of criticizing the

government—Slobodna Dalmacija’s antagonist articles reached a high in 2000, while

Vjesnik’s antagonist articles rose slightly.

Croatian government officials became the most frequently cited sources.  The

government appeared to be giving the media the information they needed and desired.

When we turn to the time period analysis, we find that the frame “economic

situation in Croatia” appeared most in T4 (30.6 percent).  The same was true of the

“Croatian government performance” frame, which appeared in 59.9 percent of the

articles in this time period.  Evidently the media were no longer afraid or unable to

write about the government and the situation in Croatia.  Furthermore, government
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officials were sources in 52.4 percent of the articles in T4—more than in any other

time period.

We also find that in T4, presentation of the Croatian government as antagonist

was higher than in any other time period (48.3 percent—compared to T1’s 11.4

percent; T2’s 8.5 percent and T3’s 4.1 percent; p<.001).  The Serbian government

was also least frequently presented as antagonist in T4 (7.5 percent—compared to

T1’s 58.1 percent; T2’s 80.3 percent and T3’s 54.4 percent; p<.001).  The same was

true for Serbian nationalism as antagonist, which appeared in only 2.7 percent of the

articles, compared to 23.4 percent in T1; 32.4 percent in T2 and 48.3 percent in T3

(p<.001).

Within the time periods, there were no striking differences between T4 and

the other time periods in protagonist presentation, except that depiction of the

Croatian government as protagonist dropped from T3 (66 percent) to T4 (59.9

percent).  And, only .7 percent of articles had no protagonist.

As suggested, we find that the data support our assertion of a more free media

in the late ‘90s.  However, it is also clear that this time, between 1998 and 2000, was

a time for recovery.  Freedom was not assured nor was it completely present.

Nevertheless, the Recovery Period did see a rise in what seems to be less censored

reporting:  More articles were being written about the government; government

sources were used more frequently; and, there was a rise in articles portraying the

government as protagonist and articles portraying the government as

antagonist—more balanced reporting.



250

Our data helped us to expand Robinson’s (1977) classification of Yugoslav

media by exploring the 1990-2000 period in Croatia’s history.

The Four Theories of the Press

As we have seen, when applying Siebert, Peterson and Schramm’s (1973) four

theories of the press to Yugoslavia, we find that the authoritarian theory appears to be

most dominant.  To review, within a system governed by the authoritarian theory,

criticism of those in power is forbidden, while the press is controlled through prior

censorship—what is prohibited does not reach the public.  Moreover, the purpose of

the media is to advance and support the policies of the government in power so that

the government can reach its goals and objectives.  The libertarian theory stipulates

that the goal of the media is to inform, to keep a check on the government, to

entertain and to discover truth.  In short, censorship does not exist; the press educates

the people and its purpose is not to guard the government from people, but to guard

the people from the government.  In the social responsibility theory, the dominant

premise is that individuals have a right to know; they have a right to information and,

the government must not only allow freedom but should make every effort to promote

it.  Furthermore, each individual who has something to say should have a forum in

which to express that opinion.  Finally, the soviet-totalitarian/soviet communist

theory is similar to the authoritarian theory, although in this case, the media belong to

the state.  The media’s responsibility is only to the government and the central belief

is that an unregulated press is a dangerous press.
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Within the literature review we discussed the four theories in regard to

Yugoslavia’s history of the media through 1990.  With the results of this study, we

can now speculate on the Croatian media’s state between 1990 and 2000.  Within

those years the Croatian media went through several changes.  As mentioned earlier,

1990 through 1994 saw a moderately free media become extinguished by government

control and censorship.  The year 1995 through 1998 saw the least free media with

the highest censorship.  The year 1999 through 2000 and beyond brought a turn

toward more media freedom.

What makes the case of Croatian media interesting is that other than Vjesnik,

it is difficult to say that the government specifically “owned” the media.  And even in

the case of Vjesnik, the editor particularly denies that the paper was “owned” by the

government, and argues that the government only paid off its debts.  Instead of

directly buying and owning the media (although this too was done, especially in the

case of television), the Croatian government (HDZ in particular) was more intent on

infiltrating the media with HDZ loyalists who would then control the papers.

It is difficult to summarize the case of Croatian media into one of the four

theories, since several elements from each of the theories appear to be present.

Rather than attempting to harness the Croatian media into one of the four theories, it

may be useful to add to Siebert, Peterson and Schramm’s (1973) four theories.  Not

only can this be applied to the situation of Croatia, but I would argue that this theory

could be utilized in most countries that traveled the road from communism to post-

communism and eventually democracy.
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As previously mentioned, within the 11-year period of our study we saw a

clear transition of the media.  The change began as one where media appeared to live

in moderate freedom, but then quickly fell into complete censorship by the

government, to more recently turn toward a less censored state.  This transition of

sporadic transformation is the essence of post-communism, a topic Holmes (1997)

covered in great detail, as we discovered in the literature review.  Even more so, this

transition of erratic change is the effect of post-communism, and consequently, I

would add a fifth theory to Siebert, Peterson and Schramm’s (1973) theories:  The

Post-Communist Theory of the Press.

The Post-Communist Theory of the Press is one of transition.  As the state of

politics is transformed so too are the media.  Once the cloaks of communism fall into

the dungeons of history a sense of surreal freedom takes possession of the country.

The media feel free to report in an unbiased, uncensored manner.  However, too

quickly, once the impossibility of the immediate transition from communism to

democracy becomes evident; and, once the new government begins to exercise its

control, the media quickly lose their temporary freedom of unbiased reporting.  It is

not until new government replaces the old, or the old begins to accept the true

characteristics of democracy that the media too become a part of a democratic and

free press.

I would argue that the Post-Communist Theory of the Press stems from the

authoritarian and soviet-totalitarian/soviet communist theories.  As in the

authoritarian theory, criticism of those in power is forbidden and the press is
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controlled through prior censorship; their purpose being to advance the policies of the

government.  However, as in the soviet theory, the media are responsible to the

government and in some cases, belong to the state.  A free press is considered to be a

dangerous press (as we saw in the case of Feral Tribune).  Surveillance and

punishment of the media is also a fact.  However, the difference between the Post-

Communist Theory of the Press and the authoritarian and soviet theories is the level

of control.  In short, the Post-Communist Theory of the Press is more temperate than

the other two.  Since the argument is that communism is dead, the government cannot

proceed to conduct itself in the same way the communist government did.  The Post-

Communist Theory of the Press is shrouded in only a reflection of freedom, rather

than stemming from freedom itself.  Consequently, we find that the government uses

instruments such as “omissive propaganda” to disseminate its messages.  The media,

on the surface, do not appear to be controlled by the government.  Instead they are

caught in a façade of autonomy where government loyalists take over the individual

press operations and unilaterally control the messages circulated by the media.

Unlike the soviet theory, the government cannot extinguish a newspaper or

medium that has managed to be privatized (like the Feral Tribune).  Instead, more

elusive measures are taken in order to prevent such a medium from not supporting the

government, or printing unfavorable information—unusual taxes are enforced, legal

suits placed into motion, surveillance or imprisonment attempted.  In other words,

illegal government control is camouflaged in bureaucratic legal motions imposed

upon the media under the pseudonym of regulation.  This is where the Post-
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Communist Theory of the Press differentiates itself from the others.  In the

authoritarian and soviet theories, there is no discrepancy:  the government controls

the media and everyone recognizes this.  Conversely, under Post-Communist Theory

of the Press, there is a momentary sense of false freedom which continues to linger,

even though the actuality of censorship continues to reside within the press rooms.

Utilizing the “Post-Communist Theory of the Press” rather than attempting to

implement one of the already-present four theories, helps to clarify the state of media

in Croatia, for it is impossible to fully categorize this time in Croatia’s media history

into only one of the four theories.  The Post-Communist Theory of the Press stems

not only from a combination of the Authoritarian and Soviet theories, but brings forth

new dimensions of, what we might call masked or elusive censorship that is disguised

in legality, but has its root in nothing more than suppression of media freedom.

Now that we have examined the results of this study in conjunction with the

early stipulations and observations of the literature review, we will briefly discuss and

review some of the other noteworthy findings, and will then follow with an

examination of the study’s limitations and suggestions for future studies.

Other findings worthy of mention

This study produced a wealth of data and in this section we will explore only a

few of the findings—some of which were not discussed because they did not relate

directly to the hypotheses, but are still worthy of mention.
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In the 11-year sample we discovered that the government-controlled

newspapers, Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija, appeared to have the most “news”

articles—34.9 percent and 34.3 percent respectively.  The uncensored newspaper,

Feral Tribune, primarily had analyses (28.2 percent), followed by op-eds (24.1

percent).  While Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija were camouflaging the government

propaganda in “news”-style articles, Feral Tribune was either analyzing the situation

or providing reporter opinion.  Feral Tribune also had a large percentage of “other”

category articles—11.4 percent, compared to Vjesnik’s .3 percent and Slobodna

Dalmacija’s .9 percent.  The “other” category for Feral Tribune consisted mostly of

satirical advertisement-like displays—sometimes lacking words and using only

pictures to get a message across (See Appendix E for examples of the newspapers).

Pictures such as Croatian President Tudjman and Serbian President Milosevic in bed

together with their arms around each other were used to depict the situation in Bosnia

when Croatia and Serbia opted to carve out parts of Bosnia to add to their respective

countries—the two presidents (former enemies) now working together to take over

Bosnia.

Another interesting finding is in using our salience measure, we discovered

that Feral Tribune utilized the most graphical attention-grabbing elements in their

articles.  Feral Tribune aimed to have their articles noticed—56.3 percent of their

articles had high salience while only 11.2 percent of Vjesnik’s and 28.7 percent of

Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles had high salience.  It is also intriguing that from

approximately 1997 through 2000 salience in Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija
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declined, while salience for Feral Tribune increased.  In the year 2000, we discover

that Feral Tribune had the greatest number of articles with high salience (95 percent),

while Vjesnik had the greatest number of articles with low salience (65.6 percent).

The fact that salience in Slobodna Dalmacija and Vjesnik declined in the last period

could arguably indicate that the two government-controlled newspapers were

minimizing article importance when the new government began to take over, while

Feral Tribune further increased its presentation of articles about the government.

If we explore salience in articles that had the Croatian government

performance frame, we discover that Vjesnik no longer had the largest percentage of

low salience articles, but more of medium salience articles (Vjesnik: Low—36.7

percent; medium—53.3 percent; high—10 percent).  The same was true for Slobodna

Dalmacija (Low—6.8 percent; medium—61.4 percent; high—31.8 percent).  Feral

Tribune, on the other hand, had 1.9 percent of the articles with low salience; 36.5

percent with medium salience; and 61.6 percent with high salience.  Vjesnik’s high

salience of articles within the Croatian government frame was similar to its average;

however, for both Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune it was higher than the

average (approximately 3 percent higher for Slobodna Dalmacija and approximately

5 percent higher for Feral Tribune).  While these percentages are not a great deal

higher than the average, they do show that both Slobodna Dalmacija and more so

Feral Tribune did layout more eye-catching articles when they dealt with Croatian

government performance.  Furthermore, to increase graphic/layout content by 3 or 5

percent, is fairly substantial.
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In terms of quoting President Tudjman, as presumed, Vjesnik had the greatest

number of quotes, followed by Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune.  What is

interesting to note is the fact that while Feral Tribune mentioned both Tudjman and

Milosevic more than Vjesnik or Slobodna Dalmacija, they had the fewest quotes from

these sources.  In other words, Feral Tribune wrote more about Tudjman and

Milosevic, while Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija wrote more of what Tudjman and

Milosevic had to say.

Another indicator of the government control of Vjesnik and Slobodna

Dalmacija and the relative freedom of Feral Tribune is apparent when we turn to the

frames.  Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija were relatively close in their use of the

Croatian government performance frame (which was the overall most frequently-used

frame).  Vjesnik used the Croatian government performance frame in 18.7 percent of

its articles; Slobodna Dalmacija used this frame in 20.4 percent of its articles; while

Feral Tribune utilized the frame in 64.9 percent of its articles.  Clearly, Feral Tribune

was not afraid to write about the government’s performance.  While Vjesnik and

Slobodna Dalmacija were writing more about international reaction or “other” topics,

Feral Tribune was tackling the topic of government performance.

As mentioned, the overall most frequently-used source was “Croatian

government official.”  However, a puzzling fact is that the second most-frequently

used source was “no source.”  In the 11-year sample, 21 percent of the articles used

no source.  This leads to the question, why weren’t so many articles attributing

information when the majority of articles were news or analyses?  While it is
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impossible to determine this from the data collected, one can suspect that articles

were written in such a vague manner where they would appear to be news, but upon

more direct scrutiny, the fact that there were no sources could make one wonder

about the factuality of the information.  Is it possible to write news articles and

analyses with no sources?

Turning to the four time periods, several additional findings are of interest.

While in the 11-year time period most of Feral Tribune’s articles were analyses, in

the four time periods, they were predominantly op-eds (37.1 percent), followed by

“other” (20 percent).  Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija again had primarily news

stories.  Segmenting the article type into time periods, we discover that in T1, T2 and

T3, Feral Tribune did not have a single “news” article.  Again, we could argue that

this paper did not feel the need to write news articles, but instead was free enough to

analyze and editorialize about the government, the war and the situation in Croatia.

In terms of salience, once more we find that Feral Tribune has the greatest

number of high salience articles.  Moreover, from T3 to T4 salience of articles for

Feral Tribune increased, while it drastically dropped for Vjesnik and remained nearly

the same for Slobodna Dalmacija.  This again supports our hypothetical reason that

Feral Tribune was more supportive of the new government and opted to make articles

more visual when Mesic took over as president, while Vjesnik supported the old

government and down-played the presentation of articles on the Mesic government.

Again we found that Vjesnik quoted Tudjman more than either of the other

two newspapers; and Feral Tribune hardly quoted him at all.



259

Although the topics of frames and antagonist/protagonist were covered

extensively in the results and discussion sections, there are a few more noteworthy,

statistically significant results, which must be explored.

As we have already mentioned, the four time periods sample centered on key

events in Croatia’s history.  Two of those events—attack on Vukovar (T2) and

Operation Storm (T3)—were war-related.  T1 straddled Croatia’s independence;

while T4 encircled the 2-week period of Mesic becoming Croatia’s second president.

However, even T1 was in the midst of a time of war—the end of the brief

Serb/Slovenian war and the beginning of the Croatian war.  Consequently, it is

somewhat puzzling that within the four time periods sample the Croatian government

performance frame was most used (37.6 percent), to be followed by the Croatian war

frame (25.6 percent).  Furthermore, in looking at the time periods themselves, we find

that it is only in T2—the attack on Vukovar—that the Croatian war frame is

dominant, while in the other three time periods the Croatian government performance

frame dominates.  Why is this the case?

Obviously, in T1 and, more so in T4 the focus was on politics and the

government, specifically.  However, in T3—during operation storm—one would

assume the focus would be on the war.  Yet, this was not the case.  One specific

explanation might shed light on why articles in T3 did not focus on the war, but more

so on the government.  In T2, Croatia was the victim.  It was not difficult to write

“positive” stories about the Croatian government and Croatia when they were being

victimized by the aggressors—when the town of Vukovar was being demolished and
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brought to the doorstep of non-existence.  However, the situation in T3 was different.

Croatia was on the offensive—attacking and reclaiming territory.  It was discovered

in later years that the methods of this offense were at times brutal and even savage.

Consequently, when we examine this question in retrospect, it is not surprising that

the government preferred the media focus on government performance—i.e., the

government is reclaiming Croatian territory—rather than on the war itself—how the

reclaiming was being executed.

Next, we turn to a comparison of antagonist and protagonist results for the 11-

year sample and four time periods sample.  The first finding worthy of mention deals

with articles that had no antagonist.  In the 11-year sample, 29.8 percent of the overall

articles did not have an antagonist while in the four time periods sample only 11.6

percent had no antagonist—an 18.2 percent difference.  This variation most likely can

be explained by the fact that the 11-year period did not focus on specific events which

could bring about controversy—such as independence, war, elections.  Rather, it

captured a snapshot of Croatia’s history for those 11 years.  Because this sample was

not structured around specific events but years, it is more likely that there was no

reason to present an antagonist.  In the four time periods, events were more

controversial and consequently it is not unusual that there would be more

disagreement and more blame.

A second distinction between the two samples is with the Croatian

government as antagonist.  The findings indicate that in the 11-year sample 26

percent of the articles portrayed the Croatian government as antagonist, while in the
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four time periods sample only 17.3 percent presented the government as antagonist.

Clearly, during events such as the battle for independence, the attack on Vukovar and

Operation Storm, the Tudjman government was hoping for support from the public.

The media clearly lessened their presentation of the government as antagonist during

the time periods in comparison to the more general events of the 11-year sample.

And, as mentioned earlier, it is in T4 that the Croatian government is presented as the

primary antagonist (in 48.3 percent of the articles).  As discussed, this could be due to

the fact that the media felt they had more freedom to be critical of the government.

However, we must keep in mind that there was no distinction between the Tudjman

and Mesic governments, thus we cannot determine which government was being

criticized—especially in T4.

Another noteworthy finding is the following:  In the 11-year sample the

Serbian government was portrayed as antagonist in 18.4 percent of the articles, while

in the four time periods sample the Serbian government was shown as antagonist in

52.2 percent of the articles—the dominant antagonist in this sample.  Furthermore,

the Serbian government was the leading antagonist in T1, T2 and T3.  The

explanation behind this is fairly evident:  Again, the 11-year sample encompassed the

more general, non-specific events in Croatia’s history, while the four time periods

focused around critical events—two of which centered around conflict between the

Croats and the Serbs.  Thus, it is not unusual that the Serbian government would not

only be the leading antagonist in T1, T2 and T3, but also in the sample overall.
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Turning to protagonists we find that again there are substantial differences

between the two samples for the findings that were significant for both samples.

In the 11-year sample Vjesnik presented the Croats as protagonist in 28

percent of its articles, while in the time period analysis Croats were portrayed as

protagonists in 42.8 percent of the articles.  Slobodna Dalmacija depicted Croats as

protagonists in 22.7 percent of the 11-year sample articles and 50.4 percent of the

time period articles.  Feral Tribune, on the other hand, presented the Croats as

protagonists in 77.6 percent of the articles in the 11-year sample and in 65.7 percent

of the time period sample articles.

Thus we find that presentation of Croats as protagonists was higher in the time

period sample for Vjesnik—14.8 percent higher—and Slobodna Dalmacija—27.7

percent higher—while it was lower for Feral Tribune—11.9 percent lower.

When we couple this presentation of Croats as protagonists with comparisons

of the Croatian government as protagonists, it becomes more apparent why the

differences exist.  Vjesnik, in the 11-year sample presented the Croatian government

as protagonist in 23.7 percent of its articles, while in the time periods sample the

government was depicted as protagonist in 55.9 percent of Vjesnik’s articles.  In the

11-year sample, the Croatian government was presented as protagonist in 11.1

percent of Slobodna Dalmacija’s articles and in 34.3 percent of the time period

articles.  Feral Tribune presented the Croatian government as protagonist in 9 percent

of the 11-year sample articles and in 28.6 percent of the time period articles.

Therefore, Vjesnik’s presentation of the Croatian government as protagonist was 32.2
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percent higher in the time periods sample; Slobodna Dalmacija’s was 23.2 percent

higher and Feral Tribune’s was 19.6 percent higher.

In the 11-year sample all three newspapers showed the Croats as protagonists

more so than they depicted the Croatian government as protagonist.  However, in the

time periods sample, while Slobodna Dalmacija and Feral Tribune still presented the

Croats as protagonist more frequently than they showed the Croatian government as

protagonist, Vjesnik’s results showed the opposite—they presented the government as

protagonist more frequently than the Croats.

These results lead us to one perplexing question:  Why did Feral Tribune

decrease its presentation of Croats as protagonists in the time periods and increase its

presentation of the Croatian government as protagonist in the time periods?

It is quite obvious that in the time periods sample, the government would

require the government-controlled newspapers to print articles portraying the

government in a positive light.  They required support for the action toward

independence; support during the attack on Vukovar; support during Operation

Storm.  Consequently, it is no surprise that Vjesnik increased its presentation of the

government as protagonist during the critical times in the four time periods sample.

But, we have stipulated throughout that Feral Tribune was free of government

control—it published articles that most other newspapers wouldn’t touch.  Yet, Feral

Tribune also increased its presentation of the government as protagonist.

This is explained when we break down the results and examine Feral

Tribune’s presentation of the government as protagonist within specific years.  In the
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11-year sample, in four of the years, Feral Tribune did not present the government as

protagonist in a single article.  Between 1990 and 1999, the highest percentage of

Feral Tribune articles to portray the government as protagonist was 16 percent

(1993).  However, in 2000 Feral Tribune showed the government as protagonist in 35

percent of its articles.  In looking at the time periods, in T1, Feral Tribune again

didn’t show the government as a protagonist in a single article.  In T2, 16.7 percent of

its articles presented the government as protagonist; in T3, 12.5 percent were of such

nature; and in T4, 53.3 percent of the articles depicted the government as a

protagonist.

Thus, the increase in Feral Tribune’s presentation of the government as

protagonist in the time periods sample is weighted by the dramatic support of the new

government in T4—the year 2000.  In the time period sample, one-fourth of the

analysis focused on the new government, while in the 11-year sample it was only

one-eleventh of the sample.  Therefore, Feral Tribune’s increase of government

support in the time periods can be attributed to support of the new government.

The question why Feral Tribune decreased its support for the Croatians can

also be explained along these terms.  The Croatian population, for the most part, was

tremendously supportive of Tudjman.  While support for the HDZ party had dropped

and Mesic and his party were elected, Tudjman still retained icon-like status in the

eyes of many Croatians—he was the father of Croatia; he brought about Croatian

independence; he was the first president of an independent Croatia.  Feral Tribune’s

articles focused on the not-so-praiseworthy characteristics of Tudjman—dividing
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Croatian businesses among his family and members of the HDZ party; accumulating

tremendous personal wealth by sacrificing Croatian businesses; pocketing Croatia’s

wealth for personal gain, and in turn bringing the country down into times of

economic crisis.  The fact that the Croats in general forgave Tudjman for his gluttony

and closed their eyes to behavior that was at times eluded to being illegal and

definitely amoral, it is not surprising that Feral Tribune would reduce its protagonist

presentation of the Croatian population.

Finally, if we break down the time periods, we discover that in T1 and T2

Croatians were the dominant protagonists overall.  In T1, Croatians were protagonists

in 37.7 percent of the articles (Croatian government was nearly identical, being

presented as protagonist in 37.1 percent of the articles).  In T2, the Croatians were

protagonists in 78.2 percent of the articles.  In T3 and T4, the Croatian government

was the dominant protagonist—it was the protagonist in 66 percent of T3’s articles

and 59.9 percent of T4’s articles.

These results are not unusual.  During Croatia’s independence it was not

difficult for the newspapers to support the people and the government for their will

for sovereignty.  When Vukovar was attacked it was the Croatian people who were

the victims.  The government was not cheered for its action or, more so, inaction in

Vukovar; therefore, its goal was to focus on the victims, portraying them as

protagonists, while distracting from the government.  Operation Storm was the

government’s victory (although as we have noted Feral Tribune did not see it as

such).  The government was taking back Croatian land and the papers waved the
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nationalistic flag of support (excluding Feral Tribune).  In T4, the high support of

government, as we have seen, can be attributed to Feral Tribune.  The new

government had taken over and Feral Tribune was clearly supportive of Mesic and

his party.

A final question we must address in regard to the protagonist/antagonist

presentation of the government is this:  In T3, why did the portrayal of the

government as antagonist decrease, while presentation of the government as

protagonist increased; and why in T4, did antagonist portrayal increase while

protagonist presentation decreased?

Again, we turn to the issues taking place during these two time periods.

During Operation Storm the government needed support from the people of Croatia

and the newspapers were a means to that goal.  Slobodna Dalmacija and Vjesnik both

increased their portrayal of the government as protagonist and decreased antagonist

portrayal—carrying out the government’s goal.  While in T4, Feral Tribune clearly

increased its support of the government, Slobodna Dalmacija and Vjesnik were still

HDZ-minded, therefore it is not unusual that overall antagonist presentation increased

and protagonist presentation decreased.

After this elaborate discussion of protagonist and antagonist presentation

within the three newspapers, we can now turn to a few concluding remarks regarding

sources.

In terms of source use, there is one final finding worthy of mention.  While in

the 11-year period, as mentioned, a fairly large percentage of articles did not have a
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source, this was not the case in the four time periods sample.  Only 10.9 percent of

articles within the four time periods did not have sources.  One explanation for this is

that the time periods focused on specific events—the war, the attack on Vukovar,

Operation Storm and the election of Stipe Mesic as president.  Having specific

“topics,” rather than more general day-to-day news would most likely not only yield a

pool of sources, but would also create an environment (because of the weight of the

issues) in which attributed articles with specific information from sources would

provide more credibility for an article.

Another interesting finding in regard to sources is that use of government

officials as sources significantly increased in T4.  As mentioned, use of government

sources in this time period was dramatically amplified to 52.4 percent of the articles

(compared to 24 percent in T1; 25.5 percent in T2 and 23.8 percent in T3).  As we

saw in the literature review, and through the remarks of Viktor Ivancic, Feral

Tribune’s editor, the Mesic government hoped to allow for a more free media.  The

fact that the newspapers used Croatian government officials as sources much more

frequently when Mesic became president could indicate greater access to government

officials.  Even if access to these sources did not increase, one thing is for certain:

Government officials were talking more to the media and/or were providing more

newsworthy information which found its way into articles as attributed information.

A final, perhaps less than statistical or methodological statement must be

added.  In coding the articles, one of the discoveries a coder made parallels a

statement addressed in the literature review.  As we had noted in the literature review,
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the government often used special readers to censure and black out material that

could be considered anti-government or anti-government officials.  While content-

analyzing articles in Vjesnik, one of the coders commented:  In so many articles there

is no antagonist or protagonist.  At first, the articles appear to be unbiased, but once

you read in more detail, you begin to notice a trend and realize that they are very

discreetly and cleverly choosing the content.  It is presented in such a way so that you

have nothing to argue about.  Most readers, on the surface would probably not

question the content and never wonder about the other part or rest of the story.

This comment fits quite nicely into our theory of omissive propaganda.

Now that we have explored some of the final findings of interest, we turn to

limitations and future studies.

Limitations and Future Studies

As mentioned on several occasions, this study had one severe limitation that

impeded on more specific discussion of the media’s reporting on the government.

When this study was created, the more general category of “Croatian government”

was used in the antagonist and protagonist variables, as well as in frames (Croatian

government performance) and sources (Croatian government official).  While this

category was sufficient for the sample dating through the mid-‘90s, it lost some of its

effectiveness from approximately 1996 through the end of the sample.  The HDZ was

the dominant government the media were reporting on; however, once Stipe Mesic

and his party entered the stage, it became impossible to differentiate between the
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reporting on the two governments, since both fall into the “Croatian government”

category.  The study would have yielded more comprehensive results, had the two

governments been classified separately.

A second limitation is the lack of all Feral Tribune issues which were

required for the sample.  No Feral Tribune articles were found for 1990.  This was

especially true for the time periods.  While the number of content-analyzed articles

for Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija in the time periods was in the double and triple

digits, for Feral Tribune only six articles were content analyzed in T1 and T2, eight

articles were analyzed in T3 and 15 in T4.

Of course, this leads to a limitation which was present from the beginning:

Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija are both weekly newspapers.  Feral Tribune began

as an insert in Slobodna Dalmacija and later became an independent weekly.  In an

ideal situation, which would allow for more analogous comparison, all three

newspapers would be weeklies or dailies.  However, the case of Feral Tribune was

unique in that it was one of, if not the only paper in Croatia that was able to overcome

the government’s strangle on the media and continue to publish its uncensored views

during the entire 11-year sample.

Finally, in the initial stage of conception, this study was to be three-fold:  A

qualitative examination with editor interviews, a content analysis of the 11-year

period from 1990 through 2000, and a computerized content analysis of the four time

periods.  Once the computerized content analysis was attempted it became evident

that it would be nearly impossible to do for several reasons.  The use of language in
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Feral Tribune is predominantly satirical—especially in the early to mid ‘90s.

Consequently, words that would be analyzed by the computer to have one meaning

could easily have a completely different meaning.  Second, the number of articles was

not equivalent, since Feral Tribune is a weekly and Vjesnik and Slobodna Dalmacija

are dailies.  This would have yielded data that would have been difficult to compare.

Finally, grammatically speaking, the Croatian language has various suffixes which

can create several different spellings of the same word.  A single word can have a

dozen different endings and this too would have complicated and greatly prolonged

the computerized analysis.  In theory, if we exclude the problem of Feral Tribune’s

satirical language, a computerized content analysis could have been conduced.

However, rather than excluding Feral Tribune, human coding was done for the four

time periods as well, and the computerized content analysis was omitted.

While these limitations do create a parameter in terms of a more inclusive

analysis, they do not hinder the results found and discussed in this dissertation.

Future studies of this nature could easily alleviate these limitations by creating

categories that are more specific and studying media which are published on a similar

basis—for instance, all weeklies or all dailies—which would allow for a more

equivalent number of cases for each.

This dissertation has begun to explore the media of a newly-formed, former

communist country.  It has added to the library of knowledge on the press in Croatia,

especially from the years of 1990 through 2000.  It has explored the tumultuous

relationship between the government and press, and consequently has brought forth
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the idea of “omissive propaganda”—the notion that omitted information can be a

powerful tool of propaganda, perhaps even more so than straightforward black or

white propaganda.  In addition to this, by utilizing the four theories of the press as a

foundation, this dissertation has brought a new theory to into the equation—one that

could be applied to other post-communist countries.  Perhaps the single greatest

contribution of this dissertation is the conception of the Post-Communist Theory of

the Press, which in the future could provide a road map to theoretically charting the

development of the press in countries who have transformed from communism to

post-communism and eventually democracy.  This theory has built a theoretical

bridge between the soviet/authoritarian theories and the libertarian/social

responsibility theories.  It would be unrealistic to believe a country’s press system

could travel from the soviet or authoritarian theories directly to the libertarian or

social responsibility theories.  Croatia left behind the authoritarian and soviet theories

but was not, and still is not ready to don the cloaks of the libertarian or social

responsibility theories.  And this is where the Post-Communist Theory of the Press

becomes useful and necessary—it provides us with a bridge which creates a

passageway from a communist-style press to a more democratic-style press.

Finally, this dissertation has provided a theoretical foundation for other

studies which could also focus on post-communist countries.  Future studies could

expand on this study in innumerable ways.

First, a similar analysis could be conducted on the years prior to 1990—from

1980 through 1990 (from Tito’s death to the death of Yugoslavia).
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Second, this analysis could be applied to other former communist countries,

and theories such as the Post-Communist Theory of the Press and idea of omissive

propaganda—two new topics discussed in this dissertation—could be tested further.

Additionally, it would be interesting to compare this study of Croatia to similar

studies of Serbia or Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Computerized content analysis could be carried out on Slobodna Dalmacija

and Vjesnik articles and used to compare language and specific depictions of the

government and events surrounding the 11-year period.

Future studies could explore other media, including radio, television and

magazines and determine how they developed in the 11-year time frame.  And, in

addition to looking at the above three newspapers, other newspapers—such as Novi

List, which most of the editors praised highly—could be content analyzed as well.

Moreover, this study could be expanded into an agenda-setting study where

public opinion/public opinion poll data could be brought in for a more dimensional

analysis where we could elaborate on not only what was said by the media, but how it

was interpreted by the public.  By bringing the public factor into this analysis we

could unearth a whole new discussion stemming from the government’s use of

propaganda and following through to the public’s perception of the

propaganda/messages—its effects.

Finally, the years following Stipe Mesic’s election will be most telling in

terms of the direction of Croatian media.  A future five-year study from 2000 to 2005

could build upon this study and explore whether or not the freedom of the press in
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Croatia has changed or improved with the election of a new “more democratic”

president and government.

Concluding Remarks

This study took on the task of exploring 11 years in a newly-formed country’s

media history.  By melding together historical, political and media history and

coupling it with a content analysis of 1,431 articles and editor interviews, we have

had a glimpse into the development of media in Croatia.  The next question is, now

that we have seen the first decade of post-communism in Croatia and its effect on

media, what can we expect to find in the next decade?  Our hope is to return to this

question in the year 2010.
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Codebook definitions

Case number: Each article is a case.  This number continues
from “1” through the end of the entire sample.

Year: The year of publication

Date: Date of publication

Article number: The number of the article within each issue.
This number begins at “1” with each new
date/issue.

Newspaper: The newspaper in which the article appears.

Article type: 1. News:  a story that simply reports the news;
does not embellish with descriptive
words/adjectives but presents the clear “facts.”

2.  Op/ed:  a story that is not a column (see #5)
but instead reports on events with the opinion of
the reporter/writer being slightly or greatly
apparent.

3.  Analysis: similar to a news story but usually
longer with a “historic” angle which provides
background information on perhaps the
causes/reasons of an incident/event, attempts to
point to a solution and gives the reader a more
in-depth understanding of the situation

4.  Feature:  a news-type story which covers an
event, however, it does so in manner which is
more creative, uses description, goes more in-
depth, gives personal insights, personal stories
and tells the reader a “story” rather than simply
reporting what happened.

5.  Column:  an opinionated piece, written by a
columnist, usually labeled as a “column.”

6.  Other: does not fit into any of the above
categories.
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Location: 1.  Top half:  the story appears above the fold
only.

2.  Bottom half:  the story appears below the
fold only.

3.  Most of/entire page: the story is large
enough to where it covers _ to the entire
newspaper page.

Photo: The article is accompanied by at least one photo

Art/Illustration: The article has a drawing, art work or other
form of image that is NOT a photo, chart or map

Chart: An image showing statistics, graphs, figures,
etc.

Map: An image showing a country or part of a
country, a city or any other geographical area

Kicker: Text pulled out from the body of the article, not
as large as the headline, but offset in some
way—separate from the body of the article

Pull quote/blurb: Words that are not a part of the body, headline
or photo caption, which are pulled out of the
text and given more prominence (larger letters,
white space surrounding it, a box, etc) to catch
the readers’ attention

Subhead: Any text throughout the body of the article that
is offset, or used to divide sections
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Author: 1. Staff writer: a member of the newspaper’s
staff

2. Special guest:  not a member of the staff but
a non-journalist who is contributing with an
article.

3. Columnist: a regular opinion/editorial writer
for a newspaper who does not report news but
instead chooses topics to discuss in an editorial-
type format

4.  Foreign correspondent:  A reporter
working outside of the country (Croatia)
reporting from elsewhere in the world.

5.  TANJUG: Article is labeled as having
information, or completely compiled from
reports coming from this news agency

6.  HINA:  Article is labeled as having
information, or completely compiled from
reports coming from this news agency

7.  Other news agency: Any article labeled as
having information from a news agency other
than TANJUG or HINA.

8.  Editors’ report:  Article not written by an
individual but compiled by the staff/editors of
the newspapers, usually labeled as “redakcijski
izvjestaj”.

Number of Paragraphs: The number of paragraphs in the actual body of
the article (excluding readouts, headlines, etc.)

Tudjman Quotes: The number of times Tudjman is quoted directly
or indirectly.

Milosevic Quotes: The number of times Milosevic is quoted
directly or indirectly.
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Story frames: 1.  Economic impact on Croatia:  The article
deals with economic factors predominantly
within Croatia

2.  Economic impact on Serbia:  The article
deals with economic factors predominantly
within Serbia

3.  Economic impact on Slovenia:  The article
deals with economic factors predominantly
within Slovenia

4.  Economic impact on Bosnia-Herzegovina:
The article deals with economic factors
predominantly within Bosnia-Herzegovina.

5.  War in Croatia:  The article deals with the
war, predominantly on Croatian soil.

6.  War in Slovenia:  The article deals with the
war, predominantly on Slovenian soil.

7.  War in Bosnia-Herzegovina:  The article
deals with the war, predominantly on Bosnian
soil

8. Croatian government performance:  The
article focuses on the Croatian president,
government, parliament or government officials
and their performance in regard to the
war/political situation/economy, etc.

9. Serbian government performance:  The
article focuses on the Serbian president,
government, parliament or government officials
and their performance in regard to the
war/political situation/economy, etc.

10. Slovenian government performance:  The
article focuses on the Slovenian president,
government, parliament or government officials
and their performance in regard to the
war/political situation/economy, etc.
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11. Bosnian government performance:  The
article focuses on the Bosnian president,
government, parliament or government officials
and their performance in regard to the
war/political situation/economy, etc.

12. International relations:  The article
examines the impact of the international
community in regard to the warring factions;
examines what role the international community
is playing in the conflict; discusses the
importance of international community
involvement; deals with the international
community’s relationship with the warring
factions or deals with the reaction of the
international community.

13. Relations between opposing
governments/countries:  The article focuses on
the relationships between the countries of
Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia and/or Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

14. Other: the article focuses on other aspects
not covered in the above story frames.

Antagonists 1. Croats:  The Croatian people (not
government) are presented as the cause of the
problem, enemy or the faction at fault for the
war, economic or political difficulty or general
problem addressed in the article.

2. Serbs:  The Serbian people (not government)
are presented as the cause of the problem,
enemy or the faction at fault for the war,
economic or political difficulty or general
problem addressed in the article.
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3.  Slovenes:  The Slovene people (not
government) are presented as the cause of the
problem, enemy or the faction at fault for the
war, economic or political difficulty or general
problem addressed in the article.

4.  Bosnians:  The Bosnian people (not
government) are presented as the cause of the
problem, enemy or the faction at fault for the
war, economic or political difficulty or general
problem addressed in the article.

5.  Croatian government:  Members of the
Croatian government, such as the president,
majority leaders, or the government as an entity
are presented as the cause of the problem,
enemy or as being at fault for the war.

6.  Serbian government:  Members of the
Serbian government, such as the president,
majority leaders, or the government as an entity
are presented as the cause of the problem,
enemy or as being at fault for the war.

7.  Slovenian government:  Members of the
Slovenian government, such as the president,
majority leaders, or the government as an entity
are presented as the cause of the problem,
enemy or as being at fault for the war.

8.  Bosnian government:  Members of the
Bosnian government, such as the president,
majority leaders, or the government as an entity
are presented as the cause of the problem,
enemy or as being at fault for the war.
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9.  International community: Government
officials of countries outside of the former
Yugoslavia, specific countries, and their
involvement or non-involvement in the
Yugoslav crisis/war is/are presented as being a
cause of the problem, an enemy or as being at
fault for the prolonging/continuation of the war,
bad economic situation in former Yugoslav
countries, or the problem addressed in the
article.

10.  “Bad” history/past:  The historical factors
between Serbs and Croats, Bosnians and Serbs,
Bosnians and Croats, such as Jasenovac
(Croatia/Serbia), WWII, or other historical
events are viewed as a cause of the war,
tensions, difficult present situation or problem
addressed in the article.

11.  Religious differences:  The religious
differences between the warring parties are
viewed as a cause for the war, tensions, difficult
present situation or problem addressed in the
article.

12.  Serb “nationalism”:  Serb
“nationalism”/expansionism—the ideology of a
Greater Serbia, or ethnic cleansing of non-Serb
populations—are viewed as a cause for the war,
tensions, difficult present situation or problem
addressed in the article.

13.  Croat “nationalism”:  Croat
nationalism/expansionism—the ideas of self-
determination, breaking away from Yugoslavia,
establishment of independence—are viewed as a
cause for the war, tensions, difficult present
situation or problem addressed in the article.
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14. None/Not applicable:  None of the above
terms apply, nor does the “other” category.
Instead, the article appears to be balanced or
simply does not have a good/bad guy.

14.  Other:  Reasons other than those described
above are cited as the cause for the war,
tensions, difficult present situation or problem
addressed in the article.

Protagonist: See “Antagonist” list above.

Sources:

Franjo Tudjman: Franjo Tudjman is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.

Stipe Mesic: Stipe Mesic is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.  (NOTE:  Prior to the
election/Tudjman’s death, Mesic is considered a
“government official.”  Only when he becomes
president will his quotes be counted
individually.)

Slobodan Milosevic: Slobodan Milosevic is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.

Alija Izetbegovic: Alija Izetbegovic is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.

Milan Kucan: Milan Kucan is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.

Croatian government officials: Any Croatian government official, other than
President Franjo Tudjman/Stipe Mesic is
quoted—directly or indirectly—in the article.

Serbian government officials: Any Serbian government official, other than
President Slobodan Milosevic, is
quoted—directly or indirectly—in the article.
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Bosnian government officials: Any Bosnian government official, other than the
President Alija Izetbegovic, is quoted—directly
or indirectly—in the article.

Slovenian government official: Any Slovenian government official, other than
the President Milan Kucan, is quoted—directly
or indirectly—in the article.

International government official: Any government official of the international
community (countries not including those of
former Yugoslavia) is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article

Humanitarian/aide official: Any member of the humanitarian effort (ie.
IFOR, UN, UNPROFOR, troops, Red Cross,
etc.) is quoted—directly or indirectly—in the
article.

Expert/Academic/Ph.d.
(non-medical): An expert, academic or Ph.d. (such as

historians) are quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.

Medical doctor: A medical doctor is quoted—directly or
indirectly—in the article.

Religious official: A priest, member of the clergy, or a member of
a religious organization who is quoted—directly
or indirectly—in the article

Media: A member of the national or international media
is quoted—directly or indirectly—in the article.

Croatian soldier/military official: A member of the Croatian military who is
quoted—directly or indirectly—in the article.

Serbian soldier/military official: A member of the Serbian/JNA military who is
quoted—directly or indirectly—in the article.

Bosnian soldier/military official: A member of the Bosnian military who is
quoted—directly or indirectly—in the article.
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Croatian refugee/displaced person: A refugee or person who has involuntarily left
his/her home or voluntarily left because of the
war—of Croatian nationality—who is quoted
directly or indirectly in the article.

Serbian refugee/displaced person: A refugee or person who has involuntarily left
his/her home or voluntarily left because of the
war—of Serbian nationality—who is quoted
directly or indirectly in the article.

Bosnian refugee/displaced person: A refugee or person who has involuntarily left
his/her home or voluntarily left because of the
war—of Bosnian nationality—who is quoted
directly or indirectly in the article.

Anonymous: A source—quoted directly or indirectly in the
article—who is not directly identified by name.

Other: Sources not listed above.

No Source: The article does not contain any sources.
.
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Codebook

Col Variable Values Variable name

Case number 1-XXXX case_no

Year 1. 1990           7.    1996
2. 1991           8.    1997
3. 1992           9.    1998
4. 1993         10.    1999
5. 1994         11.    2000
6. 1995

year

Date 1. January 5
2. March 17
3. April 10
4. June 23
5. August 8
6. September 9
7. November 12

date

Article number 1-XX art_no

Newspaper 1. Vjesnik
2. Slobodna Dalmacija
3. Feral Tribune

paper

Article type 1. News
2. Op/ed
3. Analysis
4. Feature
5. Column
6. Other

art_typ

Location 1. Top half
2. Bottom half
3. Most of/entire page

locat
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Photo
1. yes
2. no

photo

Art/Illustration 1.  yes
2.  no

art

Chart 1. yes
2. no

chart

Map 1. yes
2. no

map

Kicker 1. yes
2. no

kick

Pull quote/blurb 3. yes
4. no

blurb

Sub head 1. yes
2. no

sub_hd

Author 1. Staff writer
2. Special guest
3. Columnist
4. Foreign correspondent
5. Tanjug
6. Hina
7. Other news agency
8. Editors’ report

author

Number of paragraphs 1. 0-5
2. 6-10
3. 11-20
4. 21-30
5. 30 or more

parag
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Tudjman quotes 1.    yes
2.    no

tudquo

Number of Tudjman quotes 1.    0
2.    1-2
3.    3-4
4.    5-6
5.    7 or more

tudnum

Milosevic quotes 1.    yes
2.    no

milquo

Number of Milosevic quotes 1.    0
2.    1-2
3.    3-4
4.    5-6
5.    7 or more

milnum

Frame economic impact on
Croatia

        1.  yes
 2.  no

ecocro

Frame economic impact on
Serbia

1. yes
2. no

ecosrb

Frame economic impact on
Slovenia

1. yes
2. no

ecoslo

Frame economic impact on
Bosnia-Herzegovina

1.    yes
2.    no

ecobos

Frame war in Croatia 1.    yes
2.    no

crowar

Frame war in Slovenia 1.    yes
2.    no

slowar
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Frame war in Bosnia-
Herzegovina

1. yes
2. no

boswar

Frame Croatian government
performance

1.    yes
2.    no

croperf

Frame Serbian government
performance

1.    yes
2.    no

srbperf

Frame Slovenian government
performance

1.    yes
2.    no

sloperf

Frame Bosnian government
performance

1.    yes
2.    no

bosperf

Frame international reaction 1.    yes
2.    no

intreact

Frame relations between
opposing govs/countries

1.    yes
2.    no

govsrel

Frame other 1.    yes
2.    no

other

Antagonist Croats 1.    yes
2.    no

antcro

Antagonist Serbs 1.    yes
2.    no

antsrb

Antagonist Slovenes 1.    yes
2.    no

antslo

Antagonist Bosnians 1.    yes
2.    no

antbos
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Antagonist Croatian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

acrogov

Antagonist Serbian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

asrbgov

Antagonist Slovenian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

aslogov

Antagonist Bosnian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

abosgov

Antagonist international
community

1.    yes
2.    no

aintrco

Antagonist “bad” history/past 1.    yes
2.    no

apast

Antagonist religious
differences

1.    yes
2.    no

arelig

Antagonist Serb nationalism 1.    yes
2.    no

asrbnat

Antagonist Croat nationalism 1.    yes
2.    no

acronat

Antagonist none/not
applicable

1.    yes
2.    no

antnon

Antagonist other 1.    yes
2.    no

antoth

Protagonist Croats 1.    yes
2.    no

procro
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Protagonist Serbs 1.    yes
2.    no

prosrb

Protagonist Slovenes 1.    yes
2.    no

proslo

Protagonist Bosnians 1.    yes
2.    no

probos

Protagonist Croatian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

pcrogov

Protagonist Serbian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

psrbgov

Protagonist Slovenian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

pslogov

Protagonist Bosnian
government

1.    yes
2.    no

pbosgov

Protagonist international
community

1.    yes
2.    no

pintrco

Protagonist “bad”
history/past

1.    yes
2.    no

ppast

Protagonist religious
differences

1.    yes
2.    no

prelig

Protagonist Serb nationalism 1.    yes
2.    no

psrbnat

Protagonist Croat nationalism 1.    yes
2.    no

pcronat
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Protagonist none/not
applicable

1.    yes
2.    no

pronon

Protagonist other 1.    yes
2.    no

prothr

Source Franjo Tudjman 1. yes
2. no

tud_sr

Source Stipe Mesic 1. yes
2. no

mes_sr

Source Slobodan Milosevic 1. yes
2. no

mil_sr

Source Alija Izetbegovic 3. yes
4. no

izet_sr

Source Milan Kucan 3. yes
4. no

Kuc_sr

Source Croatian government
officials

1. yes
2. no

crogov

Source Serbian government
officials

1.  yes
2. no

serbgov

Source Bosnian government
officials

1. yes
2. no

bosgov

Source Slovenian government
officials

1. yes
2. no

slogov

Source International
government officials

1. yes
2. no

intrgov
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Source Humanitarian/aide
official

1. yes
2. no

humof

Source Academic/Ph.D. (non-
medical)

1. yes
2. no

academ

Source Medical doctor 1. yes
2. no

md

Source Religious official 1. yes
2. no

relig

Source Other media 6. yes
7. no

media

Source Croatian
soldier/military official

3. yes
4. no

crosold

Source Serbian soldier/military
official

3. yes
4. no

srrbsold

Source Bosnian
soldier/military official

1. yes
2. no

bossold

Source Croatian
refugee/displaced person

1. yes
2. no

croref

Source Serbian
refugee/displaced person

1. yes
2. no

srbref

Source Bosnian
refugee/displaced person

1. yes
2. no

bosref

Source Anonymous 1. yes
2. no

anon
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Source Other 1. yes
2. no

other

Source No source 1. yes
2. no

nosrce
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11-Year Sample Codesheet
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Case Number          ___________________

Year (4 digit) ‘90 ‘91 ‘92 ‘93 ‘94 ‘95 ‘96 ‘97 ‘98 ‘99 2000

Date
Jan.  5

1
Mar. 17

2
Apr. 10

3
June 23

4
Aug. 8

5
Sept. 9

6
Nov. 12

7

Article number ________ (article number 1-XX)

Paper
1      Vjesnik

2       Slobodna
Dalmacija

3       Feral Tribune

Article Type
News

1
Op/ed

2 Analysis
3

Feature
4

Column
5

Other
6

Location
Top half

1
Bottom half

2
Majority of/whole page

3

Photo 1           yes 2           no

Illustration/art 1           yes 2           no

Chart 1           yes 2           no

Map 1           yes 2           no

Kicker 1           yes 2           no

Pull quote/blurb 1           yes 2           no

Subhead
                        1           yes                           2          no

Author
Staff
writer

1

Special
guest

2

Column
ist
3

Foreign
corres-
pondent

4

Tanjug
5

Hina
6

Other
news

agency
7

Editors’
report

8

Number of
Paragraphs ________________ number
Article mentions
Tudjman

                             1           yes                                 2          no

Number of
Tudjman quotes ________________ number
Article mentions
Milosevic

                             1           yes                                 2          no

Number of
Milosevic quotes ________________ number
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Frames

Economic impact on Croatia 1                    yes 2                no

Economic impact on Serbia 1                    yes 2                no

Economic impact on Slovenia 1                    yes 2                no

Economic impact on Bos-Herz 1                    yes 2                no

War in Croatia 1                    yes 2                no

War in Slovenia 1                    yes 2                no

War in Bosnia-Herzegovina 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian government performance 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian government performance 1                    yes 2                no

Slovenian government
performance

1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian government performance 1                    yes 2                no

International reaction 1                    yes 2                no

Relations b/w opposing
governments/countries

1                    yes 2                no

Other 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonists

Antagonist Croats 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Serbs 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Slovenes 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Bosnians 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Croatian government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Serbian government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Slovenian government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Bosnia government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Internat. community 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist “Bad” history/past 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Religious differences 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Serb nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Croat nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist None/not applicable 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Other 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonists

Protagonist Croats 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Serbs 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Slovenes 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Bosnians 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Croatian government 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Serbian government 1                    yes 2                no



298

Protagonist Slovenian gov. 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Bosnian government 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Internat. community 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist “Bad” history/past 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Religious differences 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Serb nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Croat nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist None/not applicable 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Other 1                    yes 2                no

Sources

Franjo Tudjman 1                    yes 2                no

Stipe Mesic 1                    yes 2                no

Slobodan Milosevic 1                    yes 2                no

Alija Izetbegovic 1                    yes 2                no

Milan Kucan 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian government official 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian government official 1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian government official 1                    yes 2                no

Slovenian government official 1                    yes 2                no

International government official 1                    yes 2                no

Humanitarian/aide official 1                    yes 2                no

Academic/Ph.D (non medical) 1                    yes 2                no

Medical doctor 1                    yes 2                no

Religious official 1                    yes 2                no

Other media 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian soldier/military official 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian soldier/military official 1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian soldier/military official 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian refugee/displaced 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian refugee/displaced 1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian refugee/displaced 1                    yes 2                no

Anonymous source 1                    yes 2                no

Other 1                    yes 2                no

No source 1                    yes 2                no
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Appendix D

Time Periods Codesheet
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Case Number          ___________________(Start with 1 and go through all articles in all papers)

Date/Time
period

T1:  June 16-30,
1991

1

T2:  Nov. 11-25,
1991

2

T3:  Aug. 1-15,
1995

3

T4: Feb. 11-25,
2000

4

Article number ________ (article number within the Time period and paper)

Paper
1      Vjesnik 2       Slobodna Dalmacija 3       Feral Tribune

Article Type
News

1
Op/ed

2 Analysis
3

Feature
4

Column
5

Other
6

Location
Top half

1
Bottom half

2
Majority of/whole page

3

Photo 1           yes 2           no

Illustration/art 1           yes 2           no

Chart 1           yes 2           no

Map 1           yes 2           no

Kicker 1           yes 2           no

Pull quote/blurb 1           yes 2           no

Subhead
                       1            yes                           2           no

Author
Staff
writer

1

Special
guest

2

Columnist
3

Foreign
corresp-
ondent

4

Tanjug
5

Hina
6

Other
news

agency
7

Editors’
report

8

Number of
Paragraphs ________________ number
Article mentions
Tudjman

                             1           yes                                 2          no

Number of
Tudjman quotes ________________ number
Article mentions
Milosevic

                             1           yes                                 2          no

Number of
Milosevic quotes ________________ number
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Frames

Economic impact on Croatia 1                    yes 2                no

Economic impact on Serbia 1                    yes 2                no

Economic impact on Slovenia 1                    yes 2                no

Economic impact on Bos-Herz 1                    yes 2                no

War in Croatia 1                    yes 2                no

War in Slovenia 1                    yes 2                no

War in Bosnia-Herzegovina 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian government performance 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian government performance 1                    yes 2                no

Slovenian government
performance

1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian government performance 1                    yes 2                no

International reaction 1                    yes 2                no

Relations b/w opposing
governments/countries

1                    yes 2                no

Other 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonists

Antagonist Croats 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Serbs 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Slovenes 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Bosnians 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Croatian government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Serbian government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Slovenian government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Bosnia government 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Internat. community 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist “Bad” history/past 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Religious differences 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Serb nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Croat nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist None/not applicable 1                    yes 2                no

Antagonist Other 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonists

Protagonist Croats 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Serbs 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Slovenes 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Bosnians 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Croatian government 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Serbian government 1                    yes 2                no
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Protagonist Slovenian gov. 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Bosnian government 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Internat. community 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist “Bad” history/past 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Religious differences 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Serb nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Croat nationalism 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist None/not applicable 1                    yes 2                no

Protagonist Other 1                    yes 2                no

Sources

Franjo Tudjman 1                    yes 2                no

Stipe Mesic 1                    yes 2                no

Slobodan Milosevic 1                    yes 2                no

Alija Izetbegovic 1                    yes 2                no

Milan Kucan 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian government official 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian government official 1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian government official 1                    yes 2                no

Slovenian government official 1                    yes 2                no

International government official 1                    yes 2                no

Humanitarian/aide official 1                    yes 2                no

Academic/Ph.D (non medical) 1                    yes 2                no

Medical doctor 1                    yes 2                no

Religious official 1                    yes 2                no

Other media 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian soldier/military official 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian soldier/military official 1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian soldier/military official 1                    yes 2                no

Croatian refugee/displaced 1                    yes 2                no

Serbian refugee/displaced 1                    yes 2                no

Bosnian refugee/displaced 1                    yes 2                no

Anonymous source 1                    yes 2                no

Other 1                    yes 2                no

No source 1                    yes 2                no
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Appendix E

 Front Page Examples
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Vjesnik front page example (December 1, 1998)
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Slobodna Dalmacija front page example (September 1, 1999)
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Various Feral Tribune front pages from special issue (June 1, 2003)
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