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Abstract

This paper examines how the Republic of Serbia and the Republic of
Croatia, as post-Yugoslav kin-states, formulate and implement policies
toward their compatriots in the region and the diaspora. The study focuses
on the concepts of the “Serbian World” and the “Croatian Corpus” as
identity-based, political, and institutional frameworks for cross-border
national cohesion. The theoretical framework is deliberately eclectic,
combining constructivist approaches to identity with the concepts of
the nationalizing state, transnational nationalism, diaspora governance,
and soft power, each of which serves a distinct analytical purpose. The
methodological approach employs a qualitative comparative case-
study design that combines qualitative document analysis of legal and
institutional material with interpretive qualitative content analysis of
strategic documents, institutional materials and political discourse.
By integrating legal articulation, political integration, cultural and
educational infrastructure, and international positioning within a
common comparative framework, the analysis shows that the Serbian
model relies primarily on cultural and symbolic mobilization and on
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a mixed network of state institutions and non-state religious, cultural,
and media actors. By contrast, the Croatian model is characterized by
a higher degree of legal formalization, institutional coordination, and
political integration of Croats outside the Republic of Croatia. The paper
concludes that compatriots abroad are not merely objects of cultural
concern for their kin-states, but also important resource for foreign-
policy positioning, identity cohesion, and the projection of soft power.

Keywords: foreign policy, national identity, compatriots, diaspora,
transnational nationalism, soft power, Republic of Serbia,
Republic of Croatia, Serbian World, Croatian Corpus

INTRODUCTION

The policies of the Republic of Serbia and the Republic of Croatia
toward their compatriots in the region and the diaspora illustrate the
dual role of national identity in foreign policy: it can shape how states
understand their interests and obligations toward cross-border national
communities, while also being institutionalized and mobilized as a
resource of foreign-policy action. After the dissolution of the Socialist
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY), the borders of the newly
established states did not fully correspond to ethnic boundaries, leaving
large numbers of Serbs and Croats outside their respective kin-states. The
wars of the 1990s and subsequent economic migration further shaped
Serbian and Croatian communities across Europe, North America, and
Oceania, which over time became important political, cultural, and
economic resources for Serbia and Croatia.

Accordingly, this paper adopts a deliberately eclectic theoretical
framework that combines constructivist understandings of identity with
the concepts of the nationalizing state, transnational nationalism, diaspora
governance, and soft power. Rather than treating these approaches as
ontologically equivalent, the paper employs them at different analytical
levels: constructivism to examine how identity contributes to the
formation of interests and perceived obligations, and the remaining
concepts to analyze how identity-based ties are institutionalized and
mobilized in cross-border policy (Wendt 1999; Hopf 2002; Brubaker
1996; Nye 2004; Ragazzi 2014; Gamlen 2014).
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Existing empirical scholarship has examined several important
dimensions of Serbia’s and Croatia’s relations with their diasporas and
cross-border national communities. Garding’s comparative study of
Armenia, Croatia, and Serbia analyzes variation in diaspora political
incorporation, particularly citizenship, external voting, and access to
homeland political institutions (Garding 2013). In the Serbian case,’
Popic examines the institutional infrastructure of diaspora policy and
highlights the prominence of economic and cultural engagement,
while Mylonas and Zilovié¢ demonstrate how foreign-policy priorities
can shape differentiated policies towards particular co-ethnic returnee
groups (Popic 2020; Mylonas and Zilovi¢ 2019). Research on Croatia
has focused,? among other issues, on the institutional and social-policy
framework for Croats abroad and on the distinctive system of diaspora
electoral representation (Winland 2020; Kasapovi¢ 2012). A related
strand of research has examined the relationship between state identity
and foreign-policy orientation in Serbia and Croatia, showing how
historically and socially constructed identity categories enter foreign-
policy discourse and practice (Kovacevi¢ 2016). Taken together, these
studies provide substantial insight into individual dimensions of diaspora
policy, political incorporation, migration, and foreign-policy identity,
but these dimensions have generally been examined separately or within
broader comparative designs. The empirical contribution of this paper is
to bring legal articulation, political integration, cultural and educational
infrastructure, and international positioning into a single comparative
framework applied systematically to Serbia and Croatia, and to examine
how these dimensions intersect in the policies analytically discussed
here through the concepts of the “Serbian World” and the “Croatian
Corpus.”

For the purposes of Serbian legislation, “Serbs in the region” refers to members
of the Serbian people living in Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Montenegro, North Macedonia, Romania, Albania, and Hungary (Zakon o dijaspori
i Srbima u regionu [ZDS] 2009, Art. 2 (2)). Under Serbian legislation, the diaspora
encompasses Serbian citizens living abroad, as well as members of the Serbian
people who emigrated from Serbia or the region and their descendants (ZDS 2009,
Art. 2 (1)).

Under Croatian legislation, “Croats outside the Republic of Croatia” comprise
Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina, members of Croatian minority communities
in other states, and Croatian emigrants and their descendants (Zakon o odnosima
Republike Hrvatske s Hrvatima izvan Republike Hrvatske [ZRHH] 2025, Art. 2).
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Building on this literature, the aim of this paper is to provide a
systematic comparative analysis of Serbia’s and Croatia’s policies toward
their compatriots and to assess the extent to which these policies can be
understood as components of their broader foreign-policy and identity
strategies. Particular attention is devoted to the concepts of the “Serbian
World” and the “Croatian Corpus,” which are examined as distinct but
comparable frameworks of cross-border national connection. While the
concept of the “Serbian World” is politically contested, the Croatian
model examined here is more explicitly embedded in constitutional,
legal, and administrative mechanisms. Croatia’s membership in the EU
and NATO constitutes a distinct geopolitical and institutional context,
but the higher degree of formalization identified in this paper derives
primarily from its domestic legal and institutional framework.

The paper employs a qualitative comparative case-study design
that combines qualitative document analysis of legal and institutional
materials with interpretive qualitative content analysis of strategic
documents, institutional materials, and political discourse. The analysis
proceeds from the assumption that both states pursue deliberate policies
and strategies toward their compatriots, but that these policies are shaped
by different historical experiences, national narratives, institutional
capacities, and foreign policy priorities.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: NATIONAL
IDENTITY AS A CONSTITUTIVE FACTOR AND
FOREIGN-POLICY RESOURCE

In contemporary international relations, national identity can enter
foreign-policy analysis in two analytically distinct but interconnected
ways: as a constitutive factor that shapes how states understand their
interests, roles, and obligations, and as a political resource that can be
institutionalized and mobilized in pursuit of foreign-policy objectives.
States do not shape their international position solely through military,
economic, or diplomatic power, but also through culture, values,
collective memory, and enduring ties with compatriots beyond their
borders (Nye 2004, 4—11; Shain and Barth 2003, 449-453). Identity
occupies different analytical positions within the literature on foreign
policy. In constructivist approaches, it is not merely an instrument
available to actors whose interests are fixed in advance; rather, identity
can help constitute those interests in the first place. Wendt’s systemic
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constructivism emphasizes how state identities and interests are shaped
through social interaction and role relations within the international
system, rather than treating them as exogenously given (Wendt 1999).
Hopf, while sharing the constructivist premise that identities matter,
assigns greater explanatory weight to domestic social identities,
discourses, and historically embedded understandings through which
foreign-policy actors interpret both themselves and the external world
(Hopf 1998; Hopf 2002). The distinction is important because national
identity may be generated and reproduced through both international
interaction and domestic social processes.

Identity may also acquire an instrumental dimension once
particular understandings of political community and belonging have
been constituted. Political actors can mobilize cultural, linguistic,
religious, and historical attachments through laws, institutions, symbolic
practices, public diplomacy, and diaspora policies. Identity, therefore,
need not be understood exclusively either as a determinant of foreign
policy or as an instrument of it: it can shape the definition of interests
and subsequently become a resource through which those interests
are pursued. This two-stage relationship is particularly relevant to
kin-state policies, because the prior definition of who belongs to the
national community helps constitute the state’s perceived obligations
toward compatriots abroad (Brubaker 1996). Political and institutional
mechanisms can subsequently translate those obligations into concrete
forms of cross-border engagement and mobilization (Nye 2004; Ragazzi
2014; Gamlen 2014).

Rogers Brubaker’s framework further distinguishes between
the nationalizing state and the external national homeland. The former
refers to states in which a titular or core nation is understood as the
legitimate owner of the state but as not yet fully realized in cultural,
political, or socioeconomic terms, whereas the latter denotes a state
that claims a special responsibility for the welfare and interests of its
ethnonational kin living in another state (Brubaker 1996, 55-76). The
concept of the external national homeland is particularly relevant to
the post-Yugoslav space, where the dissolution of the common state,
the establishment of new borders, and wartime migrations produced
substantial cross-border national communities. Furthermore, Joseph
Nye’s concept of soft power emphasizes the ability of a state to affect
the preferences of other actors through attraction rather than coercion or
material inducements. In the context of diaspora policies, identity-based
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cultural ties can become one of the sources of such power. Comparative
research on diaspora governance further shows that states increasingly
institutionalize relations with emigrants and their descendants through
dedicated institutions, rights, and programs that extend state practices
beyond territorial borders (Ragazzi 2014; Gamlen 2014).

Accordingly, the theoretical framework adopted in this paper is
deliberately eclectic rather than paradigmatically unified. Constructivist
approaches are used to conceptualize the constitutive relationship
between identity and interests; Brubaker’s concepts of the nationalizing
state and the external national homeland specify the relationship between
kin-states and cross-border national communities; and Nye’s concept of
soft power, together with the literature on diaspora governance, helps
identify the mechanisms through which cultural and identity-based ties
are institutionalized and mobilized. These approaches rest on different
ontological and epistemological premises and are therefore not treated as
components of a single unified theory, but as complementary analytical
lenses addressing different dimensions of the same phenomenon.

This theoretical framework allows for a clearer understanding of
the differences between the “Serbian World” and the “Croatian Corpus”.
The concept of the “Serbian World” is not treated here as a codified state
doctrine, but as a discursive, symbolic, and identity-based framework
that connects Serbian communities through language, script, religion,
culture, historical memory, and a sense of belonging to a shared cultural
and value-based space. By contrast, the “Croatian Corpus” has a less
pronounced discursive and symbolic articulation, but is more firmly
embedded in the legal and institutional system of the Republic of
Croatia. It is realized through constitutional norms, legal mechanisms,
cultural and educational programs, and the political representation of the
diaspora, making it a more formalized model of cross-border national
connection.

METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN

This study employs a qualitative comparative case-study design.
The comparison follows the logic of structured, focused comparison,
whereby the same set of analytical questions is applied to both cases in
order to enable systematic comparison (George and Bennett 2005, 67—
72). The research combines two complementary analytical procedures:
qualitative document analysis of legal and institutional materials (Bowen
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2009) and interpretive qualitative content analysis of political and
discursive sources (Krippendorff 2004). Constitutional provisions, laws,
strategies, and official institutional documents are examined as evidence
of the formal legal and organizational design of kin-state policies, while
public statements, political narratives, media materials, and symbolic
practices are analyzed interpretively in order to reconstruct how these
policies are framed, justified, and connected to broader identity and
foreign-policy objectives (Krippendorff 2004; Bowen 2009). Legal
texts are therefore not treated primarily as objects of doctrinal legal
interpretation, but as empirical evidence of formal policy design and
the degree of institutionalization of relations with compatriots abroad.

Serbia and Croatia were selected because of their shared
Yugoslav (SFRY) legacy, geographical proximity, and experience of
the dissolution of the SFRY, as well as because both have developed
policies toward compatriots beyond the borders of the kin-state. Their
substantial historical and structural similarities provide a common basis
for systematic comparison, while differences in legal institutionalization,
political incorporation, and geopolitical positioning provide meaningful
variation in the forms through which kin-state policies are articulated.
The temporal scope extends from Croatia’s independence and Serbia’s
restoration of state independence to the contemporary period, with
particular attention to the more recent articulation of the concepts of the
“Serbian World” and the “Croatian Corpus.”

The empirical corpus consists of constitutional and legal acts,
strategic documents, institutional regulations and reports, public
statements by state and political representatives, materials produced
by institutions responsible for diaspora and compatriot affairs, and
selected media content documenting political discourse. Media sources
are therefore used primarily as records of political statements and public
discourse rather than as substitutes for legal, institutional, or scholarly
evidence.

To connect the theoretical framework with the empirical
comparison, the analysis is structured across four dimensions that are
applied consistently to both cases. The first, legal articulation, examines
constitutional obligations, legislation, strategic documents, and
specialized institutional arrangements. The second, political integration,
considers mechanisms through which compatriots are incorporated into
political processes, including electoral representation, consultative
bodies, and other formal channels of participation. The third, cultural
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and educational infrastructure, covers educational programs, cultural
institutions, religious and societal actors, media support, and related
forms of identity maintenance. The fourth, international positioning,
examines how policies toward compatriots are framed in political
discourse and connected to broader regional, diplomatic, and geopolitical
objectives.

The study does not treat the “Serbian World” and the “Croatian
Corpus” as equivalent official doctrines, but as distinct analytical
frameworks through which broader processes of cross-border identity
politics can be compared. This distinction is particularly important
because the two concepts differ substantially in their degree of official
codification, discursive visibility, and institutional articulation. The
analysis, therefore, focuses on the observable legal, institutional, cultural
and discursive practices associated with each model rather than assuming
equivalence between them.

The study does not seek to measure the causal effects or
effectiveness of these policies, nor to establish the degree of influence
exercised by either state over compatriot communities. Its purpose is
comparative and interpretive: to identify how relations with compatriots
are formally organized, politically articulated, and symbolically framed,
and to assess their place within broader identity and foreign-policy
strategies. Legal and strategic documents reveal formal obligations,
institutional arrangements, and stated policy objectives, but do not by
themselves establish implementation or policy effects; public statements
and media materials illuminate political framing and discourse, but
cannot be treated as direct measures of policy outcomes. The conclusions
should consequently be understood as analytical interpretations of
policy structures and practices rather than as causal or quantitatively
measurable estimates of their effects.

THE POLICY OF THE REPUBLIC OF SERBIA
TOWARD SERBS IN THE REGION AND THE
DIASPORA: THE “SERBIAN WORLD” CONCEPT

Historical and Legal Foundations
Following Montenegro’s declaration of independence in 2006

and the dissolution of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro,
Serbia became an independent kin-state in relation to substantial
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Serbian communities living beyond its borders. Article 13 of the 2006
Constitution of Serbia provides that the Republic of Serbia protects the
rights and interests of its citizens abroad and develops and advances
relations between Serbs living abroad and their kin-state (Ustav
Republike Srbije 2006, Art. 13). In the same year, the “Declaration on
Relations between the Homeland and the Diaspora as Relations of the
Highest State and National Interest” was adopted. It articulated the idea
of a unified national corpus and emphasized the special bond between the
homeland and the diaspora (Deklaracija o proglasenju odnosa otadzbine
i dijaspore odnosom od najveéeg drzavnog i nacionalnog interesa 2006).
This policy was further regulated by the “Law on the Diaspora and Serbs
in the Region” (ZDS 2009, Arts. 9-12) and by the 2011 “Strategy for
Preserving and Strengthening Relations between the Kin-State and the
Diaspora, and between the Kin-State and Serbs in the Region” (Strategija
2011). The Strategy places particular emphasis on preserving identity,
strengthening institutional ties, and supporting educational, cultural, and
informational activities among Serbs in the region, including in Bosnia
and Herzegovina and Montenegro (Strategija 2011). The “Agreement
on the Establishment of Special Parallel Relations between Republic
of Srpska and the Republic of Serbia” also provides an institutional
framework for cooperation in areas including the economy, science
and technology, education, culture and sport, health and social policy,
tourism and environmental protection (Sporazum o uspostavljanju
specijalnih paralelnih odnosa izmedu Republike Srpske i Republike
Srbije 2006, Art. 2).

At the strategic level, the 2019 National Security Strategy places
care for the Serbian people outside Serbia within the broader framework
of the state’s national and security interests (Narodna skupstina Republike
Srbije [NSRS] 2019). A more recent form of institutional articulation is
the “Declaration on the Protection of the National and Political Rights
and the Common Future of the Serbian People,” proclaimed at the First
All-Serbian Assembly in Belgrade on 8 June 2024 and subsequently
adopted by the National Assembly of the Republic of Serbia (Deklaracija
2024).

Against this institutional and legal background, the contemporary
discourse of the “Serbian World” can be analyzed as a broader symbolic
and identity-based framework in which historical memory, national
values, cultural policy, and cross-border ties intersect. In this paper, the
concept is not treated as a codified state doctrine, but as a discursive
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framework whose elements overlap with existing policies toward Serbs
in the region and the diaspora (Ljubomirovi¢ 2024, 121-125).

“The Serbian World” as a Framework of National Cohesion

The symbolic and identity-based dimensions of the “Serbian
World” are central to understanding how cultural, value-based, and
political ties with Serbs beyond Serbia’s borders are articulated. In
nationally affirmative interpretations identified in previous research,
the “Serbian World” is presented as a cultural and value-based whole
founded on language, script, religion, cultural heritage, collective
memory, and historical experience (Ljubomirovi¢ 2024, 121). The
contemporary articulation of the “Serbian World” frames cultural
heritage, linguistic community, and shared values as resources of
national cohesion and soft power, expressed through cultural, identity-
based, educational, media, and commemorative practices rather than
through formal legal codification as a state doctrine (Ljubomirovi¢ 2024,
125). Joint commemorations of national holidays and memorial events
function as forms of collective memory and cultural connection among
Serbs in Serbia, the Republic of Srpska, Montenegro, North Macedonia,
the wider region, and the diaspora. The Day of Serbian Unity, Freedom
and the National Flag, observed on September 15, provides a prominent
example of the symbolic articulation of national unity through language,
culture, historical memory and national symbols, with the participation
of representatives from Serbia, the Republic of Srpska and Serbian
communities in the region (Ljubomirovi¢ 2024, 106).

Public statements by Serbian officials and by Serb political actors
in the region also contribute to the political articulation of the concept.
Aleksandar Vulin, who was serving as Serbia’s minister of the interior at
the time, argued that Serbs should become a single political nation and
described this as a first step toward unification (Politika Online 2022).
Andrija Mandié¢, president of the largest Serbian party in Montenegro,
emphasized that “the borders that exist between us do not exist in our
minds [...] in the end, we are one people” (Vuki¢evi¢ and Tuhina 2021).
Taken together, these statements articulate an identity narrative centered
on political and cultural unity across state borders and can be interpreted
through Brubaker’s concept of the external national homeland (Brubaker
1996, 55-76).
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The symbolic articulation of the concept draws on recurring
elements of Serbian cultural identity, including the Cyrillic script, the
Serbian Orthodox Church, cultural heritage, language, and historical
memory. Through supplementary education, cultural programs, media
support, and diaspora organizations, state and non-state actors maintain
ties with Serbian communities abroad (Popic 2020; Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Republic of Serbia [MFARS] 2026). Analytically, the
concept can therefore be situated at the intersection of Brubaker’s
external-national-homeland framework and soft-power approaches:
identity-based ties are understood not as evidence of measurable political
influence, but as resources that political actors may seek to mobilize in
support of national cohesion and foreign-policy positioning (Brubaker
1996; Nye 2004; Ljubomirovi¢ 2024).

Political Articulation and Foreign Policy
of the Republic of Serbia

In practice, the “Serbian World” can be analyzed as a framework
of cross-border connection in which cultural, identity-based, and
symbolic affinities intersect with institutional, cultural, and foreign-
policy practices directed toward Serbs beyond Serbia’s borders.

A central state institution in Serbia’s policy toward the diaspora
and Serbs in the region is the Directorate for Cooperation with the
Diaspora and Serbs in the Region within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
The Directorate administers project-support programs for organizations
abroad, including activities related to supplementary education, cultural
initiatives, and the preservation of Serbian language, script, and identity
(Popic 2020; MFARS 2026). A related institutional development was
the establishment of the Office for Public and Cultural Diplomacy in
2024. Its mandate includes promoting Serbia’s national interests and
presenting Serbian culture, history, spirituality, art, language, science,
and sport to domestic and international audiences (Uredba o osnivanju
Kancelarije za javnu i kulturnu diplomatiju 2024).

Actors outside the state apparatus also participate in maintaining
cross-border cultural and identity ties, including the Serbian Orthodox
Church, Matica Srpska, the Vuk Foundation, ‘“Prosvjeta,” media
organizations and diaspora associations (Ljubomirovi¢ 2024, 130). In
this paper, the Serbian Orthodox Church is treated as an autocephalous
Orthodox Church and a non-state actor with a cross-border organizational
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presence. In addition to its religious role, it contributes to the preservation
of language, script, historical memory, and a sense of belonging among
Serbian communities beyond Serbia’s borders.

Taken together, these institutional, cultural, and societal practices
provide the broader context in which the “Serbian World” can be
analyzed as a framework linking cross-border identity maintenance
with elements of diaspora policy and public and cultural diplomacy.
The analysis identifies an overlap between the identity themes associated
with the concept and existing policies and practices directed toward
Serbs in the region and the diaspora.

THE POLICY OF THE REPUBLIC OF CROATIA
TOWARD CROATS IN THE REGION AND
DIASPORA: THE “CROATIAN CORPUS” CONCEPT

Constitutional and Legal Foundations

The Croatian approach to compatriots in the region and the
diaspora is characterized by a high degree of legal formalization,
institutional coordination, and political integration. Although the term
“Croatian Corpus” is not codified in official documents, it is used in
this paper as an analytical concept to describe a formalized framework
of constitutional, legal, and institutional relations between the Republic
of Croatia and Croats living beyond its borders. Article 10 of the
Constitution of the Republic of Croatia provides that the state protects
the rights and interests of its citizens living or residing abroad and
promotes their ties with the homeland, while also guaranteeing special
care and protection to parts of the Croatian people living in other states
(Ustav Republike Hrvatske 2014, Art. 10).

On the basis of this constitutional framework, the “Law on
Relations of the Republic of Croatia with Croats outside the Republic
of Croatia” was adopted in 2011. It defines Croats outside the Republic
of Croatia as an “equal part of one and indivisible Croatian people”
and establishes a broad framework for the state’s relations with these
communities (ZRHH 2025, Art. 4). The Law extends this framework
across cultural, educational, political, economic and diplomatic fields,
establishing objectives related to the preservation of identity, the
strengthening of ties with Croatia, political and social inclusion, return
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and immigration, and the protection of the rights and position of Croats
abroad (ZRHH 2025, Arts. 5-9).

Institutionalization is centered on the Central State Office for
Croats outside the Republic of Croatia and the Council of the Government
of the Republic of Croatia for Croats outside the Republic of Croatia. The
Office coordinates relevant state activities and supports the protection
of rights, identity, and ties with Croats abroad, while the Council serves
as an advisory body whose membership includes representatives of
Croatian communities outside the country. A distinctive feature of
the Croatian model is the special 11th electoral constituency, through
which Croatian voters without residence in the Republic of Croatia elect
three members of the Croatian Parliament, thereby providing a direct
institutional channel of political representation (Collyer 2014, 55-72;
Garding 2013; Kasapovi¢ 2012; Zakon o izborima zastupnika u Hrvatski
sabor 2019, Art. 8). In the analytical terminology of this paper, these
arrangements constitute the principal institutional foundations of what
is described as the “Croatian Corpus.”

Cultural and Educational Infrastructure

Cultural and educational infrastructure constitutes a key
component of Croatia’s policy toward Croats outside the Republic of
Croatia. Its principal functions include the preservation of language,
culture, and national identity, as well as the maintenance of institutional
ties between Croatia and Croatian communities abroad (Cizmié, Sopta,
and Saki¢ 2005, 52).

At the center of this policy is the system of Croatian teaching
abroad. The Ministry of Science, Education, and Youth organizes and
fully or partially finances Croatian teaching in 20 countries, while
additional programs are integrated into the educational systems of host
countries or organized by Croatian communities and Catholic missions.
The Ministry also selects and employs teachers and provides the
curricular framework for Croatian teaching abroad (Ministry of Science,
Education, and Youth of the Republic of Croatia [MSEYRC] n.d.).The
National Plan identifies the strengthening of ties and cooperation, the
use and promotion of the Croatian language, and the preservation of
Croatian identity as continuing policy priorities, while its measures
extend through 2027 (Nacionalni plan 2022).
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Catholic missions and church institutions also form part of this
cross-border cultural and educational infrastructure. The Ministry of
Science, Education, and Youth explicitly identifies Catholic missions
among the organizers of Croatian teaching abroad, alongside Croatian
communities and the educational authorities of host states (MSEYRC
n.d.). Financial support is further provided through the programs of the
Central State Office for Croats outside the Republic of Croatia, which
funds cultural, educational, media, and community projects of Croatian
organizations abroad (Sredisnji drzavni ured 2025). Within the analytical
framework of this paper, cultural and educational policies therefore
constitute key mechanisms through which cross-border identity ties are
institutionalized and through which what is conceptualized here as the
“Croatian Corpus” acquires a concrete institutional dimension.

Political Rhetoric and the Regional Dimension

Political rhetoric concerning Croats outside the Republic of
Croatia constitutes an important discursive dimension of Croatia’s cross-
border policy and regional foreign-policy positioning. In this context,
concern for Croats abroad is framed in Croatian law and political
discourse not merely as a cultural or humanitarian matter, but as a
component of domestic and foreign policy and, particularly in relation
to Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina, as a national and strategic interest.
This can be interpreted through Brubaker’s concept of the external
national homeland, which captures the claim of kin-states to a special
responsibility toward co-nationals living beyond their borders (Brubaker
1996, 63; ZRHH 2025, Art. 6; Predsjednik Republike Hrvatske 2022).

The position of Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina occupies a
central place in Croatian regional political discourse. President Zoran
Milanovi¢ framed the issue in terms of constituent equality and political
representation and described the survival, constituent status, and welfare
of Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina as a strategic interest of Croatia
(Predsjednik Republike Hrvatske 2022). This emphasis is not confined
to a single presidency. Former President Kolinda Grabar-Kitarovi¢
emphasized that Bosnia and Herzegovina was Croatia’s number one
priority, stressing that “Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina are not a
diaspora, they are one of the three constituent peoples” and that Croatia
has an obligation to advocate for their equality (Jutarnji list 2015).
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Croatia’s membership in the European Union and NATO provides
an additional institutional context in which these issues are articulated.
During Croatia’s presidency of the Council of the European Union
in 2020, Croatian diplomacy emphasized Bosnia and Herzegovina’s
European path, the equality of its three constituent peoples, and the
need for electoral reform ensuring the legitimate representation of Croats
in state institutions (Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs of the
Republic of Croatia [MFEARC] 2020). In this way, Croatian national
interests are articulated through a broader European institutional and
political vocabulary.

The Croatian model can therefore be understood as possessing
a soft-power dimension insofar as cultural and identity-based ties with
Croats abroad are connected to broader foreign-policy objectives. This
interpretation is reinforced by Croatia’s strategic planning documents,
which identify Croats outside the Republic of Croatia as an important
factor in achieving the goal of “global recognizability and strengthening
the international position and role of Croatia,” while treating support for
the survival, continued presence, and equality of Croats in Bosnia and
Herzegovina as a strategic interest of the Republic of Croatia (Nacionalni
plan 2022).

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE SERBIAN
AND CROATIAN MODELS

A comparative analysis of the policies of the Republic of Serbia
and the Republic of Croatia toward their compatriots in the region and
the diaspora reveals two distinct, yet structurally comparable, models
of cross-border national policy. Both constitutions establish obligations
concerning citizens or co-nationals living beyond state borders, but the
two states translate these obligations into different institutional, cultural
and political arrangements (Ustav Republike Srbije 2006, Art. 13; Ustav
Republike Hrvatske 2014, Art. 10). Their comparison can therefore
be carried out systematically through four key dimensions: legal
articulation, political integration, cultural and educational infrastructure,
and international positioning.

From the standpoint of legal regulation, both Serbia and Croatia
recognize in their constitutions the obligation of the state to care for
compatriots beyond its borders. The difference lies in the degree of
institutional elaboration. In this respect, the Serbian model places
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comparatively greater weight on cultural and symbolic mechanisms,
while the Croatian model is characterized by a higher degree of legal
formalization and administrative coordination.

At the level of political integration, the difference is particularly
visible. In Croatia, voters without residence in the Republic of Croatia
elect three members of the Croatian Parliament in the special 11th
electoral constituency, providing a direct institutional channel of
parliamentary representation (Collyer 2014, 55-72; Garding 2013;
Kasapovi¢ 2012; Zakon o izborima zastupnika u Hrvatski sabor 2019,
Art. 8). Serbia, by contrast, elects members of the National Assembly in
a single nationwide constituency and therefore has no separate electoral
constituency for the diaspora or Serbs in the region (Zakon o izboru
narodnih poslanika 2022, Art. 5). In analytical terms, the “Serbian
World” is examined primarily as a discursive and symbolic framework
of national cohesion, whereas the arrangements conceptualized here
as the “Croatian Corpus” display a more formalized institutional and
political dimension.

In the cultural and educational sphere, both states maintain
programs directed toward language, culture, and identity, but the
institutional arrangements differ. The Croatian model includes a state-
supported system of Croatian teaching abroad: the Ministry of Science,
Education, and Youth organizes and fully or partially finances Croatian
teaching in 20 countries, while additional programs are integrated
into host-country educational systems or organized by Croatian
communities and Catholic missions (MSEYRC n.d.). In the Serbian
case, supplementary education, cultural programs, media support, and
cooperation with diaspora organizations are implemented through public
calls, project-based support, and cooperation with state institutions and
non-state religious and cultural actors (Strategija 2011; Popic 2020;
MFARS 2026). The Serbian model is therefore less centrally standardized
and more reliant on a mixed network of state and non-state actors, while
the Croatian model is more formally standardized and administratively
coordinated. Differences are also visible in political discourse. In the
Croatian official statements examined here, the status of Croats in Bosnia
and Herzegovina is framed through the language of constituent equality,
legitimate political representation, European integration, and regional
stability (Predsjednik Republike Hrvatske 2022; MFEARC 2020). In
the Serbian documents and statements examined in this study, greater
emphasis is placed on national and cultural rights, language, religion,
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historical memory, and cross-border identity cohesion (Deklaracija
2024; Ljubomirovi¢ 2024). The two models also operate within different
geopolitical and institutional environments. Croatia’s membership in the
European Union and NATO situates its policies within a Euro-Atlantic
institutional context, while EU membership in particular provides
additional institutional settings in which Croatian positions concerning
Bosnia and Herzegovina can be articulated through the language of
enlargement, constituent equality, and institutional reform (MFEARC
2020). Serbia, by contrast, remains an EU candidate country, while its
2019 National Security Strategy identifies both European integration
and military neutrality among its starting points (European Commission
2024; NSRS 2019).These differences shape the institutional channels and
political vocabulary through which the two models are internationally
articulated, rather than determining the legitimacy of either model as
such.

In synthetic terms, the comparison across the four analytical
dimensions identifies two distinct configurations of transnational, or
cross-border, nationalism rather than two mutually exclusive models.
The Serbian case places comparatively greater weight on cultural and
symbolic mobilization, mixed networks of state and non-state religious,
cultural, and media actors, and discursive forms of national cohesion.
The Croatian case displays a higher degree of legal codification,
administrative coordination, and direct political integration through
dedicated state institutions, advisory structures, and parliamentary
representation. These differences are primarily differences of institutional
configuration and degree: both states employ legal, political, cultural,
and symbolic mechanisms, but assign them different relative weight.

CONCLUSION

The analysis of the policies of the Republic of Serbia and the
Republic of Croatia toward their compatriots in the region and the
diaspora shows that, in the two cases examined here, national identity is
not merely a matter of cultural heritage, but both a constitutive element
of how kin-states understand their obligations toward cross-border
national communities and a resource that can be mobilized in foreign-
policy practice. Although the concepts of the “Serbian World” and the
“Croatian Corpus” differ in their degree of institutional articulation,
legal formalization, and symbolic visibility, the analysis shows that
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cross-border national communities are incorporated into both models
as relevant resources for identity cohesion, foreign-policy positioning,
and the potential projection of soft power.

The Serbian model places comparatively greater weight on cultural
and symbolic mobilization and on a mixed network of state and non-
state religious, cultural, and media actors. The “Serbian World” is not
treated in this paper as a codified state doctrine, but as a discursive and
symbolic framework in which cross-border identity cohesion intersects
with elements of diaspora policy, cultural diplomacy, and foreign-policy
positioning. By contrast, the Croatian model is characterized by a higher
degree of legal formalization and institutional integration, expressed
through constitutional provisions, dedicated legislation, the Central State
Office, the Council for Croats outside the Republic of Croatia, the 11®
electoral constituency, and cultural and educational programs.

The empirical contribution of the analysis lies in bringing
dimensions of kin-state policy that are often examined separately
into a common comparative framework. Rather than approaching
diaspora and kin-state policy primarily through a single domain such
as citizenship, electoral participation, social protection, or migration,
the study compares Serbia and Croatia systematically across four
dimensions: legal articulation, political integration, cultural and
educational infrastructure, and international positioning. This framework
makes it possible to identify not only differences in individual policy
instruments, but also broader patterns through which Serbia and Croatia
organize and politically articulate relations with cross-border national
communities. The boundary between domestic and foreign policy
consequently becomes more porous, as policies toward compatriots
connect questions of national belonging and political community with
regional and international positioning. This conclusion is consistent with
the constitutive understanding of identity advanced by constructivist
scholarship, while the findings also illuminate its subsequent instrumental
dimension: national identity contributes to defining political community,
interests, and perceived obligations, whereas the resulting cultural and
institutional ties can subsequently be institutionalized and mobilized in
foreign-policy practice (Wendt 1999; Hopf 2002; Brubaker 1996; Nye
2004; Ragazzi 2014; Gamlen 2014). Cultural, institutional, and political
ties with compatriots can be mobilized in support of identity cohesion,
diplomatic and foreign-policy positioning, and soft-power strategies,
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although the present study does not measure their effectiveness or the
degree of influence they generate.
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Aaexcanaap Jbyoomuposuh’
Daxynmem nonumuukux Hayka, Ynusepsumem y beozpady

OAHOC PEIIYBJIUKE CPBMJE U PEITYBJIMKE
XPBATCKE IPEMA CYHAPOJHUILIUMA
Y PETMOHY U TNJACIIOPU: YIIOPE/THA
AHAJIM3A CITIO/BHOITOJIMTUYKUX U
NIAEHTUTETCKUX CTPATET'MJA

Pe3ume

Pacnag COPJ 1 moTomu MUTPAITMOHN TOKOBH JOBEIU CY J0 TOra Ja
3HavajaH Opoj CpOa u XpBara >KUBHM U3BaH IPaHUId MATHYHHX JPKaBa,
300r 4era cy onHocu Cpbuje m XpBarcke npeMa CyHApOJIHHUIIIMA Y
PETHOHY U I1jacOPH ITOCTAIN TPAjHO MOJbE NPEIUIUTAka HALMOHATHOT
UACHTUTETA, YHYTPALIHE MOIUTHKE U CHOJHHOIIOIUTHYKOTL JIEI0BabA.
Pan ymopeano ucnuryje mpaBHE, MHCTUTYLMOHATHE, KYJITypHE U
JUCKYP3UBHE MEXaHH3ME MOCPEACTBOM KOjUX ABE ApKaBe 00IHKYjy U
OJIp’KaBajy Be3e ca CYHAPOIHHMIIMMA M HACTOJU Ja YTBPH Y KOjOj MEpH
ce Te MOJUTHKE MOTY Pa3yMeTH Kao JIe0 IMUPHX HUJCHTUTETCKUX H
CTHOJFHOTIONUTHYKHUX cTpareryja. [lojmosu ,,Cpricku cBet” U ,, XpBaTCKU
KOpIIyC” He TPETHPajy ce Kao UCTOBETHE HUTU Kao HY)KHO 3BAHUYHO
KOAU(HUKOBaHE AOKTpHHE, Beh Kao pasiM4uTH, alu aHAIUTHIKU
YIOPEINBU OKBHPHU IPEKOTPAHUYHOT HAIMOHAIHOT TOBE3HMBAMA.
KOHCTPpYKTUBUCTHYKM TNPHUCTYNH KOPHUCTE C€ 3a pa3yMeBame
KOHCTUTYTHBHE Be3e m3Mely uiaeHrurera u uHrepeca, bpydakeposu
KOHLENTH HaLMOHAIM3yjyhe Ap)kaBe U CIOJbHE HALMOHAIHE MAaTHLE
3a aHaNU3y OJHOCAa Ip)KaBeé M MNPEKOTPAaHMYHUX HALMOHAIHHUX
3ajegHuNa, 10k HajeB koHnent Mexe Mohu 1 IuTeparypa o yrpasJbarby
IUjacropoM oMoryhaajy aHaln3y Ha4WHA Ha KOjU CE MJICHTHTETCKE
B3¢ HHCTUTYIMOHAIN3Y]Y U MOOHHITy. McTpakuBame je IoCTaBbeHO
Kao KBaJIMTaTUBHA yIopenHa cryauja ciaydaja Cpouje u XpBarcke u
o0jennmyje KBAINTATUBHY aHAJIU3y MPaBHUX M MHCTHTYIIMOHATHUX
JOKyMEHaTa ca WHTEePIPETaTUBHOM KBIUTATUBHOM aHAJIN30M
MOJUTHYKUX M AUCKYP3UBHUX M3Bopa. [lopeheme je oprannzoBaHo y
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YeTUPU IUMEH3H]e: TIPaBHO ypeheme, MOMUTHYKa HHTETpallija, Ky aTypHa
n oOpa3zoBHa HMH}pacTpyKTypa W MelyHapoaHO TO3UIIMOHHPAE.
Hanasu noka3yjy aa cprcku Mofes npuiaje peslaTUBHO Behy TeKUHY
KYJITYPHO-CUMOOJIMYKO] MOOWJIM3AaLMju ¥  MEIIOBUTO] MPEKH
JIpXKaBHHUX W HEAPKABHUX BEPCKHX, KYJITYPHHX U MEIH]CKHX aKTepa.
,»CPIICKH CBeT” ce y pajly He IocMaTpa Kao KOJU(PUKOBaHA JIp>KaBHA
JOKTpUHa, Beh Kao TUCKYp3WBHU, CHUMOOJMYKH U HJCHTUTETCKH
OKBHUD Y KOjeM ce MPEeKOrpaHuYHa HaIMOHATHA KoXe3Huja mperinhe ca
eJIeMEHTHMa MOJUTHKE MTPEeMa AHUjacliopH, KyJITypHE TUIUIOMATHje U
CIIOJbHOTIOJIUTHYKOT MTO3ULIHOHUPaba. XPBATCKA MOJIET OAJIMKY]Y BUILH
CTerneH mnpaBHe (opmManu3zanuje, agMHUHACTPATUBHE KOOpAWHAIM]jE
W HEIMOCpe/JHEe IMOJIMTUYKE WHTerpanuje XpBaTa u3BaH PermyOmnmke
XpBarcke. Jemanmaecta m300pHA jeAWMHUIIA OMoryhaBa HEITOCPEIHO
TTapJIaMEHTApHO TIPEICTaBIhbarhe XPBATCKUX OMpada 0e3 mpeOnBaInITa
y Peny6mmmm XpBatckoj. [Toce6HO MecTo 3ay3uma monoxkaj XpBata
y Bocanm m XepueroBuHu, Koju ce y aHAJU3UPAHOM XPBAaTCKOM
MOJIMTHYKOM JHCKYpCY IIOBe3yje ca MNUTamkbUMa KOHCTUTYTHUBHE
PaBHONPABHOCTH,  TIOJUTHYKOT  MPEJACTaBbamba,  CBPOIICKUX
WHTETpaldja ¥ HaIMOHATHOT WHTepeca. Mako je m3pas ,,XpBaTCKH
KOPITyc” 3HaTHO Mame NPUCYTAH Kao MOJUTHYKA CUHTarMa, oJuTHKa
KOjy Taj TojaM y pajy aHaJIUTHYKH O3HayaBa uBplihe je yrpahena y
MpaBHU M MHCTUTYLHMOHAIHHU NOpenak. YIopeaHa aHajiu3a ymyhyje
Ha JBE pa3iuuuTe KOH(Hrypaluje TpaHCHAMOHAIHOT, OJHOCHO
MPEKOTPaHNYHOT HAIlMOHANIN3Ma, a He Ha JiBa Mel)ycoOHO MCKIby4nBa
Mozena. Pasnmuke cy, makie, Ipe cBera pa3jifKe Y HHCTUTYIIHOHATHO]
KOH(UTYpaljyd ¥ PeTaTHBHOM 3HAa4Yajy MOjeIMHUX MeXaHu3ama, a He
aricoJlyTHa CYNPOTHOCT /iBa npuctyna. OCHOBHM 3aKJby4YakK paja jecte
Jla HALIMOHAJIHU WICHTHUTET Y JIBA aHAJIM3UpaHa cilydaja UMa JBOCTPYKY
YIIOTY: y4ecTBYyje y OOJMKOBamYy MOJUTHUYKE 3ajeTHUIle, HHTEepeca U
cXBaTama 00aBe3a MaTUYHE ApKaBe MpeMa CyHapOJHHUIIMMA, a TaKO
YCIIOCTaBJbCHE KYJITYpPHE M MHCTUTYLIMOHAJIHE BE3€ MOIY C€ II0TOM
MHCTUTYLHMOHAJIN30BATH U MOOMJIMCATH Y CIOJbHOIOIMTHYKO] IPAKCH.
Emnupujckn jonprHOC paja oriesna ce y ToMe IITO MpaBHO ypelheme,
MOJINTUYKY MHTErpanujy, KyJaTypHY B 00pa3oBHY HH(PACTPYKTYpy
u MehyHapoJIHO TO3UIMOHHMpAKkE O0jelubyje y JeIMHCTBEHOM
KOMITAPATUBHOM OKBHPY M CHUCTEMATCKU IPUMEH>Yje Ha CilydajeBe
Cpb6uje m XpBarcke. TakBo mopeleme mokasyje a ce MOJTUTHKE IIpeMa
CYHapOJIHHMLIMMA Hajla3e Ha MPECEKy YHYTPALIbHE U CHOJbHE OJINTHKE
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U 71a TpaHuily u3Mely oBa Ba HMBOA MOJUTHUYKOT JEIOBamba YWHE
POy CTIEUBH]OM.

KibyuHe peun: crojpHa TIOJWUTHKA, HAIMOHAIHU  HACHTHUTET,
CYHAPONHUIIM, JWjacriopa, TpaHCHAIIMOHAIHU
HarmoHai m3aMm, Mmeka Mmoh, PemyOnuka CpoOwuja,
Penry6nmka XpBarcka, ,,Cpricku cBet”, ,,XpBaTCKH
kopmyc”
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