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Thank you for the invitation to come to speak as part of the series, "Globalization and the European Union." Today I would like to talk about various aspects and consequences of globalization in Croatia, a state on the border of the EU and, since June 18 of this year, an official candidate for EU membership. In my talk, I will examine how the politics of European integration and Croatia's aspirations for EU membership – together with the heritage of Croatia's recent past– have shaped and continue to shape Croatia's transition from a regime of "social property" under socialist Yugoslavia to a neoliberal regime of private property integrated into international economic markets. I consider this transition an aspect of globalization, following the minimalist definition used by Dorothee Heisenberg of SAIS in a paper given earlier in this series. Globalization as she uses it refers to "increasing economic interdependence between noncontiguous countries." Or, to use another common definition, (economic) globalization is often said to refer to the increasing integration of national economies into global markets. In examining globalization in Croatia, I am particularly interested in how understandings of territory and ownership are being transformed in coastal Croatia, examining diverse Croatian responses to the privatization of valuable tourist properties.

In doing this, I am arguing against a popular scholarly view that characterizes globalization as entailing deterritorialization, a radical decentering of place and the erasing of various kinds of borders. Rather than adopt a qualified approach along the lines of what Jan Aart Scholte deems superterritoriality or relative deterritorialization, I take an alternative view of globalization as reterritorialization, a process in which meanings of place – in the case examined here, coastal places and watery spaces -- remain salient (and in some cases become even more pronounced) but are reconfigured. The integration of the European Union offers an obvious example of how some boundaries become less meaningful (such as the internal territorial borders between member states) even as other boundaries – like that of EU/non-EU – acquire tremendous power. 

In thinking about the themes of this series, we can ask generally: What does the EU border mean and how does it impact the ways in which the former socialist countries of Eastern Europe have been increasingly integrated over the past decade into a global capitalist system? For Croatia specifically, we can ask: How do the meanings of place, of territory, shift  -- or even become accentuated -- with Croatia's embrace of the European Union and its framework of supranational regulations and obligations? Keep in mind here that from 1991 to 1995 Croatia fought a "homeland war" to establish and defend its sovereignty and in 1995 undertook ethnic cleansing in areas like the Krajina region (inhabited by a Serbian ethnic majority). What meanings do Croats invest (or disinvest) in territory permeated with claims (often competing) of kinship, region, and nation once that land becomes (ostensibly, at least) a mere commodity to be bought and sold on an open market in which foreign investors are snapping up properties in a speculative rush before Croatia enters the EU?  In addressing these questions, a focus on coastal development issues might seem like an odd choice, perhaps peripheral to the most important questions surrounding Croatia's "transition." Yet tourism was a central component of the economy of the republic of Croatia under socialist Yugoslavia. With tourist infrastructure destroyed and tourists fearful of traveling to the region, Croatia lost perhaps as much $6.8 billion USD in tourist revenues for the period from 1991 to 1995. Tourism began to recover only to crash again in 1999 as the conflict in Kosovo scared tourists off. Some estimates put the foreign exchange losses from tourism during the Kosovo war as high as $1.5 billion, around 1 per cent of GDP. 

Given the lucrative potential of tourism and Croatia's difficult prospects in many other economic sectors, the governments of independent Croatia have not surprisingly placed great emphasis on reviving the tourist industry, particularly since 2000.  Mass tourism itself, of course, is made possible by improvements in global transportation and information; Croatia looks for visitors from all over Europe, as well as the US, to come and spend their money in Croatia, as the country works to attract new kinds of visitors in order to replace the strong internal market of other Yugoslavs (especially Serbs and Bosnians) that formed a crucial component of Croatian tourism under socialism. In turn, foreign capital and investment is required to rebuild or build anew hotel infrastructure and quality tourist services that can successfully compete with other offerings on an ever-expanding global market of tourist destinations. The stakes of privatization for tourism, then, are very high in Croatia; unlike many other former socialist states, a good portion of socialist Croatia's capital resided in the hotel industry. The possibility for non-citizens to buy property in contemporary Croatia has also meant a rush by foreigners (made even keener by the looming propects of EU membership) to buy coastal properties ranging from modest homes and apartments to hotels and other tourist ventures. So for the case of Croatia's transition, tourism (the vast majority of which is centered on the spectacularly beautiful coast) is clearly a central topic. 

Secondly, for a new nation "forged" in ethno-national violence questions about sovereignty and territorial integrity remain extremely important and sensitive, influencing how Croats respond – as I shall talk about later -- to the demands of the EU and to the interest of foreign investors who want to buy properties and companies in the country. From the other direction, of course, the perceived economic and political necessity of being accepted into the EU and by the larger international community helps discipline these Croatian responses to globalization. Interestingly, one of the areas in which the sovereignty question proves most acute is around the maritime border between Slovenia and Croatia,  still unsettled more than a decade after independence. This issue has been at the heart of heated exchanges in the Slovene electoral campaign – elections were held yesterday, October 3; yesterday was also the day a fishing-ecological zone unilaterally declared by Croatia and extending far into the Adriatic was established despite the protests of Slovenia and Italy. These disputes over the sovereignty of the Adriatic reflect, even as they impact, the EU integration process, given that Italy and now also Slovenia are on the "right" side of the EU border. Because Croatia's coastal and maritime resources are among the most valuable that the country has, it makes sense to unpack the tangle of issues around the maritime border, fishing, tourism, and vacation homes as a way into broader processes like globalization.

At a theoretical level, looking at understandings of property on and in water helps us think more critically about issues of ownership and property. Property is often conceived of in terms of land and territory whereas the vast watery spaces of the seas figure as inimical to ownership. The international principle that states have only a three mile limit of jurisdiction over the waters along their coasts – the so called territorial sea -- dates to the 17th century; most states extended this limit to 12 nautical miles in the 1980s, although the US  continued to insist on the doctrine of the freedom of the seas. This notion of the high seas being free was developed and advocated historically by those maritime nations like Great Britain and Holland whose fortunes rode on their ability to cross vast expanses of watery space without having passage controlled or halted in key straits.

Along with this notion of the seas as belonging to no one went a fallacious view, sadly disproved in the 20th century by the crash of fish stocks around the world, that the ocean represented an infinite resource. As it became painfully obvious that this was not true, states like the US moved to institute 200 mile economic zones in order to regulate and control fishing by trawler ships from countries like Russia and Japan. Sadly, the institution of the 200 mile economic zone did not always help further sustainable resource use; what happened in an industry like that of the cod was that the US now made it possible for American trawlers rather than foreign ones to devastate the resource. Stories like that of the cod have reinforced a view of the seas as a watery commons with the all too real potential for the tragedy of the sort described by Hardin in his landmark 1968 article.  Scholars following Hardin's argument view the sea a common resource inviting overexploitation owing to an assumed “natural” selfishness driving human action.   Anthropologists have had much to contribute to this debate about common resources, showing by means of detailed empirical work that people understand ownership in relation to ocean resources in ways having less to do with a putatively universal principle of maximizing self interest and more to do with local systems of cultural meaning, as well as global processes as colonialism and capitalism. As the Icelandic maritime anthropologist Gisli Pálsson contends, "Hardin’s thesis … fails to recognize the social nature of production, assuming that the users of commons are autonomous, selfish individuals trying to maximize short-term gains and that the commons dilemma can only be solved through the ‘technical’ intervention of an external authority, the state" (1991:16) or, alternatively, through the installation of a regime of private property rights.

The commons model conflates understandings of property in common (which may have precise rules about access and exclusivity) with those of common property or open access. Indeed, maritime anthropologists have demonstrated that "in many fishing societies people have developed indigenous means of regulating access to fishing grounds" (Pálsson 1991:44). Anthropologists often talk about what they call sea tenure or, in the words of Cordell and McKean,  "collectively managed informal territorial use rights in a range of fisheries previously regarded as unownable. … Sea tenure is concerned with ways in which inshore fishermen perceive, name, partition, own and defend local sea space and resources." Anthropological studies of these varied practices of sea tenure deflate claims to the universality of the wide-open commons concept, underscoring that the idea of the oceans as a commons is a recent, and European, one. At the same time, however, anthropological work within European maritime communities also raises serious questions about the universal applicability of the commons notion even for the European context (McCay 1987).  

All this is to say that even if certain ways of viewing property and resources – whether on land or in water – have become hegemonic, they cannot be taken as normative or natural. Part of anthropology's value is to remind us to be attentive to the cultural systems of meaning in which particular practices are located or imported. Even if Croatia has (re)instituted a system of private property rights, for example, we should not assume that property is necessarily understood in the same way as in the US or Western Europe. Nor should we assume that there is necessarily a unitary standard or framework thru which property rights are understood in a place like Croatia. The research of German anthropologist Carolin Leutloff-Grandits on property restitution in Croatia's Krajina region, formerly inhabited by an ethnic Serb majority, illustrates this well; there she found Serb owners demanding return of their properties and Croatian settlers making recourse to different regimes of property, respectively a Croatian national property regime and an individual private property regime. In studying how individuals negotiated their particular claims within these different frameworks, Leutloff attended not only to "the legal level of property rights . . . but also to the institutions and procedures supporting the implementation of these laws and general property policies, that is, the public discourses, norms and values which give legitimisation to one property regime over another" (4). Woe to the scholar – or the investor – who does not follow her lead.

 As this example indicates, anthropology's typically more micro focus on the local contexts in which actions are given meaning can offer much for the study of seemingly vast processes like globalization and privatization. As Katherine Verdery notes in The Vanishing Hectare, her study of the decollectivization of agricultural property in Romania, anthropology's attention to the micro level enables us, 

To see more clearly how it is that policies made at the top are subverted or modified, thereby constraining what is possible at the top. In the context of institutional instability, local actors had to find ways of stabilizing their existence that might not accord with those planned in national and international politics. By concentrating on cultural understandings and social relationships at the micro level and by getting inside daily practices through which new property arrangements can take shape, anthropology contributes ways of understanding property change that institutional approaches miss. It also greatly complicates the assessment of costs and benefits that might enter into 'rational calculation'" (2003: 28).

***

Before I unpack changing meanings of property and territory in Croatia, however, let me step back a moment and give some basic background about Croatia for those of you who aren't familiar with the region and give you also a sense of what an anthropologist like myself might do in a place like Croatia. With approximately 1,000 km of coastline, Croatia is bordered by Slovenia, Bosnia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Hungary and looks across the relatively narrow Adriatic Sea to Italy. (Show map.) I first went to Croatia in the summer of 1992, exactly one year after Slovenia and Croatia declared their independence from the Yugoslav federation. This move – considered "secession by breakaway republics" by those loyal to a united Yugoslavia (with its capital in Belgrade) – led to a brief 10 day war in Slovenia between the JNA (Yugoslav National Army) and a six month war in Croatia, whose effective halt was brokered by a United Nations cease fire in January of 1992. The conclusive end to fighting, however, only came with the settling of the conflict in neighboring Bosnia by means of the 1995 Dayton Treaty.  

Throughout the 1990s, political debate in Croatia and observations (scholarly and otherwise) about the newly independent state focused on the most explosive issues following out of the wars: the centralizing nationalism and authoritarian rule of Croatia's first President Franjo Tudjman and his ruling party, the Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ), problems of refugee resettlement and return; the need to de-mine large areas of Croatia; and the rebuilding of damaged infrastructure and housing. The wars of Yugoslav succession thus made Croatia's "transition" out of socialism different from those in the other former socialist countries of Eastern Europe. In contrast to much of Eastern Europe, where intense interest in the dual transition to a market economy and democratic political system generated a field known as "transitology," most of the focus on Croatia – at least in scholarly terms -- was dedicated to understanding and dealing with the consequences of the divisive ethno-nationalisms that had brought about the wars. issues like privatization – key on agendas in other parts of the socialist world – and the integration of Croatia into global markets received much less attention.  The relative invisibility of the privatization process in studies of Croatia reflected a bias in the literature but also the slow pace with which the Tudjman regime initially undertook privatization. 

I was among those students of Croatia who gave little attention to the issues most pressing for Croatia's reconstruction. I have spent much of the past decade focused on the northwestern border region of Istria. This area was part of the Italian state from the close of World War I until just after World War II, at which time the region was partitioned between Italy and the newly socialist federation of Yugoslavia. Yugoslav Istria was, in turn, further divided between Slovenia and Croatia after 1991. In the 1990s I spent over two years living on the different sides of this partitioned region, taking as my principal fieldwork sites the Italian port city of Trieste – home to a sizable and vocal community of ethnic Italians who from Istria who resettled there after World War II – and the town of Rovinj, in Croatian Istria – a town in which a good number of Italians chose to remain under Yugoslavia. My research at that time focused on how members of the divided population of ethnic Italians from Istria – the Italians who left because they did not want or could not live under Tito's Yugoslavia and those who chose to remain under Yugoslavia – remembered the so called postwar "exodus" of Italians in diverse ways.  Yugoslavia's dissolution made it possible to talk about this exodus in new ways and also found new audiences for this history, as Italians who had left Yugoslavia claimed to be victims of an early episode of ethnic cleansing.

The political associations of some of these Italians also began to make legal claims; some went so far as to argue that the treaty that ratified the territorial partition of the area no longer proved valid, given that one of the signatories (Yugoslavia) didn't exist anymore. More moderate Italian exiles recognized that they had little hope of Italy annexing Istria; they instead pushed forward claims for restitution, where possible, or elsewhere for compensation of properties lost when Tito's regime nationalized them. Thus even before the dust had settled from the break up and the new independent state of Croatia could turn its attention to issues of property, there were highly charged demands for property restitution. 

The progress of the wars of succession further complicated the picture, as refugees from Bosnia Herzegovina and occupied areas of Croatia (like Slavonia) arrived in Istria, brought there by the Tudjman regime ostensibly because there existed a large number of hotels (from the days of socialist mass tourism) that could house refugees. The hotels were only temporary solutions, however, and many refugees (encouraged by the authorities) expropriated empty apartments and houses that belonged to individuals from the other republics that had made up Yugoslavia. In places like Rovinj, for example, many vacation homes and flats belonged to the intellectual and artistic elites of Belgrade; these flats were broken into and inhabited by refugee squatters, who believed they had a moral (and, as time wore on and they lived in them over a period of years) a use right to these properties. Yet many of these properties seized by the refugees from Serbs had once belonged to ethnic Italians who had seen their property confiscated or nationalized or who had simply abandoned them when they fled in the years between 1945 and 1954. Thus for an independent, post-socialist Croatia untangling who these properties "belonged to" was no easy task.  The two-fold challenge of restitution of property rights, on the one hand– that is reassigning property rights to formerly nationalized or socialized properties – and of private property creation, on the other [the establishing of property rights where "the objects in question had never been held privately" (Verdery 2004: 5) as with the case of the assets of most socialist era state enterprises and firms) has yet to be fully resolved, more than a decade after Croatia became independent. For foreign individuals buying properties in Croatia, there still exists no clear way in which to establish title – it may happen (and indeed has) that an unsuspecting buyer opens the door one day to come face to face with a long lost uncle who has a legal claim of inheritance to the property. 

The government did pass a law in 1996 returning property to "victims of communism'"  (Jeffries 2002: 50). This law only applied to citizens of Croatia, however, and thus excluded the contentious claims of Italians. Socially owned housing that once belonged to Italians or other claimants who were not citizens of Croatia quickly underwent privatization from 1991 on. The individuals occupying such houses or apartments were given the chance to buy these properties at very low rates, with the price discounted up to 70% of the property value. This privatization of housing thus recognized occupancy rights. Yet under the Yugoslav socialist regime private property also existed. Absent, however, were the state farms of collectivized agriculture found in every other European country of state socialism, with the exception of Poland. 

These differences point to the specificity of Croatia's privatization process, given not only Yugoslavia's violent dissolution but also the uniqueness of the Yugoslav brand of socialism. In order to understand the so-called transition, it is necessary first to understand what is being transitioned out of so let me offer a bit of explanation about the Yugoslav property regime. 

Although socialist Yugoslavia initially followed the Stalinist model of a highly centralized command economy, political differences between the USSR and Yugoslavia led to the latter's expulsion in 1948 from the Cominform. Making a virtue out of necessity, Tito and his collaborators proclaimed that Yugoslavia could offer a "Third Way" --  a new kind of socialist state true to Marxism. The ideological centerpiece of this new brand of socialism was the system of workers' self-management. In 1953, the concept of social property replaced that of state property. In theory, social property belonged to the entire society. Socialist enterprises thus held not property rights but rather "the right to use socially-owned assets and to appropriate their product" (Uvalic 1992: 6); within these enterprises, workers councils were established that gave employees a role in decision making, hence the term self management. This coincided with greater economic and political decentralization, which was furthered by the reforms carried out between 1963 and 1967. These reforms included the extension of the right to self mgmt to all types of organizations, the lodging of investment decisions within firms, decentralization of the banking sphere, and increased power at the level of the local communes and the republics, leading many observers to deem Yugoslavia an example of "market socialism" (Uvalic 1992: 6). Yugoslavia's relative openness was signaled by its membership in international economic institutions, including the IMF, GATT, and OECD, and its privileged relationship with the European Community beginning in the 1970s (Uvalic 1992: 9). This relative economic openness was matched by a political openness, with Yugoslavs permitted to travel abroad and foreigners encouraged to visit Yugoslavia. 

Nowhere was this more manifest than in the establishment of a thriving mass tourism industry in socialist Yugoslavia from the mid 1960s on. Tourism provided valuable hard currency and also offered individual Yugoslavs limited entrepreneurial activities. Income from renting apartments to tourists and the easy credits from the government to build such apartments made for a building boom, particularly along the Adriatic coast. (Foreigners, however, could not buy or own property). This rendered newly prosperous areas that previously had suffered from isolation and economic underdevelopment, including many of the Dalmatian islands and the Istrian peninsula.  Prior to the 1991 war, roughly 80% of all Yugoslav tourist revenues came from activity in Croatia and, of that, 50% came from Istria alone (Betti 1997: 22). This unbalanced picture of tourism reflected larger economic disparities between the westernmost republics – Slovenia and Croatia – and the rest of the Yugoslav federation. 

These economic inequities increasingly came to the fore as Yugoslavia descended into economic crisis in the 1980s and many voices in Slovenia and Croatia complained about being held hostage to an inefficient center that drained their hard won earnings. While the reasons for the Yugoslav break up are complex, one could argue that "globalization" – understood here in terms of Yugoslavia's economic relationships with international lending institutions and noncontiguous states – played a key role in the dissolution. During the 1970s, Yugoslavia increasingly turned to foreign loans in order to counter a growing trade deficit and balance of payments problems (aggravated by the oil shocks of the 1970s). By 1980, the year of Tito's death, Yugoslavia's external debt hovered at around $18 billion. Western governments and international institutions offered stand-by loans and an IMF austerity package; the restrictive policies demanded by the IMF, combined with skyrocketing inflation, resulted in lowered standards of living and shortages together with growing political unrest (Uvalic 1992: 9-14). In the final years of Yugoslavia's existence, the government attempted to liberalize the economy. New possibilities were created for opening private businesses and for foreign investment. Indeed, privatization actually began under federal Yugoslavia, with each republic establishing its own Privatization Agency and Development Fund.

  In February 1991, four months before Croatia declared independence, the Law on the Transformation of Social Enterprises set the framework for privatization in CRO and made the abolition of "social property" mandatory (Bartlett 2003: 92-93). The initial privatization laws in Croatia in effect made for "tacit nationalization, as a tendency of both governments to first renationalize (partly or fully) social property in order to proceed with privatization later and to implement it gradually " (Uvalic 1992: 190). The desire of the republican government to control privatization carried over into the post-Yugoslav era in Croatia, where privatization under Tudjman initially entailed the state assuming more, rather than less, control over the economy – this is another feature specific to the transition in the former Yugoslavia, as opposed to many other parts of Eastern Europe. What happened was that the government established a one year deadline in which firms had to devise and have approved their privatization plans; by the end of the deadline, only 119 out of 35,000 socially owned firms had submitted plans that received state approval. As a result, 97% of such firms were placed in the portfolio of what became known from 1993 on as the Croatian Privatization Fund, through which the regime doled them out to supporters and members of the HDZ, thereby consolidating the party's hold on power (Ottaway 2003: 115; Bartlett 2003: 52). This created a new class of so-called "tycoons." Privatization nonetheless proceeded slowly until the Dayton Accords, soon after which a new act initiated wide-scale privatization on the basis of vouchers; at that time, an estimated 70-80% of all capital still remained state property (Betti 1997: 12-16).

For much of the 1990s, then, a protectionist and nationalist tendency dominated the ruling HDZ party, with the result that Croatia failed to successfully integrate into larger economic networks (Bartlett 2003: 65) – indeed, one could argue that Croatia became less globalized than it had been under Yugoslavia in the 1970s and 1980s. The end result of Tudjman's economic policies was a dramatic growth in inequality, "well in excess of the level observed in other transition economies in Central Europe" according to William Bartlett (2003: 127).

Some scholars have thus labeled the post-Tudjman era – marked by Tudjman's death in 1999 and the election of a new left-center coalition in January 2000 – as inaugurating a "second transition" out of socialism (Ottaway 2003), the phase in which Croatia finds itself today.

The first post-Tudjman coalition demonstrated its break with the recent past by expressing its openness to international bodies such as the World Bank and the IMF in promoting financial recovery and stating its eager desire to join the EU. Croatia's leaders, in turn, received pledges of support from many EU member states and international institutions that had been wary of the Tudjman government's nationalism and human rights abuses. The new government quickly set about reorganizing the Privatization Fund and establishing new priorities: in place of Tudjman's nationalist protectionism came a stated desire for increased foreign investment, structural adaptation of the economy to the standards of the European Union, greater legal transparency, and recovery and revitalization of the tourist industry. Although a more centrist HDZ party returned to power in 2003, fears that this would signal a return to the more closed nationalist policies of the Tudjman era have not been borne out. 

Instead, the current Prime Minister Ivo Sanader has overseen Croatia's approval for EU candidate status; the negotiations proved tricky, as Italy raised yet again the issue of settlement of the question of Istrian Italians' lost properties, Slovenia made demands about settling the maritime border [neither of which have been resolved at this time], and non-adjacent EU states pushed Croatia to participate fully with the International War Crimes Tribunal (which Croatia did).  So although Croatia has been given the green light to begin EU accession negotiations, a large list of contentious issues awaits resolution. 

To what degree does Croatia's desire to join the EU and the fact that the EU holds the upper hand in any such negotiations shape the ways in which Croatia deals with these issues? I would argue that for Croatia and Croats, becoming "European" proves akin in key ways to the processes by which the transition to a market economy in Eastern Europe sought to remake socialist workers into flexible employees responsible for managing an autonomous self. Let me explain what I mean here by drawing on the research of Elizabeth Dunn (2004), whose fieldwork consisted in working at various jobs inside a Polish baby food plant that was bought after 1989 by the multinational Gerber Company. Dunn chronicles how Alima Gerber's managers sought to institute TQM techniques designed to make workers more accountable and self-auditing. Workers needed to become "possessive individuals" in the sense used by MacPherson, ie. the owner of him or herself. To quote Dunn, "In this sense, 'possessive' and 'individual' are mutually constituting and the self  becomes a kind of personal property . … If consumers in a market economy are 'entrepreneurs' of themselves, they must also be 'owners' of themselves .. . . The privatization of persons thus also privatizes regulation, making subjects – not the state – the agents who ensure that their behavior is consonant with the reproduction of the economic order" (2004: 126, 128, 129, 169). Dunn argues that the market system and companies like Gerber thus brought with them expectations of a very different model of personhood and self from those that had prevailed under state socialism. 

In like manner, entry into the EU also constitutes a disciplining process  -- entering states are more overtly disciplined than in the Gerber case, of course, through accession conditions and regulations issued from Brussels. The aim of the EU, however, is to remake formerly socialist states and its citizens into European ones that are ultimately accountable and self-auditing – not through TQM but through the rule of law, democratic procedure, human and minority rights protection, a regime of private property rights, and so on. In a recent address at Harvard University, Croatian Prime Minister Sanader showed that he knew what to emphasize when he said that the EU is about values such as freedom, democracy, and the philosophy of the market economy. And just as the relationship between Gerber and its workers was an unequal one – for Gerber had the power to hire and fire – so too is the relationship between the EU and its aspirants unequal – for the EU has the power to say who is in and who is out. Thus Slovenia, now on the right side of the EU border, uses both the carrot and the stick to discipline Croatia to resolve the maritime and fishing disputes between those two countries. During the recent electoral campaign in Slovenia, the demand that Croatia settle the contentions on Slovenia's terms as been increasingly linked with the threat that otherwise Slovenia will not cooperate with or may even actively work against Croatia's bid for EU membership. In the background of this political posturing is the renewal of a "fisherman's war" between Croatian and Slovene fishers in the Gulf of Piran, the body of water in dispute. The dispute hinges around this: the Slovenes want the line of demarcation drawn so as to award Slovenia 80% of the gulf and to create a corridor allowing access to international waters. Many in Croatia instead insist upon splitting the gulf 50/50, in keeping with the stipulations of Article 15 of the 1982 UN Kingston Convention regarding international maritime rights. Although the Badinter commission of 1991 declared that the borders of the republics of the former Yugoslavia as they stood at the time of Yugoslavia's dissolution would not be altered, no clear maritime boundary between Slovenia and Croatia had been established under Yugoslavia. Administratively, the Slovene police patrolled all of the Gulf at the time of Yugoslavia's break up, a fact the Slovenes take as proof that the Gulf rightfully belongs to them. The Croatian side has repeatedly pressed for international arbitration of the issue, something Slovenia rejects in favor of bilateral agreements; Slovenia further insists on the validity of a 2001 accord brokered by Croatia's previous Prime Minister Racan and Slovene Prime Minister Drnovsek to award 2/3 of the gulf to Slovenia, an accord that was never ratified in the Croatian parliament. 

Racan's participation in this accord demonstrates how, at least in 2001, key figures in the Croatian government were willing to put good diplomatic relations with Slovenia (then on the fast track to EU entry) above the demands of their citizens who were fishermen. Racan's 2001 agreement catalyzed long-standing tensions at the local level. Croatian fishermen rapidly mobilized against the agreement; a fleet of 80 boats blocked the port of Novigrad in April, 2001; on June 25, 2002, (the day commemorating Croatia's independence in 1991) the fishermen backed down from a planned protest only after the Croatian special forces were called in to prevent the fishermen's announced aim of planting a Croatian flag on a floating marker in the middle of the bay. An informal provisional agreement made in 2002 allowed for 140 boats from Slovenia to take fish on the Croatian side and vice versa, reiterating a principle of reciprocity enshrined in a 1997 accord that the Croatian fishermen had never accepted as valid. The Croatian fishermen expressed more anger over this agreement towards the Croatian government, which they saw as having "betrayed" them and having sold out their interests, than against their Slovene counterparts.  

In the case of the Istrian fishermen's dispute, then, we find contrasting notions of ownership between the competing fishermen – Slovene fishermen, for example, embrace the principle of reciprocal fishing rights whereas Croatian fishermen do not – and between fishermen and their state representatives. We also find competing understandings of what stewardship over the environment consists in, given concerns expressed by both Croatian fishermen and marine biologists regarding the potential for stripping a fragile marine ecosystem as a result of granting 140 licenses to each side. In Croatia, then, it is not local resource users (those usually blamed for the "tragedy of the commons") but the state – which granted a disproportionately large number (140 on each side– a number exceeding that of all Slovene fishing boats total) of fishing licenses within a small area – that appears to threaten the basis of the ecosystem. Just as in Iceland, where the introduction of individual transferable quotas (ITQs) into a system of traditional, non-market based fishing relationships resulted in a discourse about the "immorality of transferable fishing licenses" (Pálsson 1999: 46), here the state's sponsoring of a potential expansion of fishing and the possibilities for overfishing in Croatian waters has prompted intensive discussion among local fishermen about the inherent immorality of the postsocialist regime of property rights and its negative effects in terms of both the environment and social relationships.

The fishermen have organized themselves politically in order to challenge the decisions of both Slovenia and Croatia. As Danilo Latin, the outspoken former leader of the Association for the Integrity of the Croatian Sea, told me, in Croatia concern for the environment exists "only in the service of politics." In his view, the regionalist party that has held power in the county of Istria since Croatia's independence has given lip service to trans-border agreements to protect the Adriatic maritime space shared between Italy, Slovenia and Croatia only in order to gain European credentials. Danilo and his fellow fishermen argue that the regionalists have diminished and downplayed the actual problems afflicting the gulf. The president of the regionalist party, Ivan Jakovcic, for instance, has declared that this dispute is really "just a problem of five fishermen." 

In addition, Jakovcic has publicly ascribed to the fishermen a Balkanic mentality, noting that "these war cries [by the fishermen] are not part of our mental habits and instead look towards other regions, other times, other men. Unfortunately, the fishermen are not politically mature, nor are they capable of resolving the dispute." The Croatian Prime Minister Racan made similar statements. Such comments reflect the continued prevalence of an Orientalizing rhetoric within Croatia, where behavior labeled anti-European refers to a complex of notions about Balkanness and Eastern backwardness; the anti-European label serves as a powerful means with which to delegitimize one's opponents. Thus Europe as an idea, not just as a set of institutional arrangements embodied in the EU, also becomes a means to discipline within the context of Croatian politics. In the formulation of Jakovcic, for example, the Croatian fishermen figure as nationalists whose defense of a small area of maritime territory threatens to shipwreck good relations with neighboring Slovenia and, by extension, Croatia's passage onto the SS Europe.

At first glance, Jakovcic's reading of the Croatian fishermen's concerns as typical of the logics of nationalism in former Yugoslavia, that is, as symptomatic of a pervasive xenophobia towards Others and a concern with defending the borders of the nation, might seem to make a lot of sense. The discourse of the fishermen of the Umag and Savudrija area I spoke with in 2002, however, suggests that reading events in and around the Gulf of Piran only as a problem of ethno-nationalism or of "political immaturity" misses broader questions of property relations.  As the Istrian fishermen see it, their local and national political representatives have privileged larger interests (i.e. facilitating entry into Europe by placating Slovenia) at the same time that they have taken advantage of the opportunities for personal profit opened up by Croatia's privatization process.

In the Istrian region, the terrestrial landscape is marked – locals would say blighted -- by private weekend houses owned primarily by Slovenes (many of them dating from the Yugoslav period) and massive new apartments and tourist residences financed with Slovene capital and often built without the proper permits and permissions. When I snapped a few photos of one of the most conspicuous of these new residence complexes --- the Costa Brava style "Skipper" project near Savudrija -- I found my car blocked by a security guard, who demanded to know why I was taking the pictures and who informed me that photos were forbidden; the manager of the project came out to investigate and told me that the owner does not want pictures taken, a rather surprising attitude in the face of an obvious foreigner (they initially thought I was German) who was asking about investment possibilities. This nervous attitude likely reflects the tension in the area surrounding such projects, as well as the fact that such investments are semi-legal, at best. A spoils system of rewards exists at the local and regional level by which foreign interests reward local political sponsors who enable privatization and building to go forward by sidestepping the complicated bureaucratic channels an average Croatian citizen would face to purchase property or  modify/build certain structures. The Skipper project has, in fact, become embroiled in a number of scandals.

For locals like Danilo Latin who do not count themselves among those Istrians profiting from this privatization process, the real problem in the Gulf of Piran is not a question of borders and their nationalistic defense, then, but one of political interests, with Slovenes on the one hand undertaking a "gobbling up of Croatian interests" and Croatian politicians, on the other hand, sacrificing Istria and the interests of its common people. Latin, as well as other individuals from the Savudrija area I interviewed, claim that the real enemy is the corruption endemic to post-socialist Croatia and epidemic to the system of privatizing former state enterprises. At the same time, certain abuses by Slovene investors and Slovene fishermen are tolerated not just because local individuals profit, but also because Croatia is held "hostage" to its politically and economically more developed neighbor, whose tourists boost the local Istrian economy and whose leaders are not afraid to use the cudgel of harming Croatia's EU prospects. The price to be paid for admission into the European club, fear fishermen and other locals in Istria, will be that the Croatian sea and coastline end up in the hands of outsiders and that local people, with the exception of those greasing the wheels of the privatization process, will lose all control over the future development of their territory. Such fears do not prove unique to Croatia, of course, and we can find many examples of coastal areas under similar development pressures; yet the specificity of the postsocialist Croatian situation means that this buy out is happening extremely quickly and is explicitly perceived as bound up with EU politics. 

In the time since the government of Racan was defeated by the reformed HDZ coalition led by Sanader, things have shifted a bit, as Sanader's government does not accept the Racan agreement that recognized Slovene demands to the Gulf of Piran. Yet Sanader must walk a thin line between the demands of EU member states and issues of domestic politics. This past July fisherman leader Danilo Latin warned, "If the State won't protect our interests, we'll do it ourselves" and, not surprisingly, incidents between the Croatian fishermen and Slovene police continued to heat up this  summer as the result of divergent interpretations of where the line in the Gulf is. Daniele Kolec, another of the Croatian fisherman I interviewed, was involved in one such "provocation" in July, when the fishermen of the Sargus co-op installed a system of signaling buoys; the buoys were placed north of the line considered Slovene waters by Ljubljana and the Slovene police intervened. The Sanader government has sent notes of diplomatic protest to Slovenia, suggesting that it has adopted a firmer stance than the Racan government did; at the same time, Sanader has pressed for an EU-wide solution to the issues troubling the Adriatic's waters, not a trilateral one between Slovenia, Croatia, and Italy. 

The responses of the Sanader government and most especially of the Croatian fishermen help us to extend the parallel drawn to the case of privatization studied by Dunn in Poland. Although the power relationship between Gerber and its workers was an inherently unequal one, workers nonetheless invoked other kinds of discourses – those of kinship and morality (associated with Catholicism, the Solidarity movement, and socialist notions of workers' rights), ones that insisted that workers were not just autonomous employees but parts of larger social and moral communities.  Workers who saw socialism denigrated by the Gerber managers for having produced rigid, inflexible workers subverted the discourse and instead argued that the conditions of socialist production had demanded great flexibility, as workers rapidly shifted jobs in response to whatever materials were available and made products ranging from baby food to fruit juice to liquors on the basis of what they had to work with (Dunn 2004: 84). Predictably, Gerber executives found that their expectations or understandings often did not match those of its employees, as when Gerber offered employees the chance to buy stock in the company. Workers did so with enthusiasm; but whereas Gerber believed that having property in the company would provide an incentive for self-discipline and a desire to make the company profitable, workers interpreted this stock ownership as a means by which to have an active say in the company's decision making processes. When this became clear, Gerber quickly bought the shares back (ibid: 47).  

Like Gerber's Polish employees, a Croatian state disciplined by the EU and European Union-ism, for example, nonetheless resists some of the disciplining, within the limits of the possible. Sanader, for example, has declared that Croatia is a model for the other aspiring states of Southeastern Europe to look to and follow at the same time that he proudly defends the record of the Tudjman era, thus refusing to take a line that depicts everything that preceded Croatia's current EU candidacy as pathological. Furthermore, Sanader states – almost as a sort of warning – that the "dream" of the EU can't be realized without those countries currently outside of the EU framework. If we need the EU, he seems to be saying, the EU also needs us. At the same time, by proposing an EU wide solution for the contentions in the Adriatic, Sanader indicates how Croatia can try to use the EU framework to its advantage, rather than be held hostage by its two immediate EU member neighbors. 

In like manner, Croatian fishermen being disciplined within Croatia by the notion of "European behavior" and the demands of EU membership subvert a language employed, for example, to talk about common environmental protection in a future European Adriatic zone. In using this language, the fishermen denounce the ways in which the environment (and average Croats' economic well being) actually becomes sacrificed to the politics of integration. The fishermen of Croatian Istria render synonymous "moral" and "territorial" integrity, with territory here understood as both maritime and terrestrial (for, as Danilo Latin put it, one square meter of land is equal to one cubic meter of sea). 

In postsocialist Croatia, then, concerns about ownership in and around water prove inextricably bound up with concerns about ownership in land, as the fishermen's explicit linkage of the maritime border with issues of vacation properties suggests. In turn, these unresolved difficulties with Slovenia at the diplomatic level and the pervasive anti-Slovene sentiment on the ground in Croatia have impacted the privatization process in any number of ways. One now infamous case involved the Slovene company Terme Catez, which won the bid from the Croatian Privatization Fund for a tourist complex on the island of Hvar. When this became known, both islanders and local politicians collected signatures for a petition protesting the sale. This opposition centered on the links between Terme Catez and (the now defunct) Ljubljanska Banka, which has frozen the assets of Croatian citizens and refused to return them in the decade since Yugoslavia dissolved. More generally, though, the protest gave voice to the pervasive belief that the privatization bidding process is biased. The charge that the CPF had unfairly advantaged Terme Catez in the bidding process resulted in months of parliamentary debate over the case, with the decision to award the tourist complex to the Slovenes of Terme Catez nullified.

CONCLUSIONS

In this talk, I hope to have suggested why looking at culturally specific meanings of ownership and property on a variety of levels can help us understand certain aspects of Croatia's ongoing integration into wider economic and political structures. When I was invited to speak in this series, I was told that the central question guiding these talks is this: "To what extent are political and economic processes and decisions in Europe driving globalization, or being driven by globalization? " I have argued that for countries like Croatia, geographically within Europe but outside of the institutional framework of the EU, globalization is shaped crucially by the politics of European integration . And when I talk about globalization, I mean both the ways in which it is occurring and how Croats are responding to it and, in turn, attempting to exert agency over the process of change.  As they do this, they invoke a range of meanings and understandings of property that are not always complementary but which reveal the ways in which place and space do not necessarily lose salience in the advent of globalization. Indeed, if the disputes over where to draw the line in the Bay of Piran or to whom to award the tourist complex on the island of Hvar show anything, it is that we need to think about place creatively -- not just as "land" but as space (watery, solid or otherwise) invested with meaning.  Anthropology's emphasis on context and its methodological penchant for extensive field based research can make for ethnographically rich accounts that, in Daphne Berdahl's words, "both complement and challenge [the] macrolevel analyses" that have predominated in studies of the transition out of socialism and of globalization more generally. Yet most of the anthropological work on the transition  -- particularly that on property rights -- has been extremely terrestrialized, with a prevalent focus on the process of rural decollectivization, to the neglect of industrial enterprises or watery issues like those percolating in the Adriatic.  I hope my work can begin to fill this gap.

Finally, let me conclude by noting that many authors of popular and scholarly accounts of globalization employ watery metaphors – of flows, fluidity, circulations – in an effort to capture the increasing unboundedness of movements of capital, communications, and persons. The sea and its qualities thus come to symbolize the growing permeability of borders in a globalizing world, even as the oceans themselves literally represent both medium and site of globalization. I hope to have suggested how thinking about actual watery spaces, not just watery metaphors, can further our understanding of globalization.      
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