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Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Author: N. Tromp

Introduction

There is no consensus among experts about thescandesven the course of the conflict, and
the factual details of this conflict and their iqieetation are still under discussion. The British
Yugoslavia expert James Gow pointed out in his review of the relevant literatentitled

“After the Flood: Literature on the Context, Cauaesd Course of the Yugoslav War -
Reflections and Refractions” that the publicatidesoted to the former Yugoslavia often
reveal a situation in which each fact, claim oeiptetation given by one author is refuted by
another: “It is clear that not only was the Yugeskar hideously complex in its detail and in
the variety of issues raised, but comprehensianveds made more difficult by the welter of
competing narratives seeking to explaint.’/Another important remark by Gow referred to
the many factual errors and dubious interpretatiorise literature on both the history of
Yugoslavia and the current crisis. Gow concludes: tiMistakes and important omissions are
common in the literature - and both inevitable anderstandable, given the complex nature
of the subject and the period in question. Theeedanger for the non-expert reader (or even
for the expert reader who may have happened to imégssed something) that, where a mistake
is repeated from one author to another, it wiltddeen as correct?] In “Instant History:
Understanding the Wars of Yugoslav Succession,f fugoslavia experts review recent
English-language publications dealing with the wathe former Yugoslavig. On the basis

of a limited number of books, they try to find amsw/to a series of questions which have been
regularly posed since the start of the conflict:H\¥ the peoples of the former Yugoslavia
have suffered and died, a horrified but nevertiselascinated world has wondered how it was
possible that a seemingly prosperous and stabletigocould collapse into such brutal
internecine war. Was this caused by “ancient ethatceds” breaking loose? Who was at

fault, the Yugoslav communists or ethnic nationig)isvestern financial pressures or indecisive
western policy? Could the wars have been preveMéuit to do now?75]

The literature on the history of the Yugoslav statd the crisis of the nineties is vast
but of variable quality. The authors of “Instanstdiry...” point out a wide diversity of themes
and a lack of theoretical orientation in the litera they select. They distinguish between
books written by academics (historians, politicaéstists, sociologists, etc.) and those by
non-academics (journalists, diplomats and othetevg). The American historian Sarah A.
Kent also stressed the problem of the lack of pgrtheoretical framework in the
publications about the recent war in the former &d&lgvia in her review article “Writing the
Yugoslav Wars: English-language books on Bosni@Z1P996) and the challenges of
analysing contemporary historisl. She considered that “The challenge for historiasow
to employ the distinctive analytical tools of ousapline to evaluate the basically ahistorical
body of work on a current everit’]. While she also stressed the distinction between
publications written by scholars and those by ndmkars, she pointed out that the three best
books on the crisis in the former Yugoslavia wereially written by non-scholas]

On this basis, Sarah Kent warned against lookingii® “truth” in the literature on the
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Yugoslav crisis: “A general reader’s principal taslkapproaching these books, like
those produced by similar contemporary conflicdgherefore to develop a critical
perspective: that is, to examine authorial intemteconstruct the context of the author’s
experience, and to assess the strengths and weakr@fsan author’s interpretatiop]”In
other words, it is important not only to understaimel claims made in the books but also to
consider who wrote them. A clear impression thatatthors are very closely involved with
their topic may lead the reader to suspect that &éne biased. Most of the authors who have
written about the former Yugoslavia - especiallyg@ writing about the recent war - have
been accused by their colleagues, book reviewdtsegoarties involved in the conflict of
being biased or of favouring one particular sideheing pro-Serb, pro-Croat of pro-Muslim.
For example, critics accuse the American Yugoslaxj@ert Susan L. Woodward of defending
Serb policies in her bodBalkan Tragedy but they still regard this work as an indispdasa
contribution to the debateo] Other authors have openly taken sides, such a&tibigian
writer Peter Handke who is now regarded as pro-S#Hen anti-Serb feeling was at its height
in Europe, he travelled through Serbia to gainteebenderstanding of Serb political
viewpoints, after which he adopted an extreme stdéaycdepicting the Serbs as innocent
victims. On the other hand, the British historigmd @ommentator Noel Malcolm is regarded
by some as a supporter of the Bosnian MuslimsbBak on the history of Bosnia appeared in
1994, when the foreign mediators involved in thgatations had arrived at a position of
extreme doubt about the future of Bosnia-Hercegoas a unitary state. In his book, Malcolm
defended the historical legitimacy of Bosnia-Hemega as an independent state, in line with
the official position of the Bosnian government endlija Izetbegovig11]

The British author Rebecca West gave a telling rilgsan of the lack of objectivity
and tendency to take sides exhibited by her congpain their writings about the Balkans
more than half a century agel: "English persons, therefore, of humanitarian eefdrmist
disposition constantly went out to the Balkan Psula to see who was in fact ill-treating
whom, and, being by the very nature of their peibdedst faith unable to accept the horrid
hypothesis that everybody was ill-treating everybelse, all came back with a pet Balkan
people established in their hearts as sufferingimmacent, eternally massacree and never a
massacrer[13]

A typical example of bias in modern times is pr@ddy the scientific staff of the
Institute for Slav and Balkan Studies of the Rusgiaademy of Sciences in Moscow. Most of
the researchers there were experts in one parti®@gdéon such as Croatia, Slovenia and
Serbia. Great disagreement arose between theseisaggional experts during the Yugoslav
war, each specialist showing a very marked tendemdgfend the political stance adopted by
“his” or “her” republic. The publications produckg the staff of the institute during this
period show for example that the Croatia experg§edRomanenko was critical of Serb policy
concerning Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina, whiéieSkrbia expert Elena Guskova defended
this policy.[14] This type of bias could be regularly observedimnilar institutes in other
countries during the recent war.

As a by-product of this trend, authors with rootshie former Yugoslavia were often
regardeda priori as biased. Even though some of them had workeddloo many years (or
had even been born abroad), there was a tendemicinkathat they could not be objective
because of their ethnic origire] For example, if authors of Serb descent werecatitf Serb
policy in their writings, no one will think of acsing them of doing this because they are pro-
Croat or pro-Bosnian. At most, they could be char@ed as “traitors” by Serb ideologists.
But if these same authors expressed criticism ahigm policy, their criticism ran the risk of
being disregarded as biased.

This problem is made more complicated by the taat some authors of Yugoslav
descent do support the policies of the ethnic gtoughich they belong - or would like to
belong. A well known example is John Zameitiea a political scientist who worked in Great
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Britain before the war. He was the author e.ghefdtudyThe Yugoslav Confligh the
authoritativeAdelphi Paperswhich appeared in the summer of 1992. Though h8edo
origin, he acted as the spokesman of the Bosnigmd@ernment in Pale in 1993. In his
analysis of the political crisis in Bosnia-Herceg@/ he questioned the concept of Bosnia-
Hercegovina as a ‘republic of burgers’. His argutribat the Serbs would always be voted
down as a minority by the other two population gr®in such a state agreed with the line
followed by nationalist Serb politicians from Boani7)

A separate group is formed by the authors who playeactive role in formulating
nationalist ideologies and in fomenting inter-ethimtolerance. Some of them were respected
as experts in their own field before the confligrsed, such as the Bosnian historian of Serb
descent Milorad Ekmecic who has written a numbestafdard works on the history of the
South Slav peoplgs] He was however also one of the founder membettseafiationalist
party of the Bosnian Serbs, the SDS (Serbian DemtiodParty). He fled from Sarajevo to
Belgrade in 1992, and has since written a numbeplitical pamphlets about the risks posed
by Muslim fundamentalism in Bosnjze]

Mext Section

[1] The main books by Gow on this topic are Legitimang Military: The Yugoslav Crisis (London 1992)dan
Triumph of Lack of Will: International Diplomacy drthe Yugoslav War (London 1997).

[2] Gow (1997) 477.

[3] Ibid., 481.

[4] G. Stokes, J. Lampe, D. Rusinow, J. Mostow, ‘Instdistory: Understanding the Wars of Yugoslav
Succession’ Slavic Review 55 (Spring 1996). 138:162

[5] Ibid., 136.

[6] Sarah Kent, A Writing the Yugoslav Wars: Englisinguage Books on Bosnia (1992-1996) and the
Challenges of Analyzing Contemporary History; Angari Historical Review (October 1997) 1087-1114.

[7] Ibid., 1086.

[8] Kent means the books by C. Bennett, Yugoslaviéde@y Collapse: Causes, Course, and Consequences
(New York 1995). B. Magas, Destruction of Yugostaviracking the Break-up, 1980-92 (London 1993y kan
Silber and A. Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Natifwew York, 1996)

[9] Kent (1997) 1087-1088.

[10] Susan. L. Woodward, Balkan Tragedy: Chaos andoRitien after the Cold War (Washington, 1995)slt i
stated in ‘Instant History..." e.g. that she avdideiting about Kosovo and that she found countiesgs of
defending the policies of Milosevic (146-147).

[11] Peter Handke, A Journey to the Rivers: Justic&tbia (New York, 1997). Noel Malcolm, A Short tdisy
of Bosnia (London, 1994).

[12] West herself was (and still is) regarded as pmir8ad anti-Croat.

[13] Rebecca West, Black Lamb and Grey Falcon - a &guthrough Yugoslavia (Harmondsworth f2édition,
1994). This book was first published in 1942 Sitfean, it has gone through many editions and beasiated
into many languages.

[14] Elena Guskova had a big colour photograph of #ré §eneral Ratko Mladic (who has been accusedaof w
crimes) on the wall of her room in the Russian Asag of Arts and Sciences in 1998. When asked wiwa#
there, she replied that she had a great admirfdidmm as a soldier, and that it was not his faudit his political
masters had adopted such a catastrophic policy.

[15] A few more of the many examples of such authcedtae British journalist of Croatian descent, Clopsier
Cvijic (known in Croatia as Krsto Cvijic), the Aniean historian of Croatian descent Ivo Banac, thadh
historian of Serbian descent Stevan Pavlowich hadhmerican diplomat and historian of Serbian desédéex
Dragnich.

[16] John Zametica is an example of how ethnic origiachnot always imply political loyalty. He was aldof
an ethnically mixed marriage and is half Slovak hatf Muslim. His original name was Omer. When wer in
Bosnia-Hercegovina broke out, however, he tooksttle of the Bosnian Serbs and now calls himselédov
Zametica.

[17] According to the Serb journalist Slavko Curuvametica offered his services to the Bosnian Sierbs
London in 1992. It has been claimed that he infb@ehpublic opinion in Great Britain in favour oetBosnian
Serbs even before the war broke out (see theaftbaon Vejn na Miljacki’, in Borba, 10-11 April B3).

[18] M. Ekemcic, Stvaranje Jugoslavije, 1789-1918 (Badg, 1989). One of Ekemcic’s best known work#és t
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book Ratni ciljevi Srbije (Belgrade, 1973), whiclorvhim international acclaim.
[19] For example, he published two long essays in thekly Nedeljni Telegraf under the title ‘Islamerikia
which he accused the USA of giving worldwide suppoeidsliam (25 February and 4 March 1998).

2002 | Netherlands Institute for War Documentation
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Prewvigus Sectior

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Introduction

1. Selection criteria

It remains difficult to find a clear, comprehensasglanation of the disintegration of
Yugoslavia. This is certainly not due to a lacKitgfrature about the region. Even before the
start of the Yugoslav crisis, there was a vastditge about the history, politics and culture of
Yugoslavia available in many languages, especalnglish. The main problem, however, is
that there are hardly any good works reviewindfithld and summarizing the different views
expressed by the various authors. The objectitkeopresent text is to collect as many
representative views as possible concerning theeabeentioned topics.

This text is based in the first instance on anyaislof the English, Serbian, Croatian
and Bosnian literature. The English-language liteson the history of Yugoslavia and the
recent war predominates in terms of both quality gmantity. The great advantage of the
English-language literature is that it is accessiblan international audience and that it is read
world-wide by journalists, diplomats, politiciamajlitary personnel, scholars and students. In
addition, major works not originally written in Eligh are regularly translated into this
languagei]

In addition to the English-language literatures iessential to study the literature in the
languages that are spoken in the region if oneegish have an optimum understanding of the
history of the region and of the political develagnts in the recent past. This literature is only
accessible to a limited audience outside Yugos]awiza the regional experts and a few
journalists and diplomats. For the purposes ofringew, in particular the relevant Serb,

Croat and Bosnian sources have been consulte@satéd Dutch, French, German and
Russian literature (albeit to a much lesser extent)

The various themes found in the literature conceyiine former Yugoslavia and the
recent war have been collected in two chapters]exht
- The history of the Yugoslav state

- Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugasia

Some details concerning the content of these tvaptehns are given below.

(Chapter I). The main themes concerning the histbryugoslavia in the 1century
are the development of the South Slav nationaltgqpreand the power struggle in the Balkans
during this period. The following books have beaalgsed in this contexNational Question
in Yugoslavia: Origins, History, Politicglthaca, 1983) by Ivo BanaBtvaranje Jugoslavije,
1790-1918 (Belgrade, 1989) by Milorad Ekemcic; ahggoslavenska ideologija u hrvatskoj i
slovenskoj politicians: Hrvatsko-slovenski politiokinosi 1848-187(0Zagreb, 1986) by Petar
Korunic.

The following books dealing with the creation amskdlution of the Yugoslav state in
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the 20th century has been analysed: Ivo Led¥uggpslavia at the Paris Conference: A
Study in FrontiermakingNew Haven, 1977). D. Djordjevic and S. Fisherdkgleds.)The
Creation of Yugoslavid914-1918 (Santa Barbara, 1980). A. Dragnidie First Yugoslavia
(New Brunswick, 1974). Serbs and Kroats: The struggle in Yugoslgaw York, 1992).
Dusan Biland icHistorija SFRJ: glavni procesi, 1918-1985, (ZagE¥B5).Branko
Petranovig¢Istorija Jugoslavije, 1918-1988yvols, (Belgrade 1988). Vladimir Dedijer et al.,
History of YugoslavigNew York 1974). John Lamp¥ugoslavia, Twice There was a Country
(Cambridge (UK), 1996); Stevan K. Pavlowidthe Improbable Survivor: Yugoslavia and its
Problems 1919-198@.ondon, 1988) and Catherine Samafygoslavia Dismembergtlew
York, 1995).

The literature on the history of the Yugoslav stat&ls to concentrate on Serbo-Croat
relationships. Much less attention has been (ahds}ipaid to the other South Slav peoples,
in particular the Slovenes, the Montenegrins, tfeedtionians and the BosniansThe
Kosovo Albanians could also be considered to betortgis group of peoples, but the
problems of Albanian nationality fall outside thempe of the present study. Interest in
Montenegro and Macedonia since the disintegratiofugoslavia has been limited, however.
Most of the literature on the history of these oegi appeared before Yugoslavia split up in
1991. Ivo Banac’s booKugoslav National Questiagives a good overview of the growth of
national awareness in Montenegro and Macedonidrendttitude of their inhabitants to the
South Slav union. His work has provided a basigrfore recent studies of these regions. For
example, the British commentator Hugh Poulton ataensively from Banac’s work in his
bookWho are Macedoniar®s(London 1995); however, Poulton’s book is stiliseful
addition to the existing literature since it platies recent confused political developments
relating to Macedonia in a wider historical perspec

Interest in Bosnia-Hercegovina has grown sinceméwebroke out there, and dozens of
books about the history of this region have appksiece 1994. The following (mainly)
English-language books about the history of Bosteacegovina which were published since
the outbreak of war there will be analysed in trespnt study: Noel MalcolnBosnia - A
Short History(London, 1994). Mark Pinson (edThe Muslims of Bosnia-Herzegovina: Their
Historic Development from Middle Ages to the Diaioh of Yugoslavi#dCambridge, Mass,
1994). R. Donia and J. FinBpsnia and Hercegovina: a Tradition Betray@gandon, 1994).
J-M. Calic,Der Krieg in Bosnien-Hercegovina: Ursachen, Konfliktétturen, Internationale
Losungsversuch@-rankfurt, 1995). Franciene Friedmdime Bosnian Muslim®enial of a
Nation (Boulder, 1996).

In 2000, the historian Robert Donia published aaw\of four books on the history of
Bosnia and the Bosnians published after the regantunder the title “The New Bosniak
History”. The four books in question are Ahmed Adjdokret za autonomiju Bosne i
Hercegovine od 1831. do 1832. godirtearn@jevo, 1996); Sacir FilandiBgsnjacka politika u
XX.. stoljecy (Sarajevo, 1998); Mustafa Imamoyidistorija Bosnjaka(Sarajevo, 1996);
Behija Zlatar Zlatno doba Sarajevgbarajevo, 1996)3], Donia describes the significance of
these works as follows: “Although these studieddoupon several propositions advanced by
Bosniak scholars in the 1960s and 1970s, theyatedléstantial additional research and are
characterized by originality, boldness, and a coneath the historical antecedents of
contemporary Bosniak identity. Therefore, theysarestantial contributions to a new Bosniak
history, which may be defined as recent works emithy Bosniak authors about the Bosniak
past.”[4]

The review in the present study of the historicaits of Bosnian identity is based on
analysis of the following historical studies: Vétezisnik-Bukic, Bosanski identitet izmedju
proslosti i budenosti (Sarajevo, 1997) and Mustafa Imamowicstorija Bosnjaka (Sarajevo,
1998).
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(Chapter Il). This chapter deals with the varidusories about the disintegration of
Yugoslavia and the various interpretations andnitedns of the recent war. According to
Gow, one of the main characteristics of this was e general disagreement about its nature:
“It was variously typified as, inter alia, ethnigtionalist, historic, religious, genocidal or
aggressive’s] Gow himself considered all these definitions ralgy but none of them
decisive. He defines the war as “a clash of stadgpts”[6] A very wide selection of books
will be analysed in this chapter, varying from Higbpecialized regional studies giving details
of the escalation of the conflict, to more the@a&tworks giving an insight into the theories
about e.g. ethnic conflicts and nationalism. Tleiestion includes the following books:
Yugoslavia: The Process of Disintegration, (Newkyd93) by the Yugoslav sociologist
Laslo Sekelj; The Destruction of Yugoslavia: Traxkihe Break-Up, (London, 1993) by the
British journalist of Croat descent Branka Magad #ugoslavia: Death of a Nation by the
journalists L. Silber and A. Little (London, 1999he theoretical insights into the causes of
the disintegration of Yugoslavia are underrepresgobmpared with the works dealing with
the reconstruction of the escalation process.drbthok The South-Slav Conflict: History,
Religion, Ethnicity, and Nationalism, edited byMRieman and R. Thomas (New York, 1996),
the authors analyse the Yugoslav conflict fromaasitheoretical viewpoints. Another book
with interesting theoretical insights is War andiglen in Bosnia, edited by Paul Mojzes,
(Atlanta, 1997), in which the authors deal with ki&torical and religious background of the
war. The book Unfinished Peace: Report of the hagonal Commission on the Balkans,
edited by Leo Tindemans (Washington, 1996) givemtanesting survey of perceptions in the
former Yugoslavia and abroad about the causeseoivdr. An extensive analysis is also given
of the involvement of the international communityparticular the policies of the EU
member states, Russia, the USA and the UN.

Prewvious Section Mexk Section

[1] See e.g. Catharine Samary, Yugoslavia Dismemk&ted York, 1995), translated from the French byePet
Handke, and A Journey to the Rivers: Justice fobi@gNew York, 1997), translated from the German.

[2] Gow refers to these peoples as ‘uncharted teiggor

[3] See: Robert Donia, ‘The New Bosniak History’, inthnalities Papers, (Vol. 28, No. 2) 2000: 351-358

[4] Ibid., 351.

[5] Gow (1997) 446.

[6] Ibid., 447.

2002 | Netherlands Institute for War Documentation
All nights reserved.
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Prewvigus Section

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 1
The history of the Yugoslav state

1. South-Slav national ideology

The South-Slav or Yugoslav national question isrtaime given to the question as to how a
feeling on national identity developed among thatBSlav peopleg] This topic is of great
importance for the history of the 20th century &dthe origin of the Yugoslav state. Right
from the beginning, it comprised two diametricallyposed concepts of state formation, one
arising from nationalist ideologies and aimingted treation of separate Serb and Croat
national states within their *historical and ethbmundaries’ and the other arising from South-
Slav unitarism and envisaging the formation ofiatjstate embodying both national entities.

The history of the 19th and 20th centuries showsrdinual alternation between
nationalist and unitarist state projects. The higtolvo Banac lays the main stress on the
development of the Serb and Croat national ideebgihich have been advocating the
formation of national states for each group sitee1t9th century; he contrasted these with the
‘unitarist’ and ‘integrationalist’ ideologies whicghade a plea for the formation of a joint
South-Slav state. Banac describes the Yugoslasmatquestion as arising from a conflict
between the various ideologies: “Yugoslavia’'s nadiauestion was the expression of the
conflicting national ideologies that have evolvadach of its numerous national and
confessional communities, reflecting the commusityistorical experiences. These ideologies
assumed their all but definite contours well befive unification and could not be
significantly altered by any combination of cajgi@r coercion. The divisions inherited in the
national movements of the Serbs, Croats, and Sé&s/ehe three principal nationalities of
Yugoslavia, were not, however, sufficient to foedisthe rise of a single southern Slavic state.
The credit for this feat must be ascribed to tlelidgy of unitaristic Yugoslavism. It captured
the imagination of the southern Slavic intelligémis Austria-Hungary and could be accepted
by the Serbian elite without any significant depegs from all the traditions and trappings of
Serbian statehood?]

The Serb historian Milorad Ekmecic distinguisheasrfperiods in the development of
the ‘South-Slav national question’:

- a period of belief (1790-1830);

- a period of culture (1830-1860);

- a period of politics (1860-1903);
- a period of violence (1903-1918)]

The period of belief was characterized by the pngdant role of religion and the church,
especially in Serbia, in the growth of a proto-oaél identity.
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The period of culture saw the secularization ofameatl identity, with language as the
main criterion of nationality. The prominent Semleilectuals Dositej Obradovic (1739-1811)
and Vuk Karadzic (1787-1864) introduced linguistiiteria for determination of Serb ethnic
identity. According to these criteria, all Soutla® who spoke thgtodialect belonged to the
Serb nation4] In 1836, Karadzic wrote in an essay entitBi svi i svuddSerbs All and
Everywhere) that 5 million people spoke the samguage, though they were divided over
three different religions (Orthodox, Catholic andidim). According to Karadzic, only the
Orthodox Serbs were really ‘Serbs’: the Muslims vgpoke the same language regarded
themselves as Turks, while the Catholic Serbs lggldrio other groups such as the
Slavonians, Dalmatians and Bosnians. He was serptisat the Muslims and Catholics who
belonged within the Serb linguistic group did nashvto be called Serbs, while for examples
Hungarians and Germans of the Catholic, Lutheraatvinist faith still regarded themselves
as Hungarians and GermgasKaradzic made a plea for a common Serbo-Croaulzge
based on theto-ije dialect, which was spoken by the Serbs, the Crtdasnhabitants of
Bosnia (Muslims, Catholics and Orthodox) and thenMaegrin. This was also the dialect in
which the oral folk literature had been created imwhich the Renaissance literature of
Raguza was written. In Karadzic’s opinion, thislelthwas the most suitable one for general
use because apart from its rich literary tradittomas already spoken by the majority of South
Slavs. Banac regarded Vuk Karadzic's ‘linguistitioalism’ as the basis for the Serb
territorial expansion in the second half of thehl®&ntury. In 1844, llija Garasanin (1812-
1874), at the time minister of Internal Affairsafted a secret political programme that
became known adacertanije(The Plan), in which he stated that the boundaid¢ke new
Serbian state should be such as to enclose thensegccupied by the Serbian population.
Banac writes that in adopting this approach, Gamadaad distanced himself from the ideas of
the religious traditionalists, who regarded thehOdiox faith as the main criterion for the
determination of Serbian ethnic identity. By acaggpKaradzic’s linguistic criteria, he had
created a much wider basis for the expansion oft#rbian state. However, this approach
reduced Croatian ethnicity to the regions wherecth@ialect was spoken (Istria, Primorje and
the islands off the Adriatic coast). During theeetwar, Garasanin was often called the evil
genius behind the Serbs’ aggressive nationaliseihdtld be noted, however, that the text of
Nacertanijewas not published until 1906, and that opinionsualéarasanin’s political
intentions have been deeply divided since then.Qitoat historian Ferdo Sisic, writing in
1926, saw no evil intentions Macertanijeand regarded this document as the basis for
innovations in Serb national policy in the secoatf bf the 19th century. Other Yugoslav and
in particular Serb historians regarded Garasantheafounder of ‘Yugoslavism’, and
Nacertanijeas a political programme for South-Slav union v@#rbia as the main political
driving force behind the movemept.It was not until 1937 thdlacertanijewas first linked
with Serb expansionist policies, when the Sertoheh J.D. Mitrovic wrote thatlacertanije
embodied a plea for a Greater Serbia rather thaa 8puth-Slav state. Banac pointed out that
there was a tendency in Serbian and Yugoslav egi@phy to regard any attempt at South-
Slav union as Yugoslavism: “What precisely is theaming of Yugoslavism? There is a
tendency, especially in Serbian historiographyrmitonly there, to view any attempt at
southern Slavic conglomeration as Yugoslavism. ginde the ideology of Karadzic and the
policy of the Serbian state did take an expansirextion, their Yugoslav character is
frequently assumed?

The Communist historiography manifests the samarditas: was Garasanin the
‘spiritual father of Yugoslavism’ or the evil gesibbehind the idea of a Greater SerlgigRny
judgement aboutlacertanijeas a manifesto for the formation of a Greater $ecthin never be
complete, however, without taking the time whendbeument was written into
consideration. The formation of a strong state pmmia central position in Garasanin’s
geopolitical ideas, as it did in the currents obgitical thought throughout Europe at the
time. A strong Serbian state was intended as ateptalance against the power politics of
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the European great powers in the Balkans, whigrhig Garasanin was sometimes
called the Serbian Bismar¢k. Garasanin’s political plans, and in particular toacept of
Serbian ‘linguistic nationalism’, did not give rige violent reactions from the other South
Slav peoples at the time. The lllyrianists hadrthands full with problems of internal politics:
the repressive policies followed in Vienna withpest to the Slav peoples after 1848 did not
change until 1867.0] Between 1866 and 1867, the Croatian supportgpsldical union of
the South Slavs under the leadership of BishoiBirdssmayer even had talks with followers
of Garasanin about the form of a joint state.The dominant idea among Croatian adherents
of Yugoslavism at that time was that the curreritipal and economic developments meant
that union would have to be realized in two phagés.first phase would comprise unification
of the South Slav regions within the Habsburg Emfiie. Slovenia, Croatia and Vojvodina).
Unification with the other South Slav regions (S&rbia) would take place in a subsequent
phaseg12] Garasanin did not intend to relinquish the Serkeadership, but his discharge as
minister in 1867 meant an end to his ambitious pfanradical restructuring of the Balkans
under Serb leadershifs]

The ‘period of politics’ was characterized by the@rdnant role of political parties in
the formulation of national interests. Ekmecic siespolitical changes in the Balkans
following the Congress of Berlin (1878) as decidimethe formation of modern political
parties in Serbia. After 1882, Serbian politics eveontrolled by the Serbian Radical Party
(SRS). The charismatic leader of this party, Nikeéesic, was an active supporter of the idea
of a strong Serbian state. It was not until thetRivorld War that he changed his political
strategy and began advocating a joint South-Skte sThe founder of the Serbian Socialist
Party, Svetozar Markovic, who was the first to tieeterm “Greater Serbia” as criticism of
the expansionist Serb policies, was in fact theeupr of the formation of a Serbian state,
which he believed however should ultimately devetdp a multi-ethnic supranational
federationi4]

In Croatia, the traditions of the Illyrianist movent were continued by an influential
group of liberal intellectuals round Bishop Josipaj Strossmayer (1815-1905) and his
disciple Franjo Racki (1828-1894). Strossmayerrfosa projects intended to pave the way for
the political unification of the South Slavs. It sveonsidered that the new state should have a
neutral name, which would be acceptable to everybhe group chose the name Yugoslavia,
and their ideology came to be knownJagjoslavenstv@Yugoslavism). Strossmayer founded
the Yugoslav Academy of Arts and Sciences in Zagfélanks to his efforts, Zagreb became
the centre of activities aimed at the cultural potitical unification of the South Slavs in the
second half of the 19th century. One of Strossmayeost important initiatives was his
attempt to end the religious schism between thedoamd Orthodox churches, which in his
opinion had had disastrous consequences for thvec@laoples in particular. The political
instrument of this influential circle of intellecls was the National Liberal Party. The short-
term political goal of this party the unificatiohthe South-Slav peoples in Croatia, as a
federal unit within the Habsburg Empire. Its lomgr political goal was the formation of a
great South-Slav state after the collapse of thesbiarg Empire, in which the South Slavs
from the Habsburg regions would join up with thelfS8eand Montenegrins. However,
Strossmayer found no political allies in Serbia wiere prepared to work with him for a
South-Slav federation.

One of the first critics of Karadzic’s linguisti@ationalism was the Croat Ante
Starcevic (1823-1896), who together with Eugen Krak (1825-1871) was the founder of a
Croatian national ideology which contrasted shawaty that of the lllyrianists. They started
from the assumption that the Croats were a ‘palifieople’ who had the right to a state of
their own. On the basis of their interpretatiorolaf historic sources, they concluded that the
Croatian state should extend from the Alps in tlestvto the River Drina in the east, and from
Albania in the south to the Danube in the nortar&tvic moved the eastern boundary of the
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state to the River Timok, thus leaving only the &scand the Bulgarians as South-Slav
peoples. He called the Slovenes ‘mountain Croautd’'the Serbs a ‘mixed race’ whose name
was derived from the Latiservus(which means slave)s] He also regarded the Bosnians as
belonging to the Croatian nation, and he showedadhmsiration for Islam by calling it the
‘oldest and purest nobility of Europgt] Starcevic and Kvaternik founded the Party of Right
whose goal was the complete independence of Croatrathe Habsburg Empire. They hoped
that all South Slavs, with the exception of thedduians, would become croatized on the basis
of this Pan-Croatian ideology. The role that Staicplayed in the development of the Pan-
Croatian or Greater Croatian idea is comparable th&t of Garasanin for the formulation of
the Pan-Serbian or Greater Serbian idea. Opinibastestarcevic are also divided among
historians. Communist historiography regarded hsnthe evil genius behind the Croatian
extreme nationalist Ustasa regime (1941-1945),enlindl is seen as the father of the nation in
nationalist Croatian historiography. A more obviah®ice for the role of evil genius behind
Croatian extreme nationalist movements would howsgem to be his successor Juraj Frank
(1844-1911), who founded the Pure Party of Right885 and formulated an extreme
nationalist ideology which preached hatred agedesbs. Since the second half of the 19th
century, a deep split has existed in Croatian ipalitife between those who believed in South-
Slav unification such as Strossmayer’s Nationaktah Party and their opponents such as
Starcevic's Party of Right.

The ‘period of violence’ was dominated by factiavisich used violence in the conflict
with their political opponents. The best known epéarof such a faction was the Serbian
organizationJjedinjenje ili smrt(Unification or Death), whose aim was to uniteSdrbs in a
single state. Violence was used to deal with malitopponents. It is noteworthy that the
violence in this period was not directed againshietgroups, but was generally used to settle
political scores, and in response to domesticipalitssues. Deep political division existed in
Serbia at this time between the three main pilbthe establishment: the royal house (the
Obrenovic dynasty up to 1903 and the Karadjordjeviasty thereafter), the Serbian
government under Nikola Pasic and the Serbian gwhich also pursued the aim of a Greater
Serbia and was the most radical of the three).hEnd core otJjedinjenje ili smrtconsisted of
Serb army officers; it was this organization thianped the assassination of the last Obrenovic
king in 1903, and that of Archduke Franz Ferdinam#l914.

Prewvigus Section Mext Section

[1] See e.g. I. Banac, The National Question in Yuaal Origins, History, Politics, (Ithaca and Lomgd984).
W.D. Behschnitt, Nationalismus bei Serben und Grd880-1914: Analyse und Typologien der nationalen
Ideology (Munchen, 1989). V. Cubrilovic, Istorijalgicke misli u Srbiji XIX veka, (Belgrade, 1958y1.
Ekmecic, Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-1918, 2 v@Be|grade 1989). F. Gerstin and V. Melik, Slovenska
zgodovina od konca osemnajstega stoletja do 19L®l{ana, 1966).P. Korunic, Jugoslavenska ideotoyij
hrvatskoj i slovenskoj politicians: Hrvatsko-slog&npoliticki odnosi 1848-1870, (Zagreb, 1986). WikNovak,
Antologija jugoslavense misli i narodnog jedins{®890-1930) (Belgrade, 1930). Carole Rogel, TherSies
and Yugoslavism 1890-191 (Boulder, Col., 1977)dbBe8isic, Jugoslavenska misao. Istorija ideje
jugoslavenskog narodnog ujedinjenja i oslobocedja700-1918 (Belgrade, 1937).

[2] I. Banac, The National Question in Yugoslavia:gvs, History, Politics (Ithaca and London, 19885 407.
[3] Milorad Ekmecic, Stvaranje Jugoslavije, 1790-198&)ls. (Belgrade, 1989).

[4] The Serbo-Croat system of dialects comprisestmin dialects: torlak, kajkavian, cakavian and ata&n,
which are further subdivided into the sub-dialékésian, ijekavian and ekavian. The stokavian-ijg&a
combination is the most highly developed, with fagcents, seven cases etc., and is spoken byrtfesta
number of South Slavs, including the Serbs, Crd&dsnian Muslims and Montenegrins. The stokaviaaven
combination is only used by the Serbs of Vojvodind Sumadija. The kajkavian dialects are spokénemorth
of Croatia and Slovenia, and the cakavian in thesta regions of Dalmatia, Primorje and Istria. 8gg Asim
Peco, Pregled Srpskohrvatskih dialekata, (Belgra@@0).

[5] See N. Tromp, ‘Servo-Kroatische talenstrijd’, OBstopa Verkenningen 123 (1992).

[6] Mirko Valentic, ‘Prva programska formulacija vedigrpske ideje’ in Boze Covic (ed.) Izvori velikoske
agresije (Zagreb, 1991) 41-64.

http://srebrenica.brightside.nl/srebrenica/toc/mDl s001 bO1.htr 03/05/201!



Srebrenica: Appendix 10, Chapter 1, Secti Pageb of 5

[7] Banac (1984) 108-109.

[8] See Valentic (1991).

[9] Zie b.v.: S. MacKenzie, llija Garasanin: Balkars®Barck (Boulder Col., 1985)
[10] Banac (1984) 85.

[11] Korunic (1986) 24.

[12] Ibid.

[13] Jelavich (1990) 11.

[14] Banac, (1984) 109.

[15] Ibid., 87

[16] Ibid., 108.

2002 | Netherlands Institute for War Documentation
All rights reserved,

http://srebrenica.brightside.nl/srebrenica/toc/mDl s001 bO1.htr 03/05/201!



Srebrenica: Appendix 10, Chapter 1, Secti Pagel of 2

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 1
The history of the Yugoslav state

Prewious on

2. Thehistory of the Yugodav state (1918-1992)

It is clear from the literature concerning the $e8tav national question that there were
different forms of Yugoslavism (the idea of polétianification of the South Slavs), varying
from Pan-Serbism and Pan-Croatism to Austro-SlaaschYugoslavism. lvo Banac
introduced the term ‘political Yugoslavism’ to deadhe final phase in the development of the
Yugoslav idea. He ascribed these developmentststtidents and youth movements that
were active at the beginning of the"entury. Although various student and youth groups
were active abroad, e.g. in Vienna and Pragueasttlve National Youth Movement on home
soil which did most to define political Yugoslavisithe members of the National Youth
Movement were young intellectuals from Croatia,Datia and Slavonia who propagated the
theory of national unitynarodno jedinstvp They regarded the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes as
all belonging to one and the same nation - an tidaiis also known as ‘Yugoslav unitarism’.
The creators of this theory believed that the diffiees in linguistic and literary traditions, and
the religious differences between the various SQldv peoples, could be overcome by the
political will to form a unitary state; they expedtthat each of the peoples in question would
have to make concessions relating to their natimieaditity in order to create a common
Yugoslav identity.

The National Youth Movement was active in the pgbetween 1909 and 1914. The
First World War created new political realitiese tHabsburg Empire collapsed in 1918,
Slovenia and Croatia were liberated and the pallfioveakened Serbian government looked
for new ways of uniting the Serbs in a single statee formation of a common South-Slav
state seemed one possibility.

The first common South-Slav state was founded B18nder the name ‘the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes’. Its name was cllaiogéhe Kingdom of Yugoslavia’ in
1929(1] The Kingdom of Yugoslavia collapsed in 1941 assult of the military attack by the
Axis powers. A new Yugoslav state was founded A5l 3his time as a communist federation,
the official name of which was initially ‘the Fedive Peoples’ Republic of
Yugoslavia’ (FNRJ Federativha Narodna Republika Jugoslayij@he name was changed in
1963 to ‘the Socialist Federative Republic of Ydgu®m’' (SFRJ -Socijalisticka Federativna
Republika Jugoslavija This state would remain in existence for month5 years, but
collapsed in 1991. In 1992, Serbia and Monteneguoded the third Yugoslav state, the
Federative Republic of Yugoslavia.

Prewvigus Section Mexk Section
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Prewvigus Section

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 1
The history of the Yugoslav state

3. Thelegitimacy of the Yugoslav state

Artificial?

Yugoslavia was founded three times, and collaps@zkt This has led to many studies of the
legitimacy of the Yugoslav state, especially after disintegration of Yugoslavia in 1991. The
French journalist Catherine Samary wrote a booluaithe disintegration of Yugoslavia in
1995, in which she devoted a great deal of spaeadiscussion of the legitimacy of the
Yugoslav statél] Her book rejected the thesis often put forwarthanearly nineties, that the
common South-Slav state was ‘artificial’ and waspgosed’ on people who in fact could not
and did not wish to live together. The followingnds, written by a Dutch journalist, are
typical of such analyses: “In this artificial coontbuilt in 1918 on the ruins of the Habsburg
and Ottoman Empires and dominated by Serbiafl{e.yarious peoples have always treated
one another with suspicion - even in the time ob.Tkor 73 years, these peoples have been
more separated by centuries of historical, econ@métcultural differences than united by
common characteristics (...). The deeper reasaralfthese inequalities are hidden in the
dark wood of history and in an illogical economevdlopment.[2] These and similar
arguments are supported by political theories whlahm that ethnically homogeneous states
are more stable and longer-lasting than multi-etlonimulti-national ones] The adherents of
these approaches are surprised not so much bydieatdisintegration of Yugoslavia as by
the fact that it managed to stay in existence ddoag.

The centuries of foreign domination are regardetth@snain explanation for the
‘unbridgeable’ conflicts arising between the So8tav peoples, who were divided between
two strongly opposed great powers - the Habsburpiinfwith Slovenia and Croatia) and the
Ottoman Empire (with Macedonia, Serbia, Montenegrd Bosnia-Hercegovina). The above-
mentioned Dutch journalist also stated this idea rather popularized form, as follows: “This
separate development has turned the Serbs ands@ntmtifferent peoples, despite the bond
of a common language. Serbia is Orthodox, use€¥midic alphabet, and directs its gaze to
the south and east. Croatia is Catholic, uses dlie alphabet and looks westward and
northward. But there is more. The Croats - in teebS opinion, at least - have felt quite
comfortable throughout their history as subjectthefAustro-Hungarian Empire. While the
Serbs fought to the death, were impaled on stakete their wives were murdered and their
children abducted, the Croats lived in comfort andched themselves/]

Ethnic similarities

Some authors, on the other hand, regard ethnierdiitiation based on relatively minor
differences as artificial, and believe that a comr8outh-Slav state is the most pragmatic
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solution for a region where related ethnic grouys in close proximity. According to this
approach, it was precisely the disintegration efYlugoslav state in 1941 and 1991 and the
formation of separate national states after therlakate that caused the civil war, because
these processes inevitably lead to boundary cesflithe adherents of this view regard the
formation of the Yugoslav state as the realizatiba centuries-old dream of the South-Slav
peoples to free themselves from foreign dominagiod found a state of their ov#). They see
the legitimacy of Yugoslavia as based on the comatbnic descent of the Serbs, Croats,
Slovenes, Bosnians and Macedonians, who all bemtige South Slav peoples. The
differences and similarities in ethnic descent leetwthe various South-Slav peoples have
been the subject of discussion in intellectuallegdor more than a century, but this debate
has not produced a final conclusion. What is die#nat there are certain marked similarities,
and certain marked differences, between these gedpl reality, these and similar arguments
about similarities and differences have always kmdrordinated to the political aims of the
moment and the desire of certain political groufisee to create political union at state level
or to get out of existing multinational statesaly case, the union of the South-Slav peoples
in 1918 would have been impossible without thetpali will of the political representatives

of the peoples in question. When the joint Yugosi@ate was founded, the main stress was
laid on the similarities between the national gotimt went to make it up; in 1991, on the
other hand, the differences were emphasized.

The foreign diktat: the Versailles Peace Conference

The authors who describe Yugoslavia as an ‘arifisiate/s] argue that a variety of different
peoples were forced to live together in this copatyainst their will, and that Yugoslavia had
no historical legitimacy because it was thoughaing imposed on the peoples concerned by
the Great Powers during the Versailles Peace Caméer(1918-1919).

The criticism of the legitimacy of the Yugoslavtstavas based in particular on the
failure to hold a referendum in 1918 in which tlopplation concerned could express its
opinion about the formation of the South-Slav mehgr Mihailo Crnobrnja, a former
Yugoslav diplomat, disagrees however with the itthed the foundation of the South-Slav
state occurred against the wishes of the majofithe@population: “First and foremost,
Yugoslavia was created out of, and one could sapiite of, strong national ideologies and
national policies. Though blended into a new stifiiese did not cease to exert some
centrifugal force, even when the official and doamnhideology became centralist. But it
would be wrong to say it was created against thieoWihe people. The people in the proper
sense of the word were never asked. No one cawiffagertainty what the verdict would
have been had a referendum on the propositiordtéstewill of the people. Political decision-
making at that time did not take account of popabgression, and not only in Yugoslavia
was this true. The people involved in politics, timehosen representatives, clearly made the
decision to unite of their own free will and withawvert pressure. If there was implied
pressure, especially from the big powers, thatavaart of the game at the time, not entirely
unlike current eventsy?)

According to Ekmecic, support for the unificatiointiee South Slavs was growing
steadily among the general population towards titeoé the First World War. It varied from
100 % in Dalmatia to 60 % in Croatia, Slovenia &uws$nia-Hercegoving]

Another historian, Stevan K. Pavlowich, wonderecethiler the mainly agrarian
population was really able to give a well considemaswer to this question: “The declarations
of politicians had been full of good intentionst the population at large it corresponded to
vague feelings rather than to a clearly expresstidmal will. Modern scholarship has yet to
consider the question of peasants’ consciousnes®infcommon ‘ethnicity’ before 1914, or
that of the common person’s view of the future aerwar years to 191827
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According to Dragnich, the arguments for doubting legitimacy of the Yugoslav
state could be applied equally well to all the otstates built up on the ruins of the Ottoman
and Habsburg Empires in 1918. The new system tdssta Central and South-East Europe
was in theory based on the right to self-deternonadf the peoples concerned, as defined by
the American president Woodrow Wilson in his Foant@®oints. But the people were rarely
consulted. Dragnich describes Wilson’s intentiomt wegard to the South-Slav peoples as
follows: “Conveying confidence and idealism, PresidWilson, in January 1918, announced
his Fourteen Points as the basis of an honouraalegy Although he did not use the word
‘self-determination’, his reference to the indigaaaights of peoples within Turkey and
Austria-Hungary made his meaning unmistakable h@fBalkan states he mentioned only
Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania by name (along®etand, not then in existence
independently). (...) The reason for this omisssosimple: the victorious Allies had not yet
agreed on the dissolution of the Austro-HungariempkEe. Only when they did so, about mid-
1918, was it realistic to think that peoples in tiitories of the Dual Monarchy could
attempt to form independent stategso]

The domestic diktat: the Corfu declaration

The idea that the joint South-Slav state would néeee been possible without international
pressure is countered by those authors who halmvied the creation of this state from the
perspective of the negotiations between Serb andt@oliticians. They point out that a basic
agreement about the future state was concludedrBsas the summer of 1917. This
document, known as the Corfu Declaration, represeatcompromise between the Serb and
Croat positions regarding the political structuféhe future state. It was agreed that the new
state would be a monarchy, ruled by the Serbiaalrfoguse of Karadjordjevic. No concrete
agreements were made about further details oft#te’s constitution, due among other things
to the great differences of opinion between thea@and the Serbs. The Croats were in
favour of a confederation in which each ethnic grawould have a high degree of political and
cultural autonomy; the Serbs, on the other handiedha centralized state. “Serbs claimed
that centralized control by the government underSbrbian monarchy was necessary to keep
the fledgling multi-ethnic state together in itsrfative stage[l1]

The Corfu Declaration was however criticized byesthistorians, who doubted
whether the Croat politicians involved had any ee#hority to enter into these negotiations.
These politicians were representatives of an inédolitical organization known as the
‘Jugoslavenski odbb(Yugoslav Committee), which operated in exile dvadl no political
basis in CroatiaL2] The members of the Committee were political énsigrém Croatia and
Bosnia-Hercegovina who maintained contacts witbliettuals and politicians in the
European capitals in order to convince them thathbsburg monarchy had no future and
that a joint South-Slav state would be the bestipal solution for all the peoples concerned.
They were supported by the British commentatorseRdbeton-Watson and Wickham Steed,
who were powerful advocates of South-Slav politigsilbn among Western European
politicians. Another weak point of the Corfu Deelaon, according to some, concerned the
motives of the Serb politicians and intellectualoowvere actively working towards the
creation of a South-Slav state: “However, the wvisib South Slav unity for many Serbian
intellectuals usually implied an inclusive Gredserbia, where all Serbs would be
incorporated within a single state. In other wotte, uniting of the South Slavs was
secondary to the uniting of the Serbss’

The significance of the Corfu Declaration was appreciably lessened by the fact
that the Montenegrins and Slovenians were not tireo/olved in the negotiations (with the
exception of the Slovenian politician Antun Korogegbough they were intended to be part of
the joint state. The Montenegrins would lose tkeparate ethnic status, and their king, in the
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new state. The Montenegrin Committee (consistinlofitenegrin émigrés in Paris)
reacted positively to the Corfu Declaration. Kingk®a of Montenegro was less enthusiastic,
however, since the new state would mean the ehéatile. As soon as the collapse of the
Habsburg monarchy was announced, the Croatiarap@eht (théSabo) created the National
Council of Slovenians, Croats and Serbs, which themded to form a joint state together
with the Slovenians and Serbs.

The unification of the South Slavs was thus notasgal by Versailles, but was the
result of the unitary “Yugoslav ideology’, whichdhdeveloped during the First World War
and had gained a steadily increasing number ofradtgein Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian
political circles during the war. No foreign poweould have been able to impose this
unification without the support of the local patiins and political parties.

The influence of external factors on the politigalfication of the South Slav peoples
was nevertheless of great significance. It becamosvk in 1917 that Italy had signed a secret
treaty in London in 1915, under the terms of whtalmdertook to fight on the side of the
Entente in exchange for major territorial gainghatexpense of Austro-Hungary and Turkey,
including large parts of Slovenia and Croatig.The threat of Italian domination speeded up
the decision-making process about the formatioa joint state among the Slovenian and
Croatian politicians: “It should be strongly empiaasd that the South Slavs of the monarchy
were under extreme pressure, and they had nonmaaiqal alternatives. Austrian-Germans
and Hungarians were in the process of organizipghkcs on a national basis. The imperial
framework no longer existed. The realistic alteiirest appeared to be either the establishment
of a South Slav state or a possible partition aaflan and Slovenian lands among ltaly,
Serbia, and perhaps even Austria and Hunganry.”

The Serbian side was also under pressure frormtemational political developments.
Czarist Russia ceased to exist in 1917, and themzonst government of the new Soviet
Union withdrew from the war. In addition, the Sloven and Croatian representatives in the
Austrian parliament had already drawn up a dectargthe May declaration) in May 1917,
advocating the unification of the South Slavs i ilabsburg monarchy — including the Serbs
in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Croatia. Alarmed by tthie, Serbian government speeded up their
negotiations with the Yugoslav Committee. Hence,@orfu Declaration is often interpreted
as a tactical move on the part of the Serbs, wimerely postponed the implementation of
Serb plans for the creation of Greater Serbia. Hewesome Serb historians such as Ekmecic
consider that the Serb war objectives were alrelfiped in the Nis Declaration of 1914,
which stated that the main Serb war aims weredifi@n from Habsburg occupation and
unification of the Serbs, Croats and Sloveniare joint South Slav states]

Although Serbia’s European allies did not acceptNis Declaration, the Serbian
parliament secretly ratified it a year later] After the creation of the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenians, Serb politicians did aly theuld to impose a centralized, Serb-
dominated state on the other peoples. The firsstdation, theVidovdanski ustaySaint Vitus
Constitution), adopted in 1921 despite strong opiposfrom Croatian politicians, did indeed
make the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Sloveniarentalized state dominated by Serb
politicians.
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4. Thelegitimacy of the Yugoslav state and the Serbo-Croat conflict

The majority view in the historical literature st the Yugoslav state, and particularly its
stability, was closely linked with Serbo-Croat pickl relationships. These two, the largest
ethnic groups involved, were the first South Slaegles within the Yugoslav state in whom a
sense of national identity had developed and widoalr@ady formulated their national

interests in the 19th century. Indeed, the conlffietiveen Serbs and Croats could be thought of
as starting with the schism of 1054 that dividezl @outh Slav peoples, despite their common
language, into two separate religious camps, tstgying to a certain extent the idea that this
‘century-old’ conflict was almost ‘insoluble’, iheuld be remembered that the Serb and Croat
kingdom had never fought against one another througthe Middle Ages. Dominated by
foreign powers for centuries they had never hadiatgpendent foreign policy and could thus
have no direct conflicts.

An important background factor in the Serbo-Craditigal conflict was the presence
of large numbers of Orthodox Slavs (not called Semttil the 19th century) in Croatia as a
result of the migrations caused by Ottoman expansiwvards the north-west. The Orthodox
refugees who escaped the Ottoman forces receiwteqgtion from the Habsburg Emperor. A
large part of Hungary fell under Ottoman occupatéter the Battle of Mohacz in 1526. In
1527, Ferdinand | set up a new defensive systeowkmnder the name of the ‘Military
Border Zone’ Yojna Krajing).[1] This militarized zone extended from Transylvamidhe
north-east to the Istrian Peninsula in the soutbtwihe defence line consisted of a series of
small villages and fortifications where the Orthedaefugee population was offered sanctuary,
adult males from this population being recruitedrastier guards. The Military Border Zone
was abolished in 1881, the idea being that the fepllation there should be integrated into
Croatia (the part known as ‘Civil Croatia’). Therjoel between 1878 and 1903 is known in
the literature on the South Slav question as thiegef South Slav conflict, characterized by
deterioration of the relationships between the Graad the Serbs living in Croatia. Political
conflicts between the Croatian Serbs and the Cwaits intensified after the abolition of the
military border zone, and were exacerbated bydhede and rule’ policy adopted by the
Hungarians with respect to the Croatian Serbs lamcCtoats. The Hungarian governbai()

of Croatia, Karoly KhuenHedervary (18831903), was notorious for his anti-Croat policy.

He gave the Serbs a preferential position, rewgrtliem with important functions in Croatian
public life 2]

Tensions between Serbs and Croats at the end @Btheand the beginning of the 20th
century alternated with periods of politicabprochemenand co-operation. Drago
Roksandic, a Croat historian of Serb descent, wast®llows in this connection: “This same
history also demonstrates that the periods in wtiieHundamental national interests of both
communities were reconciled were also periods iitlv&roatian society moved forward,
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modernised, and in which Croatian as well as Serb@ional identity were preserved
and developed. An example for this was the lllymaovement of 18351848, which was an
important phase in the national integration of@meats, but also of the Serbs in Croatia and
Slovenia. Other instances were the period of reiarlary upheaval in 184819, the period of

renowned constitutionalism from 1860 to 1868, alt asethe period of the Serbia@roatian
coalition from 19051918."3]

Authors like Thomas and Dragnich believe that taeb8-Croat political conflict did
not arise until after the formation of the Yugossdate. The kingdom of Yugoslavia did not
meet Croat expectations, and a power struggle &etseeen the Serb and Croat politicians
right from the beginning. Dragnich, who has desattithe history of the Yugoslav kingdom
from the perspective of Serbo-Croat relations,gtises with the usual interpretations
involving Serb domination and suppression of nom$eoples. According to him, it is wrong
to argue that the state was dominated by a blo&edb politicians who did their best to
marginalize the non-Serbs, and whom the Croatssguzpm vain: “Through all political

events of the First Yugoslavia ran a tvetranded thread: Serbian politicians did not have a

determined political line directing their relatiomgh Croats; the Croats had a constant
Croatian line. The Croats reduced their five orpktical parties of relatively equal strength
to one, a Croatian national party. The Serbs mdénged two major parties to about ten, to say
nothing of the factions that developed within sdime.

Serbo-Croat political relations radicalized at ¢émel of the 1920s. In 1928, the leader
of the Croatian National Peasant Party Stjepandads murdered by a Serb nationalist from
Montenegro on the floor of the Yugoslav parliamghé Skupsting King Aleksandar reacted
by dissolving parliament and suspending the Vidoveanstitution. His personal dictatorship
exacerbated ethnic tensiopsAccording to Banac, in this period Yugoslav ungar turned
into a totalitarian ideology with anti-Marxist, &fiberal, anti-conservative, anti-urban and
anti-catholic traits — all characteristic of fasgis] Some Croat nationalist politicians,
intellectuals and artists fled the country in t®30s. An extreme-nationalist Croatian terrorist
organization, the Ustase, was set up in Italy utitketeadership of a Croatian nationalist,
Ante Pavelic, a lawyer of Bosnia-Hercegovinan desdeavelic received political and
financial support from the Italian fascist regirhs political aim, and that of the Ustase, was
to liberate Croatia from the Serbian kingdom andreate a Greater Croatia.

The permanent political crisis in the kingdom ofgéslavia was resolved by the
Sporazun{Agreement) of 1939, which gave Croatia a gregteke of cultural and territorial
autonomy. The Croatian province, knowrnBasovina Hrvatskaincluded parts of

Bosnia-Hercegovina where the Croatian population wasémtlajority, and also Srijem
province (without East Srijem) and Dalmatia (withthe Bay of Kotor).

Many historians regarded tisgporazumnas the real solution to the Serbo-Croat conflict.
Recent studies of the history of the Yugoslav dtatee been more critical, however. Mustafa
Imamovic writes that the Bosnians initially supgarthe agreement between the Serbs and the
Croats because it was seen as an important congedhat could lead to stabilization of the
political situation. The division of Bosnia-Hercegua was soon found to involve major
drawbacks, however, to which the Bosnians respobgiextting up a movement for the
territorial autonomy of Bosnia-Hercegovifa.

The Serb historian Branka Prpa-Jovanovic likewesliekes that th&porazundid not
offer a lasting solution to the Serbo-Croat confliBut a federal Yugoslavia might have had a
better chance at another time. It was now too-lat only because the Serbian-Croatian
agreement was reached on the eve of the World Wardifficult international
circumstances, or because the other Yugoslav rsaivene bitter about being left out, but also
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because the solution satisfied neither the SerbthedaCroats. Croatian politicians
were angered by the limited nature of autonomySertbian politicians by loss of their
domination, the abandonment of centralism, andéwve division of administrative
powers.’s]

A low point in the Serbo-Croat conflict was reaclueding the Second World War.
The kingdom of Yugoslavia disintegrated in 1941aaesult of the invasion of the Axis
powers. King Petar Karadjordjevic and his governhfiedl to London. Germany, Hungary,
Romania, Bulgaria and Italy then occupied largasud Yugoslav territory, and what was left
was divided between the Serb and Croat Nazi datsliates. The subsequent civil war was
waged between different ethnic groups. The Croadreme nationalist movement, the
Ustase, founded the Independent Croatian Skd#(- Nezavisna Dr ava Hrvatskalhe
Ustase wanted an ‘ethnically clean’ Greater Cro#tia Serb population were the main
victims of their activities. The Serb nationaligtremists, the Cetniks, fought in

Bosnia-Hercegovina and Croatia for the creation of a ‘Ge8erbia’; it was mainly the

Bosnian Muslims from the east of Bosnia-Hercegowha fell victim to their ethnic
cleansing.

[1] See G. Rothenberg, The Military Border in Croatia40-1881 (Chicago, 1966).

[2] The Croat historian Mirjana Gross points out thatSerbs played an important social role in Ceoatien in
the time of Hedervary’s predecessor Ivan Mazuraio was known as a Croatian nationalist. Serbspmiedu
the following important positions under Mazurarfigeaker of the Croatian parliament (Sabor); Minsstd
Internal Affairs (and ViceGovernor); and President of the Croatian Suprem&tC8ee Drago Roksandic, Srbi
u Hrvatskoj (Zagreb, 1991) 100.

[3] Drago Roksandic, ‘The Myth of ‘Historical Conflicin Labour Focus on Eastern Europe, (1992} 2@.

[4] Dragnich (1992) 179.

[5] See e.g. J. B. Hoptner, Yugoslavia in Crisis, 219341 (New York, 1963).

[6] Banac (1992) 13.

[7] M. Imamovic, Historija Bosnjaka, (Sarajevo, 1982D-521.

[8] Prpa-Jovanovic (1997) 57.

2002 | Netherlands Institute for War Documentation
All rights reserved,

http://srebrenica.brightside.nl/srebrenica/toc/mDl s004 bO01.htr 03/05/201!



Srebrenica: Appendix 10, Chapter 1, Secti Pagel of 2

Previous Section on

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 1
The history of the Yugoslav state

5. Thelegitimacy of the Communist Yugoslav federation, 1945-1992

The legitimacy of communist Yugoslavia was basedherrole played by the Communist
resistance movement under the leadership of Josip-Bito (1892-1980) during the Second

World War[1] The Communists had clearly formulated war objestithe expulsion of the
foreign occupying forces, social revolution modeln the example of the Soviet Union and
the recovery of the Yugoslav state. Alongside therglla war against the German and Italian
occupiers, they were also engaged in a power dewgth their ideological enemies, in
particular the Cetniks and the Ustase. The YugdSlawmunists emerged from the Second
World War as victors. They also won the politicatladiplomatic struggle after the war, by
preventing the return of the king and his governmeexile.

The legitimacy of the Communist federation was Hasethe following arguments.
Firstly, the Communists had established themselgdbe protectors of the civilian
population, no matter what their ethnic origin. Tdnélian population, that had been a target
of extreme nationalist aggression, regarded ther@amst resistance fighters as their
protectors; this was the case e.g. with the Cro&erbs, who had been exposed to Ustase
terror for four years. They joined the Communisistance, and remained very loyal to the
Communist system after the war. The Communistsstigthe ethnic similarities between the
South Slav peoples, while the ethnic polarizatimat had manifested itself so prominently
during the Second World War seemed to become gssrtant in the light of the proclaimed
supra-national character of the Communist ideoldgtionalism was regarded as
anachronistic and reactionary, and the propondmatmnalist ideologies were tried by the
courts as ‘enemies of the people’ or driven intibeeNational identity was supposed to give
way gradually to a Yugoslav identity based on thgdslav language - tHegua francafor
all the peoples concerned, to be based on a cotrdnra the Serb and Croat standard
languages.

Many historical studies have been written on the od the Communist resistance to
the Axis powers and the civil war between the ddfe nationalist movements. A great deal of
attention was paid in this context to the rolehaf Cetnik?] resistance to the Axis powers.
Were they fighting for a Greater Serbia or for kivegdom of Yugoslavia? Were they patriots
who organized the resistance to the Nazis, or lootktors who worked together with the
enemy to defeat their common enemy, the CommunBtis@r important themes concern
Ustase violence and the place of their extremenalist ideology in Croatian history. The
questions about the collective guilt of the Craatd national reconciliation between the
Yugoslav peoples who adopted opposing positionsiduihe war received little attention after
the war. According to the Communists, the natianuedstion had been solved: “During a war
with all the features of a religious and ethnic vithe Communists offered - at the time when
the renewal of Yugoslavia seemed entirely impossild new vision of Yugoslavia, expressed
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in the slogan ‘Brotherhood and Unity’. Yugoslavisras reborn in blood, but on new
foundations. The Communists hoped not to repeagrtues of their predecessorg]”

The first step towards establishing the legitimatyugoslavia in the post-war
international system of states was taken when thesXecognized of the Yugoslav
communist guerrilla forces as the official resisamovement in 1943. Nora Beloff regards
Great Britain’s decision to drop Draza Mihailovi€®tniks and to support Tito’s Partisans as
a big mistake on the part of the Allies. While GrBdtain and the USA opposed the
formation of a Communist Yugoslav federation aftex war, the recognition of Tito as the
leader of the resistance contributed to his palitiectory over his domestic enemies. Tito’s
greatest political rival was King Petar. Great &nt supported by the USA, assumed that the
Yugoslav king would return after the war. Stalin,tbe other hand, planned to set up a
Communist Balkan federation including Yugoslavidhaxia and Bulgaria. It was decided by
way of compromise during the Yalta conference ¥hajoslavia would be divided into two
spheres of influence — a Communist half and a abgtithalf. Tito managed to ensure,
however, that the new Yugoslavia became a Commteustation in 1945, and that the king
did not return. The initial fear of the western otries that Yugoslavia would end up in the
Soviet sphere of influence turned into euphoria948 when the split between the Yugoslav
Communists and Stalin led to complete cessatiaonfacts between the two states.
Yugoslavia acquired a special position as ‘no mé&ms’ in European politics during the Cold
War’.

Communist Yugoslavia was set up as a federatiajrmwvhich the Slovenes, Croats,
Montenegrins, Serbs and Macedonians were recogagéuke constitutive nationalities.
Bosnia-Hercegovina became one of the six Yugos&pulbilics, but the Bosnian Muslims did
not acquire the status of constitutive nationalityil the 1960$5] The other nationalities —
including the large numbers of Albanians in theb&er province of Kosovo — were classified
as national minorities. The main constitutionafeténce between a peoplea(od and a
national minority arodnos} was that the former had the right to self-deteation and got a
republic of its own. This also gave it the formight to secede from the federation, if the other
constitutive nationalities agreed. The nationalanires did not have this right. Bosnia-
Hercegovina received a special status within tderation because the three constitutive
nationalities who lived there, the Serbs, CroatsBosnians, were all placed on an equal
footing. Bosnia-Hercegovina was therefore ofteteclYugoslavia in miniature’.

Prewvious Section Mexk Section

[1] See Bogdan Denich, Legitimation of a RevolutioheTYugoslav Case (New Haven, 1975).

[2] See Jozo Tomashevich, The Chetniks - War and Réeolin Yugoslavia, 1941-1945 (Stanford, 1975) and
Matteo Milazzo, The Chetnik Movement and the YugedResistance (Baltimore/London, 1975). FikretacJel
Butic, Cetnici u Hrvatskoj 1941-1945 (Zagreb, 1986)

[3] See Bogdan Krizman, Ante Pavelic i Ustase (Zagt8i8). - NDH izmedu Hitlera i Mussolinija (Zagreb,
1980). - Ustase i Treci Reich (Zagreb, 1983). Rikielic-Butic, Ustase i Nezavisna drzava Hrvafidl-1945
(Zagreb, 1978).

[4] Prpa-Jovanovic (1997) 59.

[5] For details of Yugoslav federalism see e.g. Puph@ommunism and the Yugoslav National QuestiNew(
York, 1968). P. Lendvai, Eagles in Cobwebs: natismaand communism in the Balkans (London, 1970) S.
Ramet, Nationalism and Federalism in Yugoslavi®2t2991 (Bloomington and Indianapolis, 1992).
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6. The demystification of Communist history

The Communist rulers saw the history of the Sedbiodld War in black and white and the
historiography of this period provided the basisdn important part of Yugoslav Communist
ideology, leading to the creation of new historiecgiths. The Communist intellectual elite
even produced a myth of Tito’s leadership while Saeond World War was still continuing.
This myth bore striking resemblances to those dgaliith the epic heroes in folk tales: a poor
Croatian boy becomes the leader of an importatd,dights against social injustice and
powerful foreign enemies, and even becomes a ressperid leader thanks to his role in the
movement of non-aligned nations. Other historicgihm created and fostered by Communist
historians and ideologues dealt with the role ef@mmmunist anti-Fascist resistance in the
liberation of Yugoslavia, Tito’s ‘historic no’ tot&lin, the ‘brotherhood and unity’ of the
Yugoslav peoples, and workers’ self-rule as anradtive to the capitalist and Communist
political systems.

Although these myths were thought up by the Yugo€lammunists, western
historians and regional experts made an importamiribution to their popularization and
propagation beyond the boundaries of Yugoslaviainfloential group of intellectuals was
writing sympathetically about Yugoslavia in the Wdde British authors Stephan Clissold,
Fitzroy McLean and F.W. Deakin, who had been liaisfficers with the task of maintaining
contact with the Yugoslav Partisans on behalf efBhitish government, wrote a number of
influential books about the Communist resistanad Eito after the war. These publications
made a big contribution to the formation of theifpes image of Tito’s Yugoslavia held by
the West1] Another group of authors who contributed to theifpee image of Communist
Yugoslavia consisted of young westerners who h3ueddn the rebuilding of war-ravaged
Yugoslavia as members of international youth brégait the 1940s, 1950s and 1960s. Some
of them later became influential scientists, watand politicians. One of these was the British
historian and regional expert Fred Singleton whHassquently played an important role in the
setting up of the department of Yugoslav studigb@tUniversity of Bradford, where many
generations of young historians have been trainethe former Swedish premier Olaf Palme
also belonged to this groug.

The world first began to hear dissident voices fraithin the Yugoslav Communist
Party itself in the 1950s. Milovan Djilas, one bétfive most important Communist
politicians, made furore with his criticism of thavileges of the Communist rulers, whom he
called the ‘new class’. He did not, however, diseahimself from Communist ideology or the
Yugoslav state. His criticism was aimed at the Camist elite and the way they dealt with
power. He belonged to this elite himself, and &l believed that the solution for these
shortcomings was to be found in liberalization afg¥éslav society] Those at the top of the
party, and in particular Tito, had no wish to calesisuch criticism and Djilas ended up in
prison. After his release, he began a succesgfeécas an author and political commentator
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whose publications played an important role in ¢gping about a change in the
perception of Communist Yugoslavia abroad.

Critical works on the history of Communist Yugostaweriginated mainly from the
circles of anti-Communist political émigrés, whar@afrom widely differing ideological
backgrounds. Some of them, for example, had adillrmocratic viewpoint: they accepted
the idea of the Yugoslav state, but were critid@dCommunism. The nationalist émigrés, on
the other hand, were against both Communist idgodmogl a shared Yugoslav stéte.

In the 1970s, the ‘Praxis’ group of Marxist humampisilosophers attracted a great deal
of attention outside Yugoslavia. Their main criini of Yugoslav society was that the
Communists paid too much attention to life in ttieal society of the future. They wanted to
investigate the real face of Communist socjety.

The demystification of the historiography of Yugnsh in the Second World War
came from an unexpected source. In 1985 the Yugeéstagré Bogoljub Kocovic, who had
left Yugoslavia in 1943, published a statisticaldst of the demographic losses in Yugoslavia
during the Second World War - a very sensitiveassuCommunist circles. He distinguished
between demographic losses in a wider and in @warrsense, the latter including actual war
victims only while the former included losses doemigration and the drop in birth rate as
well. Kocovic estimated the total demographic lsssethe wider sense at 2 million, including
between 900 000 and 1 150 000 war victimgdis final estimate of 1,014,00 war victims
included 478,000 Serbs, 207,00 Croats, 86,000 khsstind 60,000 Jews. Another book
published in 1989 by Vladimir Zerjavic, a Croat romist and demographer, and entitled
Gubici stanovnistva Jugoslavije u Drugom svjetskatu, showed similar results. According
to Zerjavic, the total number of war victims on Yastav soil was 1,027,000, including
271,000 from Croatian territory and 316,000 fronsBia-Hercegoving] He further
calculated that the total number of victims inahcentration camps within the territory of the
NDH was 92,0009] These figures differed widely from the estimatasfprward by the
Communists and by the nationalist émigrés. AccgréinCommunist sources, the Ustase-run
Jasenovac concentration camp alone was respoif@ilidetween 350 000 and 700 000 deaths,
while the 1959 edition of the Yugoslav General Etogaedia gave a figure of 350,000
victims in the article on “Concentration camps”.eTt950 edition of the same encyclopaedia
stated that the exact number of victims was imps$o estimate, but it was sure to exceed
700,000. The lack of exact data on war victims magessible for a myth to grow up around
Jasenovac, which according to some Croat histoaadsntellectuals have led to the
stigmatization of the Croatian people. A heatedipudebate about the past was held in
Yugoslavia in the 1980s. Despite Communist clainas &n open-hearted reconciliation
process had taken place between the various edhoups in Yugoslavia soon after the
Second World War, in fact there had never beendelywibased discussion involving all layers
of society about how people had dealt with thertratic events of the war. According to
official Communist historiography, the Serb and &nreersions of extreme nationalist
ideology were regarded as opposite poles of the sah Historical studies of the Cetnik
movement published outside Yugoslavia reveal @uéfit picture, however. The American
historian of Yugoslav descent Jozo Tomashevichevrohis book on the history of the
Cetnik movement that this movement was not a homeges political/military organization.
The main Cetnik movement was that of General DMibailovic (1893-1946), which may be
regarded as the official resistance movement o¥tlgoslav government in exile. Mihailovic
was loyal to the king, and officially his Cetnilkauight for the restoration of the kingdom of
Yugoslavia. There was, however, another Cetnik mre in Croatia which was led by an
Orthodox priest, Momcilo Djuic, and which collabted with the Italian Fascists. Bands
calling themselves Cetniks, but not under the tliaeithority of Mihailovic, also operated in
Bosnia, Kosovo and Serbia. The public debate wandrd to cover the role of the Cetnik
movement in the anti-fascist resistance and thiéeive guilt of the Croats’ in connection
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with the past deeds of the Ustase. A discussianalsse about whether Mihailovic
had had a double agenda and had been fighting@ueater Serbia right from the start. It is
known that the Cetniks were responsible for thagiéer of groups of Muslims in Sandzak
and Bosnia-Hercegovina. Historians still cannotagrhether Draza Mihailovic knew about
these atrocities. Serb historians and commenthker¥ladimir Dedijer, Velimir Terzic and
Vuk Draskovic resisted the idea of ‘equal respatigiband ‘symmetry’ of the crimes
committed by the Serbian Cetniks and the Croatistasé. While they conceded that the
violence committed by the Cetniks could be regaedenocide, they defended it as
necessary in the struggle against the terror oPtréisans and the Ustase. In Draskovic’s
opinion, these were rare cases of vengeance, tiarthithe Serbian people have often
expressed regret and condemnation after the whe.'atcusation of a Greater-Serbian
hegemony in the kingdom of Yugoslavia was rejeeted fabrication by the Comintern.
Franjo Tudjman (1922-1999), a historian as wekl &srmer general, also took part in the
public debate about the Second World War. Tudjnehlbeen one of the first communist
intellectuals to state, as early as the 1950s ahainti-fascist movement including non-
Communists had been active in Croatia since 194&o/ling to official Communist
historiography, anti-fascist resistance in Crohtid not got going till 1943 and before then the
communist resistance movement in Croatia had cmksisainly of the Serbian populace]
Tudjman, however, claimed that the Cetnik movenaetively supported the formation of a
Greater Serbia. According to him, the crimes of@ee¢niks in Bosnia-Hercegovina and
Croatia were part of this policy aimed at shifttBgrbia’s western border. He saw this as a
proof of the genocidal character of the Serb nalishCetnik movement, which could thus
certainly not be regarded as just a reaction tasgsterror.

Another very critical book about Communist Yugosawy the British journalist Nora
Beloff, appeared in 198%1] This book represents one of the best argumentechpts to
revise Yugoslav communist historiography. She slibugethe falsity of the historical myths
about the great leader Tito and the heroic Comnhanis-Fascist resistance. Her sympathy for
the Cetnik movement made her the target of critidisom those who accused her of viewing
the history of Yugoslavia through Serb nationadjgtctaclesL2] According to Beloff, Draza
Mihailovic was a misunderstood resistance fighteowad been betrayed by the Allies.
However, Beloff's book had a great influence ontessthought and set the tone for a
growing group of historians and regional expert®wiere very critical of Communist
historiography.

The Serb historian Miso Lekovic wrote the bddkrtovskin pregovor(The March
negotiations), about the controversial contacte/beh the Communist Partisans and the
German occupiers, in the same yeay.The Communists always claimed that they had used
all means at their disposal to combat the foreiggupiers — unlike the Cetniks, who are
known to have collaborated with the Germans. Whitaours existed that the Partisans had
also negotiated with the Germans about a ceasesfiielal Communist historiography was
silent on this pointi4] Lekovic’s treatment of this politically sensititleeme led to a heated
public debate about the Communist anti-fascisstasce, which had always been treated as a
sacrosanct ideological dogma by the Communists.

Yugoslav media were flooded with historical debatdter nearly forty years of
Communist censorship, it was suddenly possiblertevabout historical topics that had been
taboo until recently. This led to great public netgt in everything to do with the past,
especially the recent past. Critical analyses ®@bmmunist era and revelations about topics
that had been closely guarded secrets until rggentth as over Tito’s private life, turned
historical research into media hype] There was also wide media attention for topicsfro
the pre-Communist era that had been regarded bg§dhemunists as ‘contra-revolutionary’
and dangerous, such as stories about the proparfegxreme nationalist ideologies and
nationalist leaders from the Second World War. Diéch Slavist Willem Vermeer expressed
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his surprise about the attention paid to historthenYugoslavia of the 1980s,
commenting that it looked as if the past had becoree important that the present: “To an
outsider, it is quite astonishing to see that thieutar press in Yugoslavia is full of interviews
with historians and similar people, evidently netause the public is really interested in what
happened in the past, but because it is thoughptst facts are somehow more important
than present reality. (...) since the past is c®reid more important than the present, there is a
tendency to treat reality not as something ethjaadiutral to be managed, but as something
essentially undesirable to be changed back inttwat®n that is assumed to have existed at
some selected period in the past and that is balelresent an ideal.(..[}]

There was resistance to this new historiographyfoothodox Communist circles,
especially the leadership of the Yugoslav FederatyA(JNA). However, the settling of
accounts with Yugoslavia’'s Communist past was astricted to incidental publications.
These changes also led to another trend: the ndeatapproach to history which made it
possible to discuss many controversial themesfatslitated the publication of studies with a
nationalist tinge. The political climate changeuld post-Communist nationalist ideologies
were born. The neo-nationalists in Croatia begdortmulate a new interpretation of the role
of the NDH and Ante Pavelic in Croatian history;, &xample, some intellectuals and
politicians described Ante Pavelic’s Ustase asog@ssive Croatian national movement. The
conservative politician Ivan Gabelica stated inrdarview printed in the weeklglobusthat
Pavelic was the Croatian George Washington. That@@mmentator and historian Zvonimir
Kulundzic said in another interview that Pavelicsveademocrat of the British type. Kulundzic
regarded Pavelic’s links with Hitler and Mussolasi political miscalulations based on
Pavelic’s belief that fascism was going to comeayutop throughout Europe?]

Thomas writes that nationalist interpretationsistdry led each ethnic group to
develop its own ‘truths’, which came to play an or@ant role in the struggle against political
opponents. Before the war in Bosnia-Hercegovinadut, the Serb nationalist ideologists
tried to prove on the basis of ‘historical factsat co-existence with the other ‘ethnic groups’
there was impossible. Thomas explains this tendeadgllows: “Nationalist interpretations of
history influence contemporary domestic and redipoétics, which then leads to violent
conflict. Selective and manipulative versions aftbry are then used to advance nationalist
objectives of secession from the existing statenil8rly, nationalists usually seek to house
their narrow concept of ‘nation’ within a state tigall-inclusive of their ethnic group and, in
the same time, exclude other ‘nations’ from théesta reduce them to secondary stafus].”

The Communist era was nearing its end, but instééabking to the future the post-
Communist politicians sought inspiration in thetpd$e old ideological polarizations were
reborn through the setting up of political partiesed on the old ideological inheritance.
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7. Theideological background of extreme nationalist movements and
political parties

In 1991, at the height of the war in Croatia, augrof Croat intellectuals compiled a book
from source material intended to give a surveyhefdevelopment of the Greater-Serbian
nationalist ideology since the 19th centunyThe compilers saw llija Garasani&certanije
as the first major political manifesto serving dsaais for Serbia’s expansionist policies. In
addition to theNacertanije the book contained a reprint @ik Karadzic’sSrbi svi i svuda
which was presented as the basis for Serb linguistiionalism. Texts relating to the well
known secret organizatidgjedinjenje ili smrt(Unification or death) were also reprinted.

Of course, this collection also contains less Wetiwn texts such &30 istrage nase
ili vase (Till our extermination, or yours), by the Serljger and commentator Nikola
Stojanovic (1880-1965), which was initially pubkeshin Zagreb in 1902. Stojanovic argued in
this text for absorption of the Croats in the Sanlpeople: “The Croats...are not and cannot be
a separate nation, but they are on their way tornetwy - Serbs. By taking Serbian as their
national language, they have taken the most impostap towards unification. Also, the
process of merging continues apart from the languBy reading every single Serbian book,
any folk song, by singing any Serbian song, an aibfresh Serbian democratic culture is
passing into their organism (...) This struggle niesfought until extermination, yours or
ours. One party must succumpb}The Croats in Zagreb reacted to the publication of
Stojanovic’s article with indignation, and the leadf the Croat extreme nationalist “Pure
party of Right” Juraj Frank organized (with suppiooim Budapest) the plundering of Serb
houses and shops, which lasted for three daysightsnOn the fourth day, the Hungarian
authorities announced a state of emergency torpahd to the riots.

The interest in Serb nationalism was generatethéyarge-scale atrocities committed
in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina between 19911&98&. People tried to find an
explanation in the historical continuity of Serkiioaalist ideology for the slaughter of Croats
and Bosnians by the Serb army and various paramyildrganisations. For example, the text
by the historian Vasa Cubrilovic from 1937 on thens for expelling the Albanian population
of Yugoslavia to Albania and Turkey was regarded asnsequence of Serb nationalist
ideology. Cubrilovic was inspired by Hitler's susséul expulsion of the Jews and Stalin’s
suppression of undesired population groups. Heqa®g that systematic intimidation and
terror should be used to make the life of the Aiaas impossible, so that they would flee to
Albania or Turkey. His proposal also included tlepldyment of various paramilitary groups,
such as the Cetniks, in order to carry out viokaiions against Albanian villages and
neighbourhoods in collaboration with the government

The compilation also includes the pampleimogena SrbijgHomogeneous Serbia)
by Stevan Moljevic, one of the leaders of the Getnovement in the Second World War.
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This brief manifesto included full details of theumdaries of the Serbian state to be set
up after the war. Moljevic’'s Greater Serbia wastdude parts of Croatia, Bosnia-
Hercegovina and Albania. The formation of this $anlstate was to be followed by a
federative alliance with Slovenia and Croatia. Thenifesto was used a proof that the Cetnik
movement during the Second World War was fightmgaf Greater Serbia and not for the
kingdom of Yugoslavia.

The main attention in the book was focused, howewethe Memorandum written in
1985 by a prominent group of academics from théi8erAcademy of Sciences (SANU) in
reaction to the political and economic crisis thatl been plaguing the Yugoslav federation
since the 1960s. The compilersipyori velikosrpske agresijghare the opinion of most
commentators that the SANU Memorandum formed tlsgslfar the nationalist policy
followed by the Serbian Communists under Slobod#nddvic. It consists of two thematic
parts, the first of which contains general consitiens about the socio-economic, cultural and
political crisis suffered by Communist Yugoslavide blame for the faulty policies followed
in Yugoslavia is laid on the shoulders of the Comisurulers. The second part deals with the
position of Serbia within the Communist federatias,defined in the 1974 Constitution. The
main argument here is that the Serbian people baldeen given the right to a state of their
own. Serbia itself was divided administrativelyoinhree parts: Serbia proper, and the two
autonomous provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo. Tbigipal steps derived from this
analysis were aimed in the first instance at rétugniSerbia administratively by abolishing the
autonomous status of the two other provinces. Aigiothe SANU Memorandum did not
mention any explicit links between the policiepribposed and Serb national ideology in the
tradition of Garasanin or the Cetnik movement, Beripolicy under the leadership of
Slobodan Milosevic was placed in the tradition &f tentury Serb nationalism because both
were aimed at uniting the Serb population (inclgdimat from other republics) in a single
state.

It is noteworthy that while many books about thekgmound of Serb nationalist
ideology have appeared since 1991, there havermesystematic analyses of the ideological
background of Croat extreme nationalist movemendspmlitical partiess] The Croatian
share of war atrocities is generally related toGheat extreme nationalist ideology of
Starcevic and Frank. While Starcevic regarded tAlbsHurg monarchy as the greatest enemy
of the formation of the Croatian state and warrgairest co-operation with Budapest and
Vienna, Frank was notorious for his anti-Serb adigt. He did not hesitate to work together
with Budapest to intimidate the Croatian Serbsnkaideological legacy was continued by
the lawyer Ante Pavelic (1899-1965), the foundethef Ustase movement. Pavelic fled the
kingdom of Yugoslavia after having been found guiitt absentiaof incitement to armed
rebellion against the state. He sought refuge isddlini’s Italy, where he set up the Ustase
(Rebels) terrorist group. Pavelic was convinced tifia political future of Croatia lay in the
hands of the Croatian peasants and he gained tadg@&eof support in Lika (Knin-krajina) and
Hercegovina, where the peasant population liveguwdry poor conditions and where the
royal police were given a free hand to terrorizeribn-Serb population. The Ustase’s support
for the poor and socially disadvantaged groupsrigiglly to such confusion about their
ideological background that even the Yugoslav ComistlParty though they had gained a
new ally[4] This was a big miscalculation, because the mamnaiUstase ideology was the
formation of an ethnically pure Greater CroatiatestThe Ustase government unleashed a
reign of terror in 1941, with the promulgation bét“Decree for the Defence of the People and
the State”, in which it was stated that whoever agea the vital interests of Croatia was
guilty of high treason, the penalty for which wasath(5] The “Decree for the Protection of
Arian Blood” promoted the Slav Croats, by way oteption and with the implicit approval of
Hitler, to the Arian race and made it an offencetfiem to have dealings with Jews. The
Serbian question was dealt with in the “Decree eamag Conversion from one Religion to
another”. The Serbs were defined as ‘Eastern Goettodox’, and Catholic priests were
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encouraged to convert them to CatholicisnAfter the restoration of political
pluralism in Croatia in 1990, a number of new pcéik parties claimed an ideological affinity
with the Party of Right, the Pure Party of Rightldine Ustase. The winner in the 1990
elections was the HDZ (Croatian Democratic Uni@ngo-nationalist party with one main
aim: the creation of an independent Croatian skatgthing that stood in the way of this aim
was considered to be ideologically unacceptableZ lgblicy was a combination of anti-
Yugoslav, anti-Communist and anti-Serb elementelnlike the Ustase, HDZ ideologists no
longer regarded the Muslims from Bosnia-Hercegoaisiénatural allies’ but as political
opponents on the way to a great, independent @roatate.
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The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 2
Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

I ntroduction

After the outbreak of war in 1991, many studieshef background of the war were published.
Most of these included a reconstruction of the &/&Fading up to the disintegration of
Yugoslavia. In parallel with a step-by-step dedaip of the escalation process, an attempt
was made to trace the causes of the disintegratithre state. The most recent publications
have tended to concentrate mainly on the quesfitimecsuccession after the death of Tito, the
economic crisis and the crisis of the federal sysds the fundamental causes of the
disintegration of Yugoslavia. In addition, authbesse tried to assign responsibility for the
violent escalation of the conflict: was this perbape to the secessionist policies of Slovenia
and Croatia, who decided to leave the Yugoslavrigam in 19917 Or were these policies
merely a reaction to the Serb nationalist policeSlobodan Milosevic, who had been
mobilizing the Serb population in other republices 1987 in order, as he claimed, to ‘save’
them from the genocide others were planning toycaut on them?

In order to explain the causes of the violence,ianghrticular the escalation of
violence in Bosnia-Hercegovina, it is necessarstéot off by analysing the various definitions
of the conflict. Was it historical, ethnic, religis, ideological or political in nature? Or was it a
confirmation of the theory of a ‘clash of civiligas’ that had suddenly become so popular in
the 1990s?
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1. The question of succession: Tito after Tito?

For more than three decades, the political leadgerdtthe Yugoslav federation was in the
hands of one single person: Josip Broz Tito. He tvasState President, the Federal Premier
and the Supreme Commander of the army. He fulfdliéthese functions till the end of his
life, and was accepted as impartial by all ethmaugs.[1]

Tito started to arrange his succession in the 196@ss ultimately decided that he
would be succeeded by a Presidium with eight mesplbepresenting the six republics and the
two autonomous provinces. It was later realizedyener, that such a collective presidium
would be unable to save the federation if the catymsystem should cease to exist.
Democratic centralism provided a vital basis fa slolution of political problems in
Communist Yugoslavia: once the party had takencssiba, this should be followed at all
levels.

The historian Stevan Pavlowich believes that Tisswot really interested in arranging
his succession, and offers as evidence the fachéexpelled a whole generation of
competent politicians from the party in the 1978%2avlowich’s opinion, these clean-ups
were aimed not so much at removing deviant ‘natistiand ‘liberal’ elements from the party
as at dealing with his succession: “This was inéehdoth to prevent a struggle for the
succession, and anyone ever again wielding suclempasvhe had - in order to keep his
achievements and his memory intact and uniggle.”

The question as to what would happen to the ConshiYuigoslav federation after
Tito’s death was also of great importance for Eeeopsecurity. The first scenarios for the
future of Yugoslavia after the death of Tito apekin the 19708] A frequently recurring
theme was the warning that this event was likelg#al to the loss of Yugoslav neutrality. The
doom scenarios included the possibilities of regiaestabilization, Soviet expansion to the
South-East of Europe, and ethnic tensions: “Theawe could be grim: Tito successors are
unable to impose their will on the feuding repusglioationalism, the historic bane of the
Balkans, explodes with new strength, fuelled by dtmsAlbanian irredentists and the Croat
clamour for more autonomy; the TDF (Territorial Be€e Force, N. Tromp), the pride of
Yugoslavia’s military planners, splits up alongiaaal lines; armed bands of Ustashi and
Cominformist Soviet agents cross the borders, siongaerror and chaos#|

The German commentator and Yugoslavia expert Qast& Strohm pointed out that
radical Croatian and Serbian nationalist émigréewaiting for the chance to topple the
Communist system. An underground war had beengagitside Yugoslavia between the
Yugoslav secret service (UDBA) and these groupyéars. The general assumption was that
Communist Yugoslavia would disintegrate along ethault lines after Tito’s death, opening
the door to the return of political émigrés withrweadical viewss]
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European diplomatic circles devoted a great deattehtion and energy to
maintenance of thetatus qualuring the Cold War years. Amgpprochemenbetween the
Soviet Union and Yugoslavia could disturb the prexes balance of power in Europe. But
unlike the prediction made in most doom scenaiaogjoslavia did not fall prey to Soviet
expansionism. The disintegration of Yugoslaviamtd happen until the Communist system in

Europe had collapsed in 1989, closely followedHh®sy ¢rumbling of the Soviet Union in 1991.
[6]

From 1980 onwards, the Yugoslav political elitedrio keep Tito’s legacy alive under
the motto ‘Tito after Titol7] In fact, however, the bankruptcy of Communist idgy, the
economic malaise and social and ethnic tensionsechihe Communist elites in the republics
to distance themselves more and more from Titohem@olitical legacy. Various republics
were on the look out for a new ‘strong man’, forgéslavians had never known a political
system that did not derive its authority from a8ty leader. This was generally explained with
reference to the patriarchal traditions of the sagivhere democratic political institutions
remained underdeveloped and all political systentke past had rested on the power and
authority of a strong leader. The Serb geographeraathropologist Jovan Cvijic explains the
tendency of the population of the Balkans to sultenthe authority placed above them by the
centuries of suppression undergone by the regiaohwiad forced the populace to an extreme
form of adaptation if they were to survige Paradoxically enough, the Communist system
was the most liberal political system in the higtof the South Slav peoples despite all its
shortcomings and its repressive character. Anydme fallowed the rules could become a
member of the Communist party advance in societthanbasis. But the Communist system
also depended on the strong leadership of onemerdo. It appeared with hindsight that the
system could not survive without a new strong niteimas been said of Slobodan Milosevic
that he was the only politician in the former Yulgeg who had understood that Tito was
dead and who wanted to become the new Tito. Hislgno, however, was that he was not
accepted by the non-Serbs, the Serb liberal igaailisia and the liberal Communists. His
power in Serbia was based on the support of thesSesm the other republics, in particular
Kosovo and Croatia.

After the death of Tito, the new generation of Camnist leaders promised never to
‘depart from his ways’. However, the rise of natbsm in the Yugoslav republics at the end
of the 1980s led to increasing criticism of Titn.Croatian post-Communist historiography, he
is generally described as a tyrant who used Conshigdgology as an effective means of
repression to hold the South Slav peoples, inqddr the Croats, together against their will.
In post-Communist Serb historiography, Tito is daithe responsible for splitting Serbia up
into three (administrative) units, Serbia proped #re autonomous provinces of Vojvodina
and Kosovo. It is claimed that he did this becaweseelieved that Yugoslavia could only be
strong if Serbia was weak.

The bloody disintegration of Yugoslavia led to rered interest in Tito and his times.
The British commentator Jasper Ridley wrote a lapby of Tito in 1994, in which he gave a
more positive assessment of the Yugoslav leaddiefRstated that Tito had long had doubts
about the future of the Yugoslav federation; heaapptly said as early as two years before his
death that Yugoslavia no longer existed. Ridleyelveld that Tito was less unpopular in post-
Communist Croatia than in post-Communist Serbia Cloatian president Franjo Tudjman
always showed respect for Tito, whom he praisedferdnis creation of a federal Yugoslavia
in the 1970s, which was very good for Croatia.rinther biography of Tito, the British
historian and Yugoslavia expert Richard West dbsdrhow the inhabitants of Bosnia carried
Tito’s portrait through the streets and calledriasne during parades held in Sarajevo and
Mostar on the eve of the war in Bosnia-Hercegovihany inhabitants of the ethnically mixed
regions where the memories of ethnic violence ftbenSecond World War were still fresh
saw Tito and his Yugoslavia as guarantees of peace.
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Chapter 2
Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

2. The economiccrisis

One of the first books describing the escalatirsgntiegration of Yugoslavia as the result of
economic, political and ethnic tensions appearel®®B[1] Branka Magas, a British historian
and journalist of Croatian descent, had initiakjehb interested in the direction in which
Yugoslav socialism and ‘workers’ self-rule’ was ggito develop in the 1980s. She soon
realized, however, that not only the Yugoslav datiaystem but also the continued existence
of the state itself was at rigk. In the early 1980s, shortly after Tito’s deatlgnsi of a deep
economic crisis in Yugoslavia became evident. Toem@unist rulers tried to deal with it with
the aid of a series of economic measurekoAg-term Programme for Economic Stabilization
and Developmemwas introduced in 1982 he main measures this programme contained
involved large-scale cuts in expenditure in allmegts of society. In the view of Yugoslav
economists, however, the crisis was structuralcandd not be solved by the proposed
economic changes. Industry depended on importedraterials and technology, and the
facilities for agriculture, transport and energyr@vsystematically neglected. Despite the strict
measures taken to reduce expenditure, the for@ghabntinued to rise: “In 1983 alone $900
million were added to the country’s $20 billionéayn debt. To service this debt, and in order
to be able to borrow more, the government has betimg down imports and stepping up
exports ‘at all costs’. Import reductions haveumtproduced a great shortage of essential
materials. The result has been great industrighstidon: depending on the branch, only
between 30 per cent and 60 per cent of industajadcity is at present being utilized. This
means that enterprises are increasingly operatiadass (...)'[3]

The foreign experts who saw the crisis in Yugosias basically economic in nature
believed that it was a result of the oil crisistthad hit all developing countries in the early
1980s. In the opinion of the American financial estgMartin d’Andrea, the Yugoslav
economy had adapted well to the consequences ofltbasis. Susan Woodward believed,
however, that the most liberal Communist countryldmever make a successful transition to
the market economy because of its internal econdewelopment and the monetary policy of
other countries at the time of the global debti€ri&ccording to her, the international
financial crisis led to the economic crisis in Ygtgvia, which meant that the federal
government could no longer function properly; amd then led in its turn to collapse of the
socio-political system. Woodward ascribes the failof the reform process in the 1980s to the
international monetary organizations, which did canisider the political consequences of
their policy and which kept on making new demanashe Yugoslav government. The
Yugoslav sociologist Laslo Sekelj notes that thgdalav crisis was long regarded simply as
an economic crisis which had to be solved by apprtg‘stabilization policies’ on the part of
the federal government. Yugoslav experts, on therdtand, saw the economy as only part of
the problem. The main problem, according to thems thhe execution of the stabilisation
programmes at republic level. Sekelj believes tihatconomic disintegration of the
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federation had already begun in the early 198@srasult of the ‘consensus economy’
which had led to six national economies.

The emphasis of the Communist leaders on the edgremspects of the crisis led to
prolonged underestimation of its political consewes. Jovan Miric, Professor of Political
Science at the University of Zagreb, was the fogtoint out the political aspects of the crisis.
According to him, the causes of the economic cebuld be sought in the fact that the
administrative rules and the political control loé teconomy were informal in nature and not
laid down by law. In other words, political involvent in the economy was anonymous and
intangible; no one could be held responsible for iThis politicisation of the economy led to
‘political investment’, an ironic euphemism for theilding of vast industrial conglomerates in
economically under-developed regions. Founded ditiga considerations and not on
economic calculations, they suffered enormous Kjsse

The economic and social crisis also manifestedf és@ther levels. Ever since the
creation of the Yugoslav state in 1918, great enoaanequality had existed between its
various regions. Slovenia and Croatia already maid@ustrial infrastructure, while society in
Macedonia and Kosovo still showed feudal traitss Htonomic inequality continued under
Communism and even got an added ethnic dimensiae $he allocation of economic
resources within the federation was decided athigplevel. Kosovo and Macedonia were
regarded as under-developed regions and Slovedi€gatia as rich, developed ones.
Simmie and Dekleva concluded that the war was diedonomic wars between the richer
northern republics and the poorer southern ofig#\tcording to some calculations, Slovenia
was 7.5 times as rich as Kosovo.

The economist Milica Zarkovic Bookman took an ie&ting approach to the
importance of the economy in the disintegratiothef Yugoslav federatigon. She studied the
relationship between economic stagnation and naigm in the former Yugoslavia. It is
generally assumed that modernization of societydea weakening of the forces of
nationalism, and on the other hand that nationaissrainforced when the economic situation
deteriorates. Some authors believe that the corsegs of the economic crisis for the
population of Yugoslavia led to the disintegrataifrthe state. The standard of living dropped:
in the mid-1980s, only 16% of Yugoslav householisid live from their monthly income
while by 1987 this figure had dropped to 5%. Thpwation had lost all confidence in the
Communist leaders. By the end of the 1980s, Comsnuhiad completely lost the respect of
the populace and was only associated with corrnptiepotism and incompetence. Steven
Burg pointed out that populist movements and malitdemagogues used the economic crisis
to gain political support among the population bymising quick, radical solutions to
complex socio-economic problems.

Zarkovic Bookman also saw a clear relationship ketwthe economic stagnation, the
rise of nationalism and the resulting demands éoession from multi-ethnic communitigs.
She based her analysis on the theories of autiker&arl Deutsch and Samuel Huntingtgn
who claim that modernization increases the chahessmilation and hence reduces the risk
of ethnic conflicts. It also raises the level ofilization and education or training in a society.
As a result, more people come to regard themsealsy@sembers of the civil society, and
identify themselves less with their ethnic desc&he contrary view is that modernization
increases the competition between different pepples result of which ethnic groups
actually want to distinguish themselves from oth@ther experts, such as Immanuel
Wallerstein10] believe that it is precisely the richer regionstttend to make more extreme
demands such as secession. Experience in Yugosletually seems to confirm both these
views. The first demands for secession came frosokKo, the least developed region in
Yugoslavia. At the end of the 1980s, however, is Weecisely the richest Yugoslav republic,
Slovenia, that used economic arguments to legigng&secession from Yugoslavia. The
Slovene economist Joze Mencinger called the argtsvadrout the economic exploitation of
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Yugoslavia’s rich northern republics ‘economic dgogy’[11], which was used for
political ends to legitimize secession from thesigdion. In fact Slovenia, which though
relatively small was economically the best devetbpgion of Yugoslavia, profited from the
large market for its products offered by the rdstagoslavia. Slovenian complaints at the end
of the 1980s referred to the execution of the faldetonomic policy.

The last hope for economic recovery was placetierigshock therapy’ instituted by the
last Yugoslav federal premier Ante Markovic, wharstd an ambitious programme of
measures aimed at correcting the economic and i@gnietbalance in the federation in 1989.
His efforts were however continually frustratedtbg republican leaders in Slovenia and
Croatia, who refused to pay the customs and teoniecthey received into the federal chest.
Serbia also refused to cooperate with the refotfesderal level. In December 1990, just
before the first multi-party elections in Serbiae Serb President Slobodan Milosevic had 1.7
billion US dollars worth of dinars printed withoatithorization from the federal government
or the Central Bank. This measure won the electionkim in Serbia, but the monetary
consequences for the rest of the federation weessttaphic. The federal government lost any
credibility it still had, and Slovenia and Croasi@w it as justification for their declaration of
independence.

[1] B. Magas, The Destruction of Yugoslavia: Trackihg Break-up 1980-92 (London, 1993). L. Sekelj,
Yugoslavia: The Process of Disintegration, (Bould®93). L. Cohen, Broken Bonds: The Disintegratibn
Yugoslavia (Boulder-Oxford, 1993).

[2] Magas (1993) Introduction.

[3] Ibid., 95.

[4] Sekelj (1993) 160-162.

[5] See e.g. Marius Broekmeyer, Joegoslavié in dfiisiButch) (The Hague, 1985).

[6] J. Simmie and J. Dekleva, Yugoslavia in Turmofttef Self-Management? (Londen, 1991) xvii.

[7] M. Zarkovic Bookman, Economic Decline and Natidsral in the Balkans (London, 1994).

[8] ‘The greater the underdevelopment, deterioratimhstagnation of regional economy, the greateeffoats
of the ethnic group to differentiate itself fronethnion.’ in Zarkovic Bookman (1994) 8.

[9] See K. Deutsch, Nationalism and Its Alternatividew York, 1969). S. Huntington, Political Order in
Changing Societies, (New Haven, 1968). Cited irkdgic Bookman (1994) 8.

[10] See I. Wallerstein, Africa: The Politics of indepence, (New York, 1961). Cited in Zarkovic Bookman
(1994) 8.

[11] See J. Mencinger, ‘Costs and Benefits of Sece'ssidh Fink-Hafner and J. Robbins, Making a New
Nation: The Formation of Slovenia (Dartmouth, 1997)
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3. Thecrisisof the federal system

Apart from the question of the succession to Titd the economic crisis, the literature on the
disintegration of Yugoslavia devoted a great déaltiention to the crisis of the federal
system. One of the paradoxes of Yugoslav societythat while official Communist ideology
sketched nationalism as ideologically dangeroussathlly unacceptable, ethnic criteria
were still used as starting point for the formatudrihe Yugoslav federal system. Sabrina
Ramet used the ‘balance of power’ theory from maéional relations to analyse the
disintegration of the Yugoslav staie.The relations between the republics and the fé¢idara
were laid down in the Yugoslav Constitution, thst kaersion of which (from 1974) contained
provisions for decentralization of the federatidhe republics were given greater
independence, and could stand up for their owrigight the same time, there was less
incentive for the republics to make compromisefwite another and the relations between
them changed into what one author described asbatwe federalism(2] Although ethnic
tensions had also occurred regularly in the phsy, had according to Ramet never led to
eruptions within the federal system as long astitbority of the Communist party remained
unchallenged. Tito acted regularly as the ultingatstrator in disputes between the republics
right up to his death.

Many books on the crisis of the 1980s contain dsons of the bankruptcy of
Communist ideology in Yugoslavia well before thejonaipheavals in Eastern Europe. The
Constitution of 1974 caused the Yugoslav Commupasty to be split up into national
Communist parties, which demanded changes in tterdésystem. The conflict between the
Yugoslav republics was largely regarded in the 1&80s and early 1990s as one between the
centre and the disobedient republics. The Dutobaretier Koen Koch describes the power
struggle as a collision between ‘conflicting vissoof state and society’ and distinguishes the
following pairs of opposites in this context: ‘calization vs decentralization’ (‘federation vs
confederation’), ‘democracy vs communism’ and ‘plism vs nationalism3] Koch refers to
the analysis by Milovan Djilas, who saw the strgggf the 1980s as a conflict between the
national elites of the various republics, who usationalism as a ‘technique for domination’.
[4] Ramet distinguishes the ‘national liberals’ (Skaaeand Croatia), and the ‘conservative
anti-reformers’ (Serbia and Montenegro). The formanted more autonomy for the republics
and further decentralization, while the latter attfuwanted centralization of the federation.
The Serb preference for a centralized federationtivas diametrically opposed to the Slovene
and Croat demands for further decentralizatiomddition, Slovenia and Croatia presented
themselves as proponents of democratic change ®hilgia and Montenegro were not
prepared to give up Communism.

When the nationalist parties came to power in Si@avand Croatia in 1990, this
marked the start of what Robert Hayden called ebgef ‘constitutional nationalism’,
characterized by a constitution and a legal systeeach new republic that was intended to
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guarantee the dominance of the largest ethnic geodine other ethnic groups were
declared ethnic minorities, which led to violerdegons since no one wanted to belong to a
minority. The new political elites in Slovenia a@doatia applied the principle of ‘total
national sovereignty’ by claiming the right to sdétermination, which led eventually to their
secession from Yugoslavia.

During the final phase of the conflict before majmience erupted, there was a heated
debate about the meaning of the term ‘self-deteatiun’. In the Communist vision of the
federal system, each people had the right to t#rchination - including the right to
secession - on condition that the other constieutiationalities agreed. Slovenia and Croatia
derived the legitimacy and legality of their deaisifrom the results of the preceding
referendum. In fact, however, this referendum hatcdgiven them the backing of the other
nationalities or of the federal government, whield ldeclared the independence of these
republics illegal7] The Croatian government was not worried aboubtheott of the
referendum by the Serb population of Croatia. kirtbpinion, the right to self-determination
applied to the republics within their existing bdanies — often called the communist
boundaries. This difference of opinion was, howgwéno importance for the resolution of
the crisis, for no matter whether the self-deteation of peoples or of republics was at issue,
the results of the referendum meant the end oY tigoslav federation in both casesAs
early as 1991, a democratic Yugoslavia was no loagealistic possibility. The Italian
minister of Foreign Affairs Gianni de Michelis sard1991 that “According to its present
constitutional structure, Yugoslavia could be aitineited but undemocratic, or democratic -
but in pieces /9]

Despite his rhetoric, however, the Serb presidefdaddvic did not appear to be willing
to grant the right to the self-determination ofioialities to anyone but the Serb population.
In his opinion, the Serb population of Croatia, BasHercegovina and Macedonia should
have the chance of expressing their opinion abbeutlisintegration of the Yugoslav state and
of deciding whether they wanted to remain in Yugesl. He has never explained why he was
not prepared to grant the rights he claimed forfS minorities in the other republics to the
Kosovars in Kosovo, the Muslims in Sandzak andHhagarians in Vojvodina. One of the
causes of the fighting that broke out in Croatid Bosnia-Hercegovina was that the Serb
population there had set up Serb “autonomous regji@ecording to the Serb nationalist
politicians, Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina cowdddime independent — but without the
regions which they (the Serb politicians) regarde@®erbian. The Croat politicians followed
the Serb example, and in 1992 the Croat ‘autonomegisn’ of Herceg-Bosna was
proclaimed, with the intention of incorporatingrito Croatia later.
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4. The question of theresponsibility for the disintegration of Yugosavia

The power struggle between the various Yugoslaubkgs in the period from 1990 to 1992
was followed closely by foreign journalists, diplate and politicians. The official EU policy
was that Yugoslavia had to be saved. When thisgatawpossible, a discussion flared up
about the responsibility for the disintegrationyafgoslavia. While the Serb president
Slobodan Milosevic has always claimed that he whtdesave Yugoslavia, he is generally
considered to bear most of the blame for its degjrdtion. Initially, Milosevic’s claim that he
was in favour of the preservation of Yugoslavia Wwabkeved in European political circles.
European policy in 1991 was also aimed precisethismdirection. Things changed after the
failure of the conference held in The Hague inabumn of 1991, where a Draft Proposal for
a Yugoslav confederation was presented to the teaddéhe various republics. According to
this proposal, the republics would get a great déaltonomy and would be joined together
in a confederation; the national minorities in eegbublic would have a large measure of self-
government. Milosevic was the only participanthas tonference to reject this proposal,
because he was not prepared to grant the Kosowansdbs a wide degree of autonomy.

This is the main reason why Milosevic is regardedthaving prime responsibility for the
violent disintegration of Yugoslavia; a subsidiaggason is that he was the first Yugoslav
politician to introduce nationalist rhetoric intestdiscourse. The main lines of Serbian policy
under Milosevic were based on the SANU Memorandsee Eection 1.6 above), a manifesto
produced in 1986 by a group of leading memberb®Serbian Academy of Arts and
Sciences (Serbo-Croat abbreviation SANU). Accordanthem, the 1974 Constitution was the
cause of many problems in Yugoslav — and in pderda Serbian - society. They blamed the
crisis on the political and economic dominatiorStdvenia and Croatia in Communist
Yugoslavia, because these two republics had forriddd of anti-Serb coalition during the
rule of Tito and his right-hand man, the Slovenedtd Kardelj. But the strongest criticism
concerned federal policy in Kosovo: “Everyone iisttountry who is not indifferent has long
ago realized that the genocide in Kosovo cannablpebated without deep social (...) changes
in the whole country. These changes are unimagnatthout changes likewise in the
relationship between the Autonomous Provinces hadRepublic of Serbia (...). Genocide
cannot be prevented by the (...) gradual surreofdéosovo and Metohija to Albania: the
unsigned capitulation which leads to a politicaafional treason?)

The word ‘genocide’ had been uttered, with the iogtlon that the Serb population in
Croatia was also at risk. This kind of language alwoke memories of the Second World
War, which had far-reaching consequences for tladioas between the Serbs and the non-
Serb nationalities in Yugoslavia. The suggestioa pfanned anti-Serb policy and the threat of
genocide led to a sort of existential crisis amthegSerb people. This ‘propaganda of threat’
turned all kinds of Serbs — rich and poor, Commiuanisl non-Communist, with or without a
religious belief — into political allies in a brdgdased national movemelt.
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Although Milosevic claimed to support the preseimaf Yugoslavia, he rejected all
proposals for reformation of the Yugoslav fedenatitne Slovenian-Croatian proposal for a
confederation; the Izetbegovic-Gligorov proposal &nally that made by Lord Carrington in
October 1991. After the rejection of the last-meméid proposal, the international community
was powerless to save Yugoslavia. Slovenia andti@raere recognized as independent
states by the EU countries shortly thereafter.

While Robert Hayden and Susan Woodward recogniz&idSerb nationalism had had
negative effects, they did not think that Miloselmre most blame for the disintegration of
Yugoslavia. In their opinion, Slovenia shared thae. The political scientist Phil Nel (1994)
considers that Croatian policy under Franjo Tudjimas most to answer for, since this led to
the revolt of the Croatian Serbs against the negatian government in August 1990.

Although there was much criticism of Croatian pplicder Tudjman, Croatia was
generally held to bear a smaller share of the bldrae Serbia. The mistakes made by the
Croatian government relate to the treatment oS population in Croatia after the
elections in 1990. The new Croatian political etlid little to rebut the claims that the
demands for independence in 1990 bore a strikisgmélance to those made for the
independent Croatian Ustase state (NDH) in 194djiian has never unconditionally
condemned the Croatians’ Ustase past. In fact,daerthings worse by stating that even
though the Ustase movement with its fascism andi@ttieansing was reprehensible, the
independence of Croatia in the period between B9411945 had been a valuable historical
fact.

In the new Croatian constitution adopted in 1988,$erb population of the state was
defined as a ‘national minority’. No new legislatiovas passed to protect the rights of the
Serb population, even though they had an absolgjerity in 11 municipalities and made up
nearly 12% of the overall population of CroatiaisTled to increasing uncertainty among the
Serbs, and finally to resistance to the new Croaj@aernment. A majority of the Croatian
Serbs voted in 1990 for the SDP (Party of Demaoci@hiange - the old Communists, who
were in favour of reformation of the federationjtek the defeat of this party, however, they
showed increasing support for the Serb nationpdigiies. With the approval of Slobodan
Milosevic, the Croatian Serbs designated a sefiase@s as ‘Serb Autonomous Regions’ in
1991, these areas became no-go areas for the &ra@atihorities.

The international community is often blamed for thtbreak of the war in Bosnia-
Hercegovina. They recognized the independencerawsaparts of the former Yugoslavia too
quickly. This claim is difficult to substantiatepWwever. After the declarations of
independence of Slovenia and Croatia, it would Heeen hard to justify leaving the
population of Bosnia behind in a Serb-dominated o&lavia. Moreover, if the EU had not
recognized Bosnia-Hercegovina, two ethnic grouips Groats and the Muslims) would have
revolted. But when Bosnia-Hercegovina was recoghidevas the Bosnian Serbs who
revolted. The political leaders of the Bosnian Sdrad repeatedly stated before April 1992
that they did not wish to live in a state where Mheslims together with the Croats had a
parliamentary majority and could always outvote $teebss) The Bosnian Serbs had
therefore designated a series of areas in Bosnieegevina as ‘Serb Autonomous Regions’
before September 1991, in preparation for a tefaitdivision of Bosnia-Hercegovina. In
January 1992, these regions were proclaimed the Bepublic of Bosnia-Hercegovina
(Republika SrpsRaThis provocation exacerbated the ethnic divisienThereafter, the
Bosnian Serbs boycotted the referendum on the erignce of Bosnia-Hercegovina. They
wanted the Republika Srpska to become part of éne Yugoslav state formed in April 1992
as a federation between Serbia and Montenegro.

An authoritative assessment of the causes of gietdgration of Yugoslavia was made
by the Badinter Commission, set up by the EC MenSitates in 1990. This commission
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consisted of the presidents of the constitutionakts of the Western European
countries, and was chaired by the French judgehaad of the French Constitutional Court
Robert Badinter. It concluded that the Yugoslawefation had already ceased to function
before Slovenia and Croatia made their declaratdmsdependencg] The judgement of the
Badinter Commission had far-reaching consequeraretd way the crisis was dealt with in
international law: Slovenia and Croatia did not epdn the dock, and the new Yugoslav
federation set up by Serbia and Montenegro couldissume the mantle of the former
Yugoslavia. All debts and assets of the former Y@aa were divided proportionately
between the five states that had succeeded iteSlayCroatia, Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro), Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia.
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5. Definitions of the natur e of the conflict

As we have just seen, the discussion about themesgplity for the disintegration of
Yugoslavia generally assigned most of the blam@&dbodan Milosevic. According to the
authors who have applied conflict theory to the dslgv crisis, however, all parties share the
responsibility for the violent escalation of thenfict, because they all played according to the
rules of the ‘zero-sum game’. They were preparadstall available means, including

military force, to achieve their political objeotis. None of the parties was willing to
compromise: the aim was winning. The content ofdiseussion of the background of the
conflict also changed after the outbreak of wae Violence in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina was played out on a world stage, an#exl/first astonishment and then outrage.
How could people who had lived together peacealiyrfore than forty years suddenly
become enemies? Arguments involving the econondacanstitutional crisis of the Yugoslav
federation might explain why the mechanism of #gaefation no longer functioned, but threw
no light on the intensity of the violence betweka ethnic groups in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina after the disintegration of the Yugos$deration.

The causes of the war have been studied and eggdl&iom many different
perspectives. Practically all authors try to fingbgort for their theories in the history of the
South-Slav peoples, no matter whether the recentsadefined as ethnic, religious, economic,
ideological or political in nature. One group ofiaant intellectuals who studied the causes
and consequences of the conflict saw a clear oalstiip between the current crisis and the
history of the region. Inspired by the work of tBemmission of the Carnegie Endowment for
Peace which investigated war crimes during the &aikars of 1912-1913, they decided in
1994 to engage in a similar fact-finding missioAs‘the Commission travelled the length and
breadth of the Balkans during the second half 851&nd the first half of 1996, its members
were often struck by parallels between their impicess and the insights of the first Carnegie

Commission of 191:314.”1] They wrote in the report of their investigatiomttim broad lines
three historical explanations of the causes ofélcent Balkan wars could be distinguished.

The first explanation sees the present confli@ asntinuation of the power struggle
between foreign powers: the Habsburg and Ottomapifesiand czarist Russia. In the post-
Cold War era, Germany, Turkey and Russia may bardegl as trying to create a new balance
of power in the international system by increashngjr own political influence in the Balkans.
Since the outbreak of the war, the parties invoivettie combat have made repeated attempts
to blow new life into the old alliances with Eur@pecountries: Croatia with Germany,
Bosnians from Bosnia-Hercegovina with Turkey, Sembith Russia. According to the
authors, this explanation is a good example obtrexestimation of the geopolitical
significance of the Balkans for Europe.

The second is the historical explanation of the, wdnich is particularly popular in
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Europe. Here the eruption of violence in the forMegoslavia is seen as a resurgence
of the ‘centuries of hate’ between the peoplesu@stjon. This explanation suggests that the
findings of the 1914 Commission can throw lighttba recent crisis. The violence between
the Balkan peoples in 1914 was ascribed to the@ldigsn of the Ottoman Empire, which was
no longer able to control the conflicts betweerséhpeoples. It is suggested that the collapse
of the Communist system led to the same conseqaemd®90, causing the old ethnic
conflicts to flare up again.

The third explanation, which according to the atghtad many adherents both in the
western world and in the Balkans, was that thewas the result of the existence of cultural
and religious ‘fault lines’ running through the @y The American political scientist Samuel
Huntington referred to this idea in 1993 as thashbl of civilizationsi2]

According to Huntington, the fault lines betweea tivilizations correspond to the
differences between the religions, and the bounbatyeen the three major civilizations in
Europe runs right through the Balkans: “In the Ballkthis line, of course coincides with the
historic boundary between the Habsburg and Ottoengpires. The peoples to the north and
west of this line are Protestant or Catholic; telegred the common experiences of European

history - feudalism, the Renaissance, the Reformation, tigliienment, the French

Revolution, the Industrial Revolution; they are geily economically better off than the
peoples to the east; and they may now look fori@idcreasing involvement in a common
European economy and to the consolidation of deaticgpolitical systems. The peoples to
the east and south of this line are Orthodox orliMyghey historically belonged to the
Ottoman or Tsarist empires and were only lightlycteed by shaping events in the rest of
Europe; they are generally less advanced econdgmitdaty seem much less likely to develop
stable democratic political systenis}”According to the current map of the Balkans, Stoae
and Croatia (which are mainly Catholic) may be rdgd as belonging to the western
civilization and Bosnia-Hercegovina to the Muslwhile Montenegro, Macedonia and large
parts of Serbia belong to Orthodox Christian caation which has its roots in the old
Byzantine empire and is perhaps the one most cortynragssociated with the Balkans. In
Unfinished Peace,.the authors state that the idea that the Yugagtawvas a ‘clash of
civilizations’ is shared both in the Balkans andestcountries.

Even before Huntington wrote his article, Slavebkakulic, a well known Croat
commentator, had described the various dimensibtieeaonflict as a ‘clash of civilisations’
in a conversation with Robert Kaplan. Kaplan cliesin his book as follows: “Here (...) the
battle between Communism and capitalism is meneé/dmension of a struggle that pits
Catholicism against Orthodoxy, Rome against Comistaple, the legacy of Habsburg

Austria-Hungary against that of Ottoman Turkeyn other words, West against East, the

ultimate historical and cultural conflict4] Slovene and Croat politicians have repeatedly
stated that they did not belong to ‘the Balkanst, to western Christian civilization. The
Croat president Franjo Tudjman put this into waddgollows: “The Yugoslav experience

showed that the cultural and geopolitical divided aonstraints turned out to be decisiveo

strong that the common state proved not viable.clineent faultline overlaps with those of

the Roman Empire (Theodosian line) between RomeaByum, and Islam, as well as with
the region where this divide of civilisations is sh@alpable, Bosnia-Hercegovina, produced
one of the most powerful crises of today.’A number of well known Serb intellectuals and
artists, including the post-modern author MiloraVie, have contributed to the glorification
of the Byzantine civilization which they considerlie superior to western civilization. At the
same time, Serb politicians have stated that thiedethe return of Islam provided a key
motivation in their policy regarding in the confl@bout Bosnia-Hercegovina. Radovan
Karadzic has said, for example, that the SerbsdvoeVer allow Turkey to return to the
Balkanss] On the other hand the spiritual leader of the o) Reis-ul-ulema Mustafa
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Ceric, regarded the war in Bosnia-Hercegovina@sugade aimed at driving Islam
from that part of Europg]
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Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

6. Historical alliancesand rivalries

An important aspect of the debate on the clashvdizations in the Balkans was the revival
of the historical and cultural links between thékda peoples and other countries. The
involvement of the EU (or the EC, as it was thenaianediator in the crisis between the
Yugoslav republics led all parties to strengthendld ties with the European great powers.
Serbia claimed exclusive rights to friendship wWiteat Britain and France. The Croats
expected support from Austria and Germany. Theieavan talk of a ‘Balkanization’ of
Europe. Great Britain and France wanted to pretrendisintegration of Yugoslavia, which
led to their policies being regarded as pro-Serbséht-day political considerations were
related to old geo-political alliances and friengshAfter the proposal for a Yugoslav
confederation had been turned down, Germany aneadunche autumn of 1991 that it was
prepared to recognize Slovenia and Croatia as erdnt states. This step was seen by many
as a restoration of the Second-World-War allianu as a result Germany was regarded as
pro-Croat, even within the EU. This also led to dn@matic statement by the Yugoslav
minister of Defence, Veljko Kadijevic, in the Frérice Mondethat Yugoslavia had been
attacked by Germany for the third time this century

At the same time, the rival political elites withviugoslavia did not know how to
interpret US policy with regard to the Yugoslawj and in the early 1990s it was far from
clear who was whose ‘traditional ally’. One of thest known examples of the contradictory
interpretations that can be given to a contempagaent concerns the visit of the American
Secretary of State James Baker to Belgrade onrgd 1001 - four days before the outbreak of
war in Slovenia. It may be stated that the offiéialerican policy was to support the
Yugoslav federal government of premier Ante Marko@and America made diplomatic
efforts to save the Yugoslav state from collapagiig his meeting with Markovic, Baker
pointed out the consequences of the unilaterabdatobn of independence by Slovenia and
Croatia: Yugoslavia’'s borders would be at risk @mnvdould be necessary to deploy the federal
army (JNA). This was later interpreted as giving fireen light’ for the military intervention
of the JNA in Slovenia and Croatia. Baker himdetiyvever, regarded his statement that
America disapproved of any form of violence asrh&n message in this dialogue with the
Yugoslavs2] The balance of opinion after the event was neeéis that his visit had
delivered ‘mixed signals’ and that each party cantdrpret the American diplomatic rhetoric
in its own way. For example Stipe Mesic, the lasidfian representative in the federal
presidium, cited Baker’s farewell speech, in whiehsaid that the US was against the
disintegration of Yugoslavia, in his memoirs. Mesggarded the US as an opponent of
Croatia, on the basis of the principle that whoasfor us is for our enemy] The Croat
commentator Tomislav Sunic similarly concluded tia@ American pro-Yugoslav stance was
by definition regarded as anti-Croat in CroatiaMost Serb politicians, on the other hand,
were far from regarding American policies as probS# pro-Yugoslav. The Serb politician
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Borislav Jovic, the penultimate president of theefal presidium who had the
reputation of carrying out Slobodan Milosevic’sifioal plans, accused the US of pro-Slovene
and pro-Croat policies in his bo@gk.General Veljko Kadijevic, the Yugoslav minister of
Defence in 1991, was even sharper in his criticldmwent so far as to write that American
politicians had a well thought out plan to dest¥aygoslavials]

The international community, which was trying taythe role of a mediator in the
Yugoslav crisis, was in this way made part of thei€ All individual states were continually
accused of bias, as were the individual negotiattis were exposed to all kinds of
provocations and accusations.

After the outbreak of war in Bosnia-Hercegovinayriée was also blown into the old
alliances based on religion: the north-westernath@lic alliance, the south-eastern or
Orthodox alliance and the Green Transversal whitted the Bosnian Muslims with the
Muslims from Sandzak, Kosovo, Albania and Turk&yelikonja called such alliances
‘hereditary alliances’. ‘Hereditary’ allies werepposed to protect their friends against their
‘hereditary enemies’. The Croats look for suchealiin the West, where they see themselves
as belonging in a ‘historical and cultural’ seriBlee Serbs look towards the Russians and
Greeks, their brothers in Orthodoxy. This has lgeaithe ‘Boshnjaks’ (Bosnian ‘Muslim’) had
come to count on the support and empathy of thielmer’ co-religionists from near and
far.”[9] In other words, when conflicts arise with otheuwties, ‘hereditary allies’ should
always back one another up, no matter whetherahegirectly involved in the conflict. For
example, during the war in Bosnia-Hercegovina thertan Muslims received support from
Muslim countries in the Far and Near East, evendghdhey had had hardly any contact with
these countries in the past and despite the fatthlese countries, with the exception of
Turkey, had no geo-political interests in the BakkaNot only the ‘hereditary allies’ but also
the ‘hereditary enemies or rivals’ are an imporfator in this equation, however. Velikonja
describes the ‘hereditary enemies’ of the Serlislbsvs: “The Serbs for example, consider
the Pope to have been a permanent malignancy fneenitmmemorial, even though the man
who sat on the throne of St. Peter during the nvadligeriod invariably collaborated with the
Serbs. The second ‘enemy’ are the Muslims. ‘ClamstSerbia and Montenegro try to present
themselves as defenders of the faith against g@nbul-Tirana-Sarajevo green crescent of
Islam’ and the ‘Macedonia-Bulgaria-Romania-AlbaBiasnia axis of Turkish affinity’. (...)
The third of Serbia’s ‘historical’ enemies are thermans together with their ‘Drang nach

Osten’ (eastward push) project (not to mention AaistGerman ‘meddling’ in Serbia’s
affairs which directly led to World War 1)10]

One of the main points of criticism of Huntingtorcash of civilizations’ theory is the
fact that most clashes actually take place withsmgle civilization. One of the most
irreconcilable political conflicts of the 19th a@@th centuries in the Balkans was the rivalry
between the two neighbouring Orthodox countriegBa& and Serbia, which led to a series
of wars about competing claims to Macedonian tayitWhen the former Yugoslav republic
of Macedonia became independent in 1992, howewdgaBia did not become involved. In
the power struggle between the different ethniaigsowithin Yugoslavia in the 1980s and
1990s, power-political motives and geo-politicaknests were usually intentionally
concealed. For example, the Serb political leadever admitted that they wanted to found a
state that would also include Serbs from other Slagorepublics. They preferred the
argument that it was (and is) impossible to cotexith ‘hereditary’ enemies: the existence of
Serb population groups in Kosovo, Croatia and Bostercegovina would be threatened by
their Muslim and Catholic compatrigts.] There is however no proof of the existence of a
Muslim alliance (the ‘Green Transversal’) in thell@ens. It is true that the Bosnian Muslims
have close political ties with the Muslims from tBerb province of Sandzak — indeed, they
consider themselves to be a single people. Theg hapolitical links with the Kosovars,
however, and do not even speak the same languagesylwas politically very active in the
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Balkans during the Yugoslav crisis; however, itmogped not only Muslim Albania,
Kosovo and Bosnia-Hercegovina but also Orthodoxeédaaial12] Alija Izetbegovic did
strengthen the political links with the Muslim caaes that provided humanitarian aid and
weapons during the war, but it was the supporhefunited States that was decisive in
preserving Bosnia-Hercegovina as a sovereign statein ending the genocide of the Bosnian
Muslims.

[1] Ibid, 19.

[2] Baker explained in his memoirs that US policiesersimed at preservation of the Yugoslav state |&\le
disapproved of the Slovene and Croat desire fazprddence, he was also aware of the dangers Sktie
policies which aimed at achieving Serb dominatioder the pretence of furthering the preservatiothef
Yugoslav state. He warned Milosevic that Serbia lidiecome an ‘international pariah’ if he contindednake
claims on territories outside the boundaries obBeiSee James Baker, Politics of Diplomacy, Reiaiy War,
Peace 1989-1992 (New York, 1995).

[3] See Stipe Mesic, Kako smo srusili Jugoslaviju (Eag1992).

[4] See Tomislav Sunic, Americka ideologija (ZagreB3)9

[5] See Borislav Jovic, Komadanje Jugoslavije (Belgrd®92).

[6] See Veljko Kadijevic, Moje videnje raspada (Bettgal993).
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and many authors wrote that he was unsuitable trmgotiator because his children had been tduygtiteir
Serb nurse to say that they were Serbs too dunaigperiod. A great deal of malicious gossip attoat Bildt
also appeared in the media, including the compldietitious story that he had had an affair witGerb woman
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7. Hereditary alliances. Russia, Serbia and M ontenegro

In particular Russia is recognized as Serbia’ohstl ally. The American Russia specialist
Paul Goble, who in 1996 wrote an interesting stofdRussian policies in connection with the
crisis in the former Yugoslavia, believes thatitheortance of the historical links between the
Russians and the Serbs has been overestimatethadrmbth Russia and Serbia blew new life
into the old idea of Slav brotherhood and soligdiar reasons of self-interest] After the

end of the Cold War, Russia had to secure a nege fita itself in the international system and
at the same time restore political authority at Bpwhile Serbia was looking for political
allies with reasonable standing in the internatigaditical world. Soviet politicians were
initially worried about the comparisons that wezgularly made between the Soviet Union
and communist Yugoslavia, implying that the disgnégion of the Soviet Union could also
lead to a series of ‘Bosnias’ in its wake. The @esraRussia specialist Radovan Vukadinovic
concluded that the disintegration of Communism mmade both Russia and Serbia
considerably less powerful, and that the collaggbe Soviet Union and Yugoslavia had had
adverse consequences for both the Russians asethe because the new boundaries had
been fixed in such a way that a large part of theskan and Serbian population had been left
outside their respective countries Goble pointed out however that the role of Russihe
Soviet Union differed appreciably from that of Sarim the Yugoslav federation. This is
certainly true if we consider the position of Rasisi world politics after the fall of the Soviet
Union as compared with that of Serbia after thentegration of Yugoslavia. Goble went on to
observe that both countries had their own ideastahe nature of their political co-operation:
“Regular contacts between Moscow and Belgrade $edra enabling Russia to play the role
of mediator between the West and Serbia as wesldov to the opposition at home its
international influence.(...) Unfortunately we cgpeak now not only about Moscow
influencing Belgrade but also Belgrade and Pale@micing Moscow’s politicians for their
own ends.’|3]

According to the Russian historian Sergej Romangtileocurrent Russian political
involvement in the Balkans is based on Russia’sgitical interests, as it always has been:
“It considered the Balkans as an arena, and thenatmovements of the Balkans and their
states as tools (means), for achieving Russia’salitical, military or economic goals. These
interests sometimes contradicted, and sometimély paincided with the interest of the
Balkan peoplesi4]

Initially, the Serbs and the Montenegrins in théhl@ntury sought — and received —
support from Russia in their struggle against thier®ans. When Serbia became an
independent state in 1838, however, this usherachiew phase in Russo-Serbian relations
and the two countries became rivals. The Serbianster of Foreign Affairs wrote in the
notorious'Nacertanije’ that the formation of a strong Serbian state wéedd to conflicts
with Russia: “Great Serbia inevitably led to a ¢mbfvith Russia, because the entire Serbian
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political thought was based on non-acceptance f§lavism and Russia’s
leadership.[5]

The diplomatic involvement of Russia in the waBiosnia-Hercegovina led to much
debate among Russian historians and Balkans exqlaotg the background of Russo-Serbian
relations. During a conference on the history ef‘®lav idea’ held in Moscow in 1994, the
historian Pavel Gracev stressed that the ideaaof &llidarity was not thought up by the
Russians but arose among the Slav peoples lividgru@ttoman and Habsburg dominatien.
The 17 century Croatian thinker Juraj Krizanic was thistfto ask the Russian Czar for
support for the Slavs in the Balkans. A small grotiRussian intellectuals founded the pan-
Slavist movement in 1858. They saw the politicalife of Russia in an alliance with other
Slav peoples who shared the same Orthodox Chris&hef, i.e. the Bulgarians, Serbs and
Montenegrins. It was not until the 1870s that p&St ideas found official recognition in
Russian foreign policy. When Serbia and Montenegaared war on the Ottomans in 1876,
these two countries got a lot of support from Rarsgiublic opinion. Russian volunteers
travelled to the Balkans to join the fight. The Ras involvement in the war had little to do
with political idealism, however, and much to ddiwRussian political ambitions in the
Balkans. The protection of the Slav population i&tea plausible basis for Russian power
politics[7] In line with this, most historians regard the pdrbetween 1878 and 1903 as a low
point in Russo-Serbian relations. Despite the pamt§ rhetoric, Russia did not support
Serbia during the peace negotiations in San StefE8it8) but preferred the formation of a
Bulgarian state. When the peace negotiations warerntied during the Congress of Berlin,
Russia allowed Bosnia-Hercegovina to be made atrédifungarian protectorate — to the
great frustration of the Serb politicians. In fabg Serbian Obrenovic dynasty maintained
close relations with Austro-Hungary in this perittdvas not until 1903 that King Petar
Karadjordjevic restored the good relations with #asWhen Russia stood up for Serbia in
1914, thus taking part in the First World War, anfner of prominent Russian politicians and
intellectuals openly expressed their doubts aldastdecision. Sergej Witte put his anger at
the Russian involvement in the war into words dieves: “This war is idiocy! Why should
Russia fight? To maintain our prestige in the Batkdecause of our holy duty to help our
blood brothers? That is a romantic, old-fashioneldiglon. No one here — no one of any
intelligence at least — cares a tinker’s cussHose excitable, vain Balkan folk, the Serbs, who
don’t even have a drop of Slav blood in their véaas are simply Turks christened under a
false name. We should let the Serbs undergo thisipment they so richly deservg!”

Serbia lost the support of Russia through the eatbof the revolution in 1917 and the
separate peace Russia made with Germany in 19i8wBas one of the factors that forced
Serbia to give up the hope of the formation of agBer Serbia and to acquiesce in the
formation of a joint South-Slav state. The Rus$iestorian Romanenko writes, however, that
czarist Russia was never in favour of the uniothefSouth Slav peoples in a single state. The
Russian politicians were afraid that the new staiald not maintain a pro-Russian foreign
policy. Moreover, a great Slav state in the Balkansld be a direct rival of Russial

The relations between the Soviet Union and thedong of Yugoslavia were far from
good. Yugoslavia was the last Balkan country t@ogaize the Soviet Union officially, which
it did in 1940. According to the historians A.N. ganov and E.P. Aksenova, the Russian
Communists initially went so far as to considea\Bt studies’ socially and scientifically
unacceptable, since in their eyes they made naibation to the class struggie] They were
moreover extremely critical of the role of Serbighe kingdom of Yugoslavia. The Soviet
Union openly criticized Serb oppression of otheramalities in the kingdom of Yugoslavia in
the 1920s. “During the inter-war period, and esgécin the 1920s, the SKP(b) and the USSR
took advantage of the national movements of theoglays against the Serbian monarchy,
which had granted asylum to many Russian emigrésathe Orthodox Church, as well as
against the Versailles system. Centralist Yugoaldvased on the foundations of Serbian
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statehood, followed a clear anti-Soviet poli¢yL!

The historiography concerning the relations betwiberSoviet Union and Communist
Yugoslavia also deals with the break between T &talin in 1948. Relations were restored
after Stalin’s death, but Tito continued to steeirelependent course. Belgrade expressed
disapproval of the Soviet Union’s interventionigtdign policy in Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
Cambodia and Afghanistan, because the Yugoslav Gonsts feared Soviet intervention in
Yugoslavia. The Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachewdpan official visit to Yugoslavia in 1989,
to normalize relations between the two countrie¥.ugoslavia, Death of a Natiph. Silber
and A. Little describe in detail how Serbia sougppport from abroad during the late 1980s in
the struggle for the preservation of Yugoslavia.eWkhe Western European countries were
not prepared to give such support, Yugoslav anti 8gtomacy turned to the Soviet Union
(still in existence at this time). In March 1991, the eve of the disintegration of Yugoslavia,
General Veliko Kadijevic (still the Yugoslav mingstof Defence) travelled to the Soviet
Union to discuss the Yugoslav crisis with his cafjae Dimitri Jazov. Word would later leak
out about Karijevic’'s mysterious trip to Moscow.djavic came back believing that President
Mikhail Gorbachev would not last long and thathiéy could hold out just a bit longer
Communism would be shored up in the Soviet Unioictyhin turn, would save themi?2]

A coup d’étataimed at toppling president Gorbachev did inde&é place in August
1991. This was openly welcomed by the political amtitary leaders in Belgrade, since they
hoped that the new Soviet rulers would supporSi policy of a centralized Yugoslav state.
However, when Boris Yeltsin subsequently becamsigeat of Russia he approved the
independence of the Baltic states, thus givingsthding signal for the rapid and largely non-
violent crumbling of the old Communist empire. #ifs subsequent pro-western foreign
policy was a great disappointment to the Yugostay @erbian Communists.

The Russian expert on the Balkans Pavel Kandegsvtitat the disintegration of
Yugoslavia was seen in Communist hardliner and iBnssationalist circles as a dangerous
precedent for a possible fragmentation of Russédfit.3] The Russian parliament made
repeated pleas for a ‘pan-Slavist’ approach in Rusereign policy towards the Balkans,
which implied support for the Orthodox Serbs andhiaegrins. The Russian Communists
and nationalists were supported in their struggteafpro-Serb policy by an influential group
of intellectuals, including a number of staff memsbef the Institute for Slavist and Balkan
Studies of the Russian Academy of Arts and Scierfe@sexample the Balkan specialist
Elena Guskova, who has been the head of the degatrfor study of the Yugoslav crisis
since that crisis broke out, has written a serfgaiblications defending Serb policigg]

The differences of opinion about Balkan policy insRian politics and public opinion
are by no means unique, however. As Goble hasgubmit, governments and public opinion
in the West also show internal divisions concernusg about every aspect of the recent wars
in the former Yugoslavia.
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8. Traditional geo-political alliances. England, France, Ger many

Apart from ‘hereditary alliances and rivalries’ nementators in this field often speak of
‘traditional political friendships and rivalriesThe term ‘traditional’ implies the continued
existence of long-term historical relations betweanous states or peoples. The question is
what forms the basis for such alliances and rigalrApart from the above-mentioned
religious basis for some alliances, it goes withgayting that geo-political interests played an
important role. From a geo-political viewpoint, tage of the South Slav peoples since the
19th century has been closely linked to internaiqumolitical developments. International
relations in the 19th century were characterizegdyying political and military alliances,
which often had little to do with religious or idegical affinities. The peoples of the Balkans
found themselves in the middle of a great powergsfie about the ‘Eastern Question’, which
Barbara Jelavich describes as follows: “The whalster of issues surrounding the decline of
the Ottoman Empire, the revolt of the subject pepahd the European intervention became
known as the Eastern Question. This problem wagtome the single most important cause
for diplomatic controversy among the powers and twdsad to the only two general wars in

the century after the Congress of Vienrntne Crimean War and World War [[]

The geo-political and hereditary criteria for tredidition of traditional alliances are
conveniently mixed up in Serb collective memoryorgside Russia as an important Orthodox
power, the Serbs often count western countries asdfrance and England among their
traditional allies. The Serbs see themselves addfenders of European Christendom during
the many centuries of Ottoman domination — evendghdSerbia did not start to become
integrated into European politics until the 19thtcey. Serbia has steered a highly variable
and unpredictable course in its relations withEeopean great powers. Velikonja gives a
number of examples which could serve as evideneeti@ditional friendship between Serbia,

Austro-Hungary and Germany: the Austrian army supportedsirbs in 1691 and 1739 in

their struggle against the Ottoman Empire; Ausittongary was the main political ally of the

Obrenovic kings in the 19th century, in 1917, tleebSgovernment in exile tried to sign a
separate peace agreement with the Central Powetsjuaing the Second World War there
was a Serb Nazi satellite state led by Generalriviladic[2] Philip Cohen mentions the Serb
historical revisionism about the Second World Warick was intended to conceal Serb
collaboration with the Nazis while Nedic had worlsadhard in the service of the holocaust
that there were hardly any Jews left in Serbia94213]

The alliance between Serbia and France was getiepbln nature. France’s ‘historical
links” with Serbia go back to the First World W&rance was one of the countries that had
supported the formation of the Yugoslav state. €mgooliticians saw Serbia as the most
important political factor in Yugoslavia, and whierance started to play a important role in
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the Balkans in the interbellum years it supportezidentralist regime in Belgrade and
regarded Croatia as troublesome and unreliableuBedaroat politicians, including Stjepan
Radic, had been campaigning abroad since 1918édeteralization of Yugoslavia while
French diplomacy clearly favoured a centralized &8lgvia. Relations between France and
Serbia were particularly close during the persalzhtorship of the French-speaking king
Aleksandar Karadjordjevic, but the assassinatiokiraj Aleksandar in Marseille in 1934 led
to a marked change in Franco-Yugoslav relations. fEgent Pavle, one of Aleksandar’s
brothers, was pro-British while the Serbian goveentrunder Milan Stojadinovic sympathized
with Nazi Germany. The Second World War put anten8erbian diplomacy, and after the
war France maintained fairly good relations wite @ommunist regime in Yugoslavia. It is
guestionable whether one can speak of a ‘traditiaiiance’ between Serbia and France on
the basis of such short-lived and unstable relatiand it may further be asked what
arguments there are for calling French policy wéspect to the wars in the former
Yugoslavia pro-Serb. It is true that the Frenchearegularly accused of being pro-Serb during
the war in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina becausgwere against the recognition of
Croatia, the ending of the UN weapons embargo tmniga-Hercegovina in order to give the
Bosnians the chance of defending themselves, alitdmpintervention to end the war in
Bosnia-Hercegovina. Nevertheless, Francois Mittetdid pay a symbolic visit to Sarajevo
under siege in June 1992 — right on the Serbianmaltholiday, Saint Vitus Day. This led to
the reopening of Sarajevo airport, permitting thppy of humanitarian aid to the war zone to
start up again. French policies were mainly thelted their own national agenda, in which
reinforcement of France’s role in European polipasyed an important part. France was
concerned about the political influence of a uniBatmany in post-Communist Europe; this
consideration made it support an independent Earopecurity policy for Yugoslavia, free
from NATO and US contrgh] The tendency of some French officers in BosniacBigovina
to accuse all parties of crimes against the civipapulation (‘symmetry of blame’) changed
in 1995, however, when the Bosnian Serbs also fsekch UN troops hostage. This even led
to a radical swing in French policy as regards ssjibe military intervention. There was no
longer any trace of the ‘traditional alliance’ been France and Serbia: France supported the
American initiatives, and the Dayton Agreement sigsed in Paris.

Similar questions may be asked about the backgrotitite ‘traditional alliance’
between Great Britain and Serbia and the influerickis on British policy towards
Yugoslavia. It has been claimed that the politiceds between Serbia and Great Britain from
the First and Second World Wars laid the basisftstorical friendship’. The fact that
British policies in Yugoslavia during the Second MddNVar made it possible for the
Communists to seize power and prevented the refuthe Serbian king to Belgrade are
apparently disregarded as unimportant in this cotime British foreign policy during the
Yugoslav crisis of the 1990s was regarded as prbi&@ebecause the British government was
against military intervention and ‘imposed’ solutso In fact, it was the Bosnian Serbs who
were determined not to accept a compromise: in aktleir military superiority, they
thought they were in a position to dictate the fieitof the Bosnian state. The question was
therefore whether John Major’'s government was agamlitary intervention in the Bosnian
conflict because of Britain’s historical friendshifth Serbia (i.e. because they wanted the
Serbs to win) or because British policy was basedroincorrect assessment of the nature of
the conflict and underestimation of the consequewnt¢he war for the civilian population.
There is little reason to believe that John Majer&wv of Britain’s *historical friendships’ in
the Balkans would differ substantially from thod$éns predecessor Margaret Thatcher, who
was decidedly in favour of military intervention Bosnia-Hercegovina to put an end to
Serbian aggression.

Previous Section Next Section
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[1] Barbara Jelavich, History of the Balkan: Eightbeamid Nineteenth Centuries, (1 vol.) (Cambridg&3)9
186.

[2] Cohen (1996) 39.

[3] Ibid., 63-84.

[4] Tindemans (1996) 61.
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Prewvigus Section

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 2
Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

9. A historical conflict

The foreign politicians, military personnel andldipats who came to Yugoslavia after the
outbreak of the war as observers and mediators nggrdarly confronted with emotional and
mutually contradictory stories about the backgroahthe war. The reply to each question
about the conflict usually involved long storie®abwhat terrible wrongs the one ethnic
group had done to the other at some time in the phs sometimes gave foreign diplomats
the impression that the roots of each problem wght back to the dawn of history.

Historical tales were even served up at the negagigable. During the first peace conference
on Yugoslavia in the autumn of 1991 in the Peadad@an The Hague, the Serbian president
Milosevic reminded the delegates of the crimes cdtathagainst Serbs in the Second World
War in order to show that the Serbian populatiomdoot expect decent treatment at the
hands of an independent Croatian state. He clealigved that such arguments could help to
prevent the recognition of Croatia as an indepenskate. During the negotiations, the
representatives of each ethnic group told longestabout the tragic fate that ethnic group
had suffered in the past. Foreign diplomats, mmlieend journalists were expected to react
appropriately to such stories and to display atgramderstanding of the speaker’s political
standpoint. Before negotiating with a delegatio®o$nian Serbs, the American mediator
Richard Holbrooke therefore told the Serbian prasidvilosevic that no references to history
should be made during the discussipngie refused to attach any special significancé¢o t
‘historical’ arguments that were regularly usediy nationalist politicians to influence the
current political situation, because they madeéfiitcdlt to reach any reasonable practical
solution. The Bosnian Serbs wished to live aparnfthe Muslim and Catholic inhabitants of
Bosnia-Hercegovina, which led them to lay clainmtore than 70% of Bosnian territory. It
appeared in the final analysis that their histdrazguments only served as a means of winning
the conflict. Mitja Velikonja tried to explain thiemarkable way of dealing with history from
an anthropological perspective: “Any research higtory of collective conceptions must
always include both an historical and sociologmaispective. Whilst the former reveals the
sequence of occurrences, the latter reveals thsitipn in the stormy firmament of social
conception and the ways in which authority repdgtites to manipulate them. Accepted
historical facts are not indispensable, necessargyen important in the construction of social
conceptions. The function of society “is possibi@rely if it believes in its own story, and to
do that it isn’t even necessary for it to be faamilivith that story 3]

The politicians from the former Yugoslavia alsodifieeir history, the
unpronounceable names and the topographic conagptsneans of gaining an intellectual
edge on the foreign mediators. It regularly hapddhat foreign mediators who did not have a
good knowledge of the history of the region weretaken seriously: “How can they
command our respect and guide our negotiatiomeif tion’t know what they are talking
about?” and “he can’t even point to our countryaamap![4] At the same time, the foreign
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partners in the discussions who did have somedakhowledge of the history of the
South Slav peoples were often discouraged by srolanks as: “You can’t learn our history
from the history books, you need to be one of userstand it!” The Dutch anthropologist
Mattijs van de Port, who was carrying out an inggdton in Novi Sad (Vojvodina) when war
broke out in 1991, has had personal experiencaatf attitudes: “You don’t know our
history’. | don’t know how many times | heard tihesnark. Sometimes it was whispered with
fatigue, sometimes hurled at me in a quarrelous tdrvoice. ‘You don’t know our history’
would usually follow a news report saying that sdigare of international standing or some
human rights committee had once more read Sefleict@e about its misbehaviour in the war
zones or its violation of the rules of diplomacylanternational communication. Sometimes it
would follow a remark from me that, according to mformant, was too critical. ‘What do
you know? You don’t know our history’! (...) Dortibther, is what the phrase seemed to
imply, you are not going to find out, for if youaley want to find out what our history is all
about, learning our language, reading our booksiowing the facts doesn’t suffice]

The question as to whether the recent war wasalagd-old disagreements was
highlighted by the appearanceRdlkan Ghosts: A Journey Through Histdry Robert
Kaplan. In this book, Kaplan offered a fairly obwgobut rather over-simplified explanation of
the causes of the ethnic violence in the formeroélayia by describing it as a prolonged
conflict that was incomprehensible to outsiders ad had its roots in an equally
incomprehensible past. One of the main participemntise Yugoslav conflict, Radovan
Karadzic, the leader of the Bosnian Serbs duriegdieent war, appeared to share this view.
He claimed that Serbs find it impossible on thadakpast experience to co-exist with other
ethnic groups in Bosnia-Hercegovina: “Mr. Karadjiangling historical and biological
determinism wants us to believe that history haated two very different Serbo-Croatian
speaking animals - sort of a Balkan version of ratselection - and that the world is foolishly
‘trying to put cats and dogs in the same box.”

Another important aspect of the discussions onalagionship between history and the
current conflict was the debate about the utilitgdi@wing parallels between the past and the
present in order to permit a better understandiigeobackground of the war. The core of this
debate was that while comparisons with the pashitig enlightening, they were not
considered to be ‘politically correct’ if they camhed stereotype images of the Balkans as

being ‘non-European’ and ‘violent’. The British author Tim &idput this dilemma into

words as follows: “It is unfashionable to link thast and the present when writing about the
wars in the former Yugoslavia. One stands theafdkeing accused of implying that somehow
the peoples of the former Yugoslavia are more ppatied to war then anyone else in Europe
or that they went to war because they were lediirtip their leaders. But these leaders drew
on the malign threads of their people’s historpited them and pull them into war. If Serbian
history had been different, today’s generationdctaot have been manipulated in the same
way. In the most obvious case, there might have beeSerbs in Croatia or Bosnia]”

The American historian H. R. Friman describes hioksl are established between
history and the present, and distinguishes twoaggtres which he calls ‘throwback’ and
‘blowback’. “Throwback approaches seek explanafmasallels in the past. This selective use
of history argues for interpreting current everstshee latest manifestation of past dynamics. In
contrast, blowback approaches seek to explain mudygramics as the result, often
unintended, of past policies. As in the case alwhrack arguments, this approach relies on the
selective and simplistic use of histong]’Friman cites as the best example of blowback
argumentation the analysis in which links are lzetiveen the recent conflict and the long-
term ‘ethnic hate’ between the peoples concernedl sammarizes this argument as follows:
“The war in the former Yugoslavia, the extent aflence between Serbs, Croats, and
Muslims, the ethnic-cleansing, rapes, and campsetbre, all stem from a long, continuous
history of atrocity and counter-atrocity in the i@g”[9]
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The history of the South Slav peoples and in paldarcthat of Yugoslavia is indeed
often described as an endless succession of violeidents and ethnic conflicts. It is true that
the South Slav peoples did provide several itenwgasfd news during the 20th century
involving wars and spectacular political assasginat the assassination of the last Serbian

king from the royal house of Obrenovic (1903), Badkan wars (19121913), the

assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand, theessoe to the Habsburg throne, in Sarajevo
(1914), the assassination of the Croatian politeadler Stjepan Radic in the Yugoslav
parliament (1928), that of the Serbian king AleldarKaradjordjevic during an official state

visit to France (1934), and two civil wars (194945 and 19941995).

Not all authors regard South Slav history as paldity violent, however. Janusz
Bugajskij plays down the long history of ethnic @imts in the Balkans by pointing out that
class conflicts and agrarian disputes were als@itapt.[10] Thomas plays down both the
intensity and the frequency of violence in the Bakk “The history of the Balkans is not one
of prolonged and enduring conflict among Serbsa@and Slav Muslims. Before the
creation of the kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slesen 1918, there was little conflict among
these groups. Certainly, conflict among these gsonphe centuries before 1918 was not
much greater than in similar regional conditiorseelhere. Oppression of the poor Serb
peasants by more privileged Slav Muslims, who tteete ‘more Turkish than the Turks’, did
not lead to extensive bloody conflict. Since thebSdell under the Ottoman Empire and the
Croats under Austro-Hungarian empires, the two camties were largely separated through
much of their recorded history. Even when the Sera® brought in to settle the Krajina
region of the Austro-Hungarian lands, their rolesw@defend Austrian-controlled territory
from encroaching Turks, not to fight Croatsi]

The references to violent incidents from the pashdwever influence international
politics, especially through the ‘Sarajevo metapHearajevo achieved international fame in
1914 as the site of the assassination of Franzrtaerd, the successor to the Habsburg throne,
by a Serb nationalist which eventually led to timstFWorld War. Since that time, this event in
Sarajevo is regarded as a warning that a contlitteaperiphery of Europe can have fatal
consequences for European security.Translated into political terms, this fear of datian
of the Yugoslav crisis initially led to a containmgolicy: the conflict had to be isolated to
prevent it from spreading to neighbouring countries

Though it is generally agreed that a knowledgeistbhy is important for a proper
understanding of the background to the Yugoslavlioont is very difficult to explain the
wars solely on the basis of historical analogiegheut taking the recent power struggle
between the political elites into account. It isazl, however, that the various parties have
(mis)used history to justify their aggressive pielctowards other ethnic groups and to cloak
the real political objectives — which generally@hxed boundary changes at the expense of
their neighbours.

Prewvious Section Mexk Section

[1] The Dutch diplomat Marco Hennis, who was involuethe first peace negotiations in the former
Yugoslavia, stated that it initially looked as §f @onflicts there started ‘round about the timelod birth of
Christ'.

[2] ‘(...) they must not give us a lot of historicalllshit, as they have with everyone else. They rbasteady for
serious discussion.’ In: How End a War (New Yorg9&) 148.

[3] Velikonja (1998) 20.

[4] See e.g. the interview with the former American aggador to Croatia, Peter Galbraith. in the Crpatia
weekly Globus (18 December 1998: 31). He referoea temark by the Croatian politician Ivic Pasalic
describing the American senator Paul Simon, thédeaf the OVSE observers at the Croatian electomnisat
time, as someone who would not be able to poitrtatia on a map.
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Prewvigus Section

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 2
Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

10. Montenegro, M acedonia, Bosnia-Her cegovina and the disintegr ation of
Yugoslavia

It is paradoxical that the peoples who had notlhingay about the formation of the Yugoslav
state in 1918 later came to regard it as the lodstien to their own national questions. There
is ultimately a feeling of regret that Yugoslaveased to exist in 1991.

ThePax Jugoslavicdad kept a number of ‘explosive’ Balkan confliateder wraps
for half a century. It was clear that little Monégmo would have great difficulty continuing to
exist as an independent state after the disiniegraf Yugoslavia: it was afraid of being
swallowed up by Serbia. Bosnia-Hercegovina wasroeghas a miniature Yugoslavia and it
was generally believed that the disintegration n§dslavia would inevitably cause it to
crumble too, with the result that the Bosnians wddate their right to self-determination. It
was further feared that making Macedonia indepetnenld revive the old territorial claims
of the neighbouring states, which had already gorvear with one another in the past about
Macedonian territory.

Since the Montenegrins, Macedonians and Bosniathsbiadefined their national
identity until the 20 century, they lagged a long way behind the SeZbsats and Slovenes in
the development of their national awareness. Bhisflected in what James Gow calls the
‘uncharted territories’ in their historiography. dats Slovenia, about which there is still
relatively little historical literature, in the sanelassi]

Two different, complementary, approaches to thdystf the history and politics of
these peoples can be distinguished. In the fhistrésearcher considers the viability of the
people or nationality, generally with referencehe historical roots of the ethnic group in
question and the development of its national canstiess during the #@&nd 20 centuries.
The second concentrates on the legitimacy of th®man international law: have
Montenegro, Macedonia and Bosnia-Hercegovina aegtélblished history of existence as an
independent state? The historian must thus makeiaebetween studying the history of the
people and the history of the region. The Britisthar Hugh Poulton wroté/ho are
Macedonians™ 1995. This deals with the ethnic backgrounthefMacedoniansiwo books
about Bosnia-Hercegovina have recently appeared.dDthese, by the British historian Noel
Malcolm, concentrates on the history of the regiime other, by the Bosnian historian
Mustafa Imamovic, emphasizes the cultural, ethnit golitical roots of the Bosnians.

In contrast to the national identity of the SeBsyats and Slovenes, that of the
Montenegrins, Macedonians and Bosnians is disputesten denied by the surrounding
peoples.

Montenegro and the Montenegrins
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The political, religious and cultural developmehiontenegro is so closely interwoven with
that of Serbia that Montenegrin history is usudialt with as part of Serbian national history.
[3] An important milestone in the political history ontenegro was the formation of the
independent kingdom of Montenegro 1878. Montenagich Serbia were both involved in the
war in Bosnia-Hercegovina (1875-1878), which sthee a peasant revolt but rapidly
escalated into a European war. It was one of testeccessful peasant revolts in European
history, and enabled Montenegro to gain a placknemap of Europe independent from
Serbia. European politicians and intellectuals stwbw flattering increase in interest in
Montenegro in the years after its independenceofigan historians and other authors worked
busily together to create the image of a rebellibosiest, indomitable people of mountaineers
who had never been conquered by the Ottomans.

For example, the well-known author and expert @Bhlkans referred to the Serbian
background and warlike nature of the Montenegrsfolows: “The history of the Black
Mountain (Crnagora) is in many respects the mastardic in all chequered annals of the
peninsula. Its barren rocks and precipices becarallying place for the Serb survivors from
the fatal carnage of Kosovo; and under Ivo Crnagjer@nowing in many ancient ballad as Ivo
the Black or Ivo Beg, this remnant of a warlikeioatdefended itself desperately against all
comers (...)[4]

This myth of the brave, warlike race of mountaisesdwes not completely agree with
historical reality, however, since a large parpadsent-day Montenegro was conquered by the
Ottomans in the XScentury. It is true that the local notables weske @o retain their power in
the mountainous, forbidding terrain of Montenedrat, they did have to pay tribute to the
Ottomans, which did in fact make them subjecthef@ttoman Empire. The Montenegrins
only started to develop an awareness of their natigentity under the influence of Serbian
nationalism in the 1century. The Montenegrin ruler Petar Petrovic Mgwgas a Serbian
nationalist, who had no difficulty combining hisaduole as sovereign of Montenegro and the
most important Serbian author of theé"X®ntury. The last king of Montenegro, Nikola
Petrovic Njegos, had excellent connections in mamyppean courts, thanks to the marriages
of his numerous children. His oldest daughter wasried to the king of Italy, and another
daughter to the Serbian king Petar Karadjordjentis.son and heir Danilo had married a
German princess, and two other daughters had rddRussian grand dukes. Montenegro’s
political links with Russia were strong. The Ruasizzar Nicholas the Second regarded
Montenegro as a Slavic ally in the Balkans, of ghegortance because of the access it gave
to the Adriatic Sea. Russia gave Montenegro a gaiseannual donation, and king Nikola said
enthusiastically of this alliance: “We and the Rass have combined forces of 60 450 000
men!”[5] Nikola proclaimed Montenegro a kingdom 1910, aeddme its first king.

Historians point out, however, that the awarenéssseparate Montenegrin identity
only started to grow during the First World War aasesult of the power struggle between the
Montenegrin and Serbian royal houses which precduetbrmation of the South Slav
kingdom in 19186] King Nikola and his government fled Montenegrd 816, and the
Montenegrin royal family remained in France till2l9 Historical records concerning this
period are incomplete, as all important documentsachives were destroyed by the Austrian
occupiers after the capitulation of Montenegrod@. The main sources for the history of
Montenegro during and just after the First Worldr\&ee to be found in the archives of the
French Foreign Ministry and the French secret senkrench diplomatic involvement in
Montenegro began in 1880. Since that year, almait despatches were sent to Paris. King
Nikola never made a public statement of the reaBmmsis abdication in 1918, and there are
very few memoirs or other personal reminiscencdstourtiers or others close to the
throne. It is known, however, that he had to remmeuhe throne to make way for the Serbian
king when the latter assumed the sovereignty oh#ve kingdom. This led to political
division among the Montenegrins: part of the popoiawas pro-Serbian and supported the
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Serbian king, while another part remained loyaht Montenegrin royal house. King
Nikola died in exile. His grandson Aleksandar Kgoadjevic, the son of Nikola’s daughter
(who had died in 1890) and the Serbian king Pstaoceeded his father in 1921. During the
interbellum years, Montenegro was not a separditcabor administrative entity within the
Yugoslav kingdom.

Milovan Djilas has written a number of intereststgdies of the status of Montenegro
in the Communist federation. He was involved asraraunist ideologist in the definition of
the status of Montenegro in the Communist fedematidl943. While he supported the idea of
political and administrative independence of Moetmo, he did not believe that the
Montenegrins were a separate nation. He was ironbtdas to their Serbian descent, and he
interpreted the Communist decision to make the Eloegrins a separate nation as an attempt
to weaken the position of Serbia within Communisg¥slavia7] The population of
Montenegro remained divided about their own natiadentity. About half the inhabitants of
Montenegro considered themselves to be Serbs Wialether half felt Montenegrin. The
arbitrary nature of ethnic identity is well illuated by the fact that some members of a given
family often felt Serbian while others regardedniselves as Montenegrin. The family of the
Serb leader Slobodan Milosevic, who was born in tdoegro, provides one of the most
interesting examples of this. Milosevic moved tolfseeas a child and regards himself as
Serbian, while his older brother calls himself Mamrggrin.

The national identity of the inhabitants of Montgrewas (and is) sometimes based
on historical insights, and sometimes on practioalsiderations. The latter were mainly
applied in connection with the ‘ethnic quota’ usedappointments to important political and
social functions in the Yugoslav federation. Mortgrin Communists could determine their
nationality depending on the moment when an impofftanction had to be filled, and they
chose the nationality that gave them the best éhahbeing appointed. Post-communist
Montenegro still shows similar divisions along patl lines. The Montenegrin President Milo
Djukanovic belongs to the faction that claims maMontenegrin identity, while his political
opponent Momir Bulatovic sees Montenegro as paBevbia and hence follows the political
line laid down by Belgrade.

Macedonia and the Macedonians

In 1860, a Serbian priest published a collectioMatedonian folk songs under the tiflee
Folk Songs of Macedonian Bulgaide stated that he had chosen this title becaade ®lavic
Macedonian regarded himself as a Bulgar and caledother tongue Bulgarias. One of

the first political movements in Macedonia, the VE@RInternal Macedonian Revolutionary
Organization), founded at the start of the 20thuwsmn was also initially supported by
Bulgarian nationalists. It is unclear, however, thiee the VMRO was an extension of
Bulgarian politics, or had its own political agendih the independence of Macedonia as its
main objective. As a result of the rivalry betwesarbia, Bulgaria and Greece for control of
Macedonia, various cultural and political organmas from these three countries maintained
contacts with the Macedonian population in an agptetm win their political sympathy: “They
were Bulgars in struggle against Serbian and Gheglemonism, but with the Bulgar world
they were increasingly becoming exclusive Macedwni®] The British author Hugh Poulton
followed the development of the Macedonian natiapegdstion, which he defined as “the
unresolved status of territories with mixed popolatoveted by a set of bordering states]”
The Balkan wars of 1912-1913 led to the divisiotMaicedonian territory between Greece,
Bulgaria and Serbia. In 1918, the Serbian part at&tlonia was incorporated into the new
kingdom of Yugoslavia. This part of Macedonia waanged autonomy in 1945, and became
the national state of Macedonia in 1991. The kimyad Yugoslavia never gave the
Macedonians any territorial or cultural autonomyt the Yugoslav Communists recognized
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them as a separate nationality and Macedonia wds maonstitutive republic within the
Yugoslav federation. The Yugoslav Communists tvigithout success to incorporate Greek
Macedonia into the new republic.

After the Second World War, the Yugoslav Macedosibegan to write their national
history and their language was standardized. Thegss of nation-forming followed by the
Macedonians starting in 1945 was characterizedhéyationalist tone of their historiography
and attempts to substantiate the legitimacy ohtten on the basis of national symbols and
heroes from the distant past. Macedonian inteldstand political elite regarded the
Yugoslav state as a good solution for the Macedon&ional question. The disintegration of
Yugoslavia showed clearly once again why the Mang&donational question poses such a
threat to the stability of the Balkans. Poultonnped out Greece’s adverse reaction to the
recognition of the Yugoslav part of Macedonia asna@ependent state, and the unfortunate
compromise choice of an alternative name for thve state, which came to be officially called
“the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”. An ionfant study of Greek and Macedonian
nationalism was written by Loring Danforth, an aoffologist who became interested in the
Macedonian question through his investigationsieeGe. He confirmed the arbitrary nature
of ethnic identity by citing examples of familiehi@gre one member chooses to be regarded as
Greek and another as Macedonian.

However, the main message of all authors writinguélnodern Macedonia is that
under the political conditions currently prevailimgthe post-Yugoslav Balkans, it has the
right to independent statehood — and that if tasgiven this right it will be swallowed up by
the surrounding countries.

Bosnia-Hercegovina and the Bosnians

As Bosnia-Hercegovina has not existed as an inakgrpolitical and administrative unit
since the 1% century, historians have tended to regard it®hjsis part of that of the Ottoman
Empire (1463-1878), the Habsburg Empire (1878-19t8he Yugoslav state (1918-1941 and
1945-1992). Alternatively, they often describe liitory of Bosnia-Hercegovina as part of
Serbian or Croatian national history. Despite t that Bosnia-Hercegovina has often been
the subject of historical studies since the sedwifiof the 19 century, none of the existing
studies could give satisfactory answers to thetgpresposed after the outbreak of war in
Bosnia-Hercegovina in 1992. Many foreign observéigomats and commentators appear to
have read the work of the winner of the Nobel Pfarditerature Ivo Andric as an

introduction to Bosnian history. Klaus Kinkel, whas the German minister of Foreign
Affairs at the time, mentioned in August 1993 thatintended to read Andric’s masterpiece
The Bridge over the Drinduring his holidays — doubtless as a sign thatded not be
neglecting the Bosnian crisis even while he wagialfy taking a break. Similarly, the
Croatian diplomat Janko Vraniczany-Dobrinovic sfiate August 1994 in an interview
published by the Croatian dailobodna Dalmacij@hat he had advised the chief prosecutor
of the International Tribunal for War Crimes in floeemer Yugoslavia, Richard Goldstone, to
read this same book by Andric as an aid to undedstg the current political problems. The
Austrian writer Peter Handke likewise said on Samlielevision that he understood the Serbs
much better after reading he Bridge over the Drina”Although professional historians
warned that Andric was not a historian and thaiusk should not be interpreted as if it were
based on reliable historical facts, many readeatside him as a source in their search for the
causes of the war. Andric was cited as a prophethad written a ‘psycho-political
geography’ of Bosnia, showing the Serbs in Bosnéaekgovina as the victims of suppression
and terror meted out by their Muslim rulers. Therent political tensions were also explained
from this viewpoint12]

Bosnia-Hercegovina was certainly not a ‘blind spothe historical literature: many
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publications of high quality were devoted to itwibuld probably be better to
characterize it as a ‘grey zone’. The problem vkas there was no history of Bosnia-
Hercegovina as a whole, that could provide an ansvge to the questions concerning its
historical legitimacy as an independent state emtitional identity of the Bosnians. Even
before the war in Bosnia-Hercegovina broke owas clear that each ethnic group had its
own interpretation of Bosnian history. The Serbs.gxample, pointed out the long history of
conflicts, mutual intolerance, religious segregatmd suppression of the non-Muslim
population during the Ottoman rule. The Bosnian Wus on the other hand, mentioned the
long tradition of mutual respect and tolerance leetwthe various confessional groups arising
from the Ottomannillet’ system, under which the autonomy of the non-Musiligious
communities was guaranteed. Soon after the outlokthe war, all the parties engaged in the
conflict could be observed mobilizing history tafjifly their political interests. The five most
important books on the history of Bosnia-Hercegayinwhich appeared after the outbreak of
war in 1992, were written in reaction to the codictory and often arbitrary interpretations of
history[13] The authors Malcolm, Calic, Donia & Fine, Pinsowl &riedman are jointly
known as the ‘Bosnian school’ because to a ceesii@nt they all share the view that the
Bosnian state has historical legitimacy; that Basristory is one of multi-confessional
tolerance; and that the use of violence betwedardifit ethnic groups is of much more recent
date than generally assumed. As the British hstoNoel Malcolm puts it in the introduction
to his book, “Paradoxically, the most importants@afor studying Bosnia’s history is that it
enables one to see that the history of Bosniaeifitloes not explain the origins of this
war.”[14]

The members of the Bosnian school see Serb and cabanalism as destructive of
the peaceful Bosnian society, and argue againstidiva put forward in both Serbian and
Croatian historiography that Bosnian history cangoounds of historical and ethno-religious
criteria, be regarded as part of Serbian or Croat&ional history. These authors ascribe the
intra-confessional tensions that have arisen toefofrom outside Bosnia-Hercegovina, but
they do not give a satisfactory explanation of g social cohesion they claim was present
was so fragile that Bosnian society could becoméiaded in 1991. Donia and Fine ascribe
the polarisation of Bosnian society to the mobtlaa of vague fears and prejudices by
nationalists, which turned the slogan ‘the Serlyea and Bosnians cannot live together’ into
a self-fulfilling prophecy. The authors of the B@nschool claim that the history of violence
between the three religious groups does not go beftke the Second World War. In their
zeal to dispose of the claims of a long historgafflicts, however, they often tend to
exaggerate the inter-confessional harmony of theg®efore the Second World War. Their
critics point out that Christians were second-ctassens in Ottoman society, and that violent
clashes have in fact been quite common since thed®ury. For example, Ekmecic listed
thirteen conflicts in Bosnia-Hercegovina betweefigl8nd the war of 19925]

Another important approach shared by the membettseoBosnian school was their
rejection of the claim that an independent Bosneseldgovina has no legitimacy because it
has no tradition of existence as a state. In a bdien in 1994 by Bosnian intellectuals in
reaction to Serb and Croat crimes against the Bagpopulation, the authors used a line of
argument concerning the history of Bosnia-Herceg@was an independent entity similar to
that deployed by the members of the Bosnian scheolheir message was basically that
Bosnia-Hercegovina shows a historical continuitingdoack to the Middle Ages, peaking
during the rule of Tvrtko | Kotromanic (1358-139%hen it was proclaimed a kingdom in
1377 with a southern boundary extending far inttniadéia and including the islands Korcula,
Brac and Hvar.

Ottoman rule was established gradually between 28891528, but the Ottomans
maintained the territorial continuity of the regidn 1580, Bosnia was made a province
(ayeletin Turkish,beglerberlukin Serbo-Croat), comprising large parts of prestyt Serbia,
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Croatia (Dalmatia, Slavonia, Banija and Lika) andn#negro. The Ottoman system
of privileges, in which Muslims enjoyed a favouraakition, was formally done away with by
Sultan Abdulmecit | (1839-1851) in thatt-i-2erif of Gulhane (the “noble signed decree of
the rose-garden courtyard”) promising equal rigbtall his subjects, irrespective of their
religion and class. This formed part of a wideieseof reforms known as tAi@nzimat
(Reorganization). Bosnia-Hercegovina got its fivsitten constitution in 1867. During the
period of Austro-Hungarian rule (1878-1918), BosHercegovina was also regarded as a
corpus separatu.e. as a separate entity within the monarchg:Qttoman province had
become Reichsland

In 1918, Bosnia-Hercegovina was incorporated ihteoKingdom of the Serbs, Croats
and Slovenians. The Yugoslav Muslim Organizatiomdeded that the territorial integrity of
Bosnia-Hercegovina should be respected, but whekittygdom was divided into four
provinces in 1919 the historical boundaries of Bagtercegovina were not taken into
account and it was divided between these four po@s. The Serbo-Croati@porazum
(Agreement) of 1939 did not take the territoridkmrity of Bosnia-Hercegovina into account
either: the region was again divided between SenbiaCroatia, to the great discontent of the
Bosnian politicians and intelligentsia. In Commuansigoslavia, Bosnia-Hercegovina was
made one of the six constitutive republics, impdyrecognition of its territorial sovereignty.

The members of the Bosnian school have made aasutadtcontribution to the
discussion of the legitimacy of Bosnia-Hercegowgaglacing a new emphasis on certain
interpretations of Bosnian history.

In his review of the history of Bosnia-Hercegovifabert Donia wrote: “Most
Bosniaks subscribe to an origin myth that traces #ithnogenesis to the Middle Ages. The
popular legend is simple, attractive, and unamhigudéfter migrating to the Balkan
Peninsula in the sixth and seventh centuries,ttrg goes, Slav speaking inhabitants of
Bosnia were proselytised by Christian missiondres Rome to the West and from
Constantinople from the east. Unwilling to succumieither Catholic or Orthodox
overlordship, the Bosnians formed their own chuestd many church members adopted the
dualist heresy known as ‘Bogomilism’. (...) Follawgithe Ottoman conquest of Bosnia
(completed in 1463), the Bogomils and nobility ofdireval Bosnia convertezhmassdo
Islam and became Bosnian Muslims, member of theggkmown today as the Bosniaks?)
The historian Imamovic mentions that the first aséhe term ‘Bosnian language’ in a written
document occurred in a notarial deed dating fro@6148efore that time, the term Slavic or
lllyrian language was generally used] The historians Vera Krzisnik-Bukic and Mustafa
Imamovic[19] tried to demonstrate that the national identityhef Bosnians has a long
historical continuity and was also recognized e @itomans who called them the “Bosnian
people”. The South Slav Muslims from Bosnia-Hercega did not want to be called Turks,
preferring a term emphasizing their regional idgrguch as ‘Muslims from Bosni&o] A
controversial aspect of the identity of the Soutdwv3Muslims was however that they never
denied their cultural background and continuedoee the same language as their South Slav
neighbours, the Orthodox and Catholic South Slakis often caused Serbian and Croatian
national ideologues to regard them as renegades $ei®roats, who would really do best to
return to their old faith. Bosnian historians antkilectuals, however, see a relationship
between the heretical Bogumil sect from the Middliges and modern Bosnian national
identity. This theory was introduced in theé"i&ntury by Franjo Racki, who suggested a
connection between the Bogumil sect (which he dafigteran) and the mediaeval Bosnian
church. According to this theory, the Bosnian pagioh converte@n mass¢o Islam to
protect themselves against the hostile attitudearhe towards the members of the Bosnian
Church. This theory became very popular among Bosimtellectuals, who regarded it as a
proof that the Bosnians already had a separatd¢itylérom their neighbours before the
Ottomans captured the Balkans. Although this theono longer taken seriously by most
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historians, it is still popular in the former Yudgga and in particular among
Bosnians. Malcolm (1994) put forward the theoryt the Bosnian Church was originally a
Catholic monistic order with religious elementsnfrthe Orthodox faith. The Bosnian
bishopric was moved to Hungarian soil, and no loigel any control over the Bosnian
Catholics. The long isolation of the Bosnian Churddde itde factcautonomous with respect
to Rome, and members of the Bosnian Church weraded as heretics there. In order to root
out Bosnian heresy, Rome started to send Francmoalts to Bosnia in the T4entury.
These monks were respected by the peasants foptiaetical attitude and knowledge of such
matters as agriculture and medicine. Little is kn@kout the number of members of the
Bosnian Church, but is assumed that the Bosniailityaddso belonged to it. It appears from
the new historical interpretations of this peribdttthere is no real evidence to back up the
theory of mass conversions of the members of trenaa Church to Islam. The Ottoman
registers show that the conversions were very liocahture and that most converts gave their
former religion as Orthodox or Catholic, with oysmall minority coming from the Bosnian
Church. Malcolm concludes on this basis that tlnegee no mass conversions in the period
immediately following the Ottoman conquest. He &adis that social and economic
considerations, and not religious ones, were dexigir conversion. Muslims enjoyed many
privileges in Ottoman society, from which non-Musé were excluded. Muslims could make
a career in the army or the civil service, theelaith the administrative centres that were set up
in every town. The legal system was also a souregstematic discrimination: Christians
were not allowed to take a Muslim to court, or ¢b@s a witness against Muslims. However,
none of the authors of the Bosnian school givestiafactory answer to the question of why so
many people from Bosnia-Hercegovina and Albaniavedrd to Islam while the Serbs and
Montenegrins did not. If practical social and eaoimconsiderations were decisive, surely
they would apply equally to the Serbs and the Moedeins. Imamovic regards the year 1737
as decisive for the formation of the Bosnian natlodentity. In that year, the Habsburg
Emperor called on the Bosnians to surrender béfigrarmy attacked the town of Banja Luka.
He promised that all who renounced Islam wouldllmad to keep their possessions and
would be left in peace. But according to Imamotis threat only strengthened the Bosnians
in the defence of their religious identity - andylwon the battle1]

The Bosnian historian Ahmed Ali¢iz] minimalizes the contribution of religion to
Bosnian ethnic identity. In his opinion, the Bosrgdnave had a national identity of their own
since the Middle Ages, and were regarded as aaepathnic group by the Ottomans. Like
Imamovic, Alicic regards the revolt against cen@#ioman authority in the 19th century
under the leadership of Husein Gradascevic asestuile in the development of Bosnian
identity. Under Gradascevic's leadership (1831-)88f& Bosnians demanded autonomy for
Bosnia within the Ottoman Empire. This demand waseld on the economic interests of the
Bosnian landowners, and had nothing to do with @resteas of nationalism that were
popular at the time.3] European nationalism came to Bosnia under thaanfte of the
Croatian lllyrian movement. The eminent Bosniandrian and Franciscan Ivan Frano Jukic
argued that the three main religious communitiBaenia shared a common ethnic identity.
The Habsburg politician and expert on Balkan agf&@ienjamin Kallay, who was ambassador
in Belgrade between 1868 and 1875, wrote an impbkaok on Serbian history in 1877, that
was also translated into Serbiani. In this book he defended the viewpoint that Bosnia
Hercegovina was Serbian territory; when he was ngagtlernor of Bosnia-Hercegovina
(1883-1903), however, he was forced to give up\ieas and ban his own book. From 1883,
Kallay’s policy was aimed at creating a common tdgrior all inhabitants of Bosnia-
Hercegovina irrespective of their confessional lgacknd, whom he calleBosnjaci(the
singular form of which i8osnjal. Kallay took the concept from the Ottoman rulepal
Pasha, who had tried to introduce a Bosnian idefditall inhabitants of Bosnia in the 1860s.
Even then, the Serbs and Croats had refused ttogg with the idea: the Orthodox and
Catholic inhabitants of Bosnia preferred to asdediaemselves with the Serbian and Croatian
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national movements respectively. Kallay could narerely on the support of the
Muslim upper classes, who did not wish to formrayg people with their former subjects.
After 1878, the Muslim inhabitants of Bosnia weatled Muhamedancor Muhamedovgithe
German translation of which wduhammedanerAccording to Imamovic, the term
muslimanwas also increasingly used. This comes from thabisrwordmuslim(‘devote
oneself to God’); the plural form of the Persiamigglent of thismuslimancame to be used
for members of the Islamite faith. The teBusnjakwas initially used to denote any inhabitant
of Bosnia-Hercegovings]

The period of Habsburg rule of Bosnia-Hercegowmaich lasted some forty years,
has been interpreted differently by different amshémamovic regards it as unfavourable for
the Bosnian Muslims, who lost their privileged sdg@osition compared with non-Muslims.
Part of the Muslim elite adapted quickly to the nemditions and accepted Habsburg rule,
but many Bosnian Muslims decided to leave the aguat] Krzisnik-Bukic notes that about
100 000 Bosnians emigrated to Turkey during thgyfgears of Habsburg rule, the largest
waves of emigration occurring after the introduetad general conscription in 1881 and the
annexation in 1908. On the other hand, the Habshuittgprities encouraged the immigration
of Croats, Slovenians, Germans and other Chrigibgoulation groups from the monarc¢hy

The concept obosnjastvqBosnian identity) was revived at the end of tBé dentury
in the movement for raising national awareness antloa Muslim inhabitants of Bosnia-
Hercegovina. The periodicBlosnjak which according to its founder Mehmed Kapetanovic
was intended to protect the patriotic sentimenllahhabitants of Bosnia-Hercegovina
against Serb and Croat nationalist propagandagimseared in 1891. The editorial policy was
aimed at removing the prejudices against Bosniadsanging Bosnian society closer to
European civilizationzg] The founders oBosnjakworked closely together with the Austro-
Hungarian authorities, and their interpretatiofBognian identity agreed with that of Kallay....
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... But then it was found that the Serbs and Create not prepared to accept this idea, and
the termBosnjakremained associated with Bosnian Muslims. Thisrgunfessional element
has not played a role of any significance sinced190

Seen from a historical perspective, howeBarsnjakdid play an important role in the
process of stimulating the national (self-)idecttion of the Muslims of Bosnia-Hercegovina,
which was continued in various 2@entury nationalist concepts. The first Bosnianshiu
political movement was set up in 1906. This wasMluslim National Organization (MNO),
whose aim was to promote the political intereststaglims in Bosnia-Hercegovina. Bosnians
did not find “Yugoslav ideology’ very attractivena as late as 1917 plans were being made to
make Bosnia-Hercegovina an administrative partwidéry. The older generation of Bosnian
politicians supported this idea, while the youngeneration preferred some form of South
Slav political union. The disintegration of the ldahrg monarchy accelerated the process of
political co-operation between Bosnian politiciaml their counterparts in Serbia, Croatia and
Slovenia, and in 1918 Bosnia-Hercegovina was inm@ted into the new South Slav
kingdom. The first important Bosnian political paim the new state, the Yugoslav Muslim
organization (JMO), was founded in 1919 and waweefto be reckoned with in the Yugoslav
parliament. The kingdom of Yugoslavia was not acegs from a Bosnian point of view,
however. Immediately after the First World War, Besnians became the target of Serbian
intimidation. The BosniaReis ul-ulemghead of the Muslim religious community)
Dzemaludin Causevic told the French press in 18481000 Bosnian Muslim men had been
killed shortly after the end of the war, 76 womexd lbeen burned and 270 villages plundered
by Serbian bands] It was expected of the Muslim population of BosHercegovina at the
time that they identified themselves from an etlamd national point of view either as
‘Muslim Serbs’ or as ‘Muslim Croats’. The best knoWuslim politician of that period,
Mehmed Spaho, regarded himself however as a Yugostdle one of his brothers
considered himself to be Croatian and another t8dybian?2]

According to the Bosnian historian Sacir Filangiaghe Bosnians had lagged far
behind the Serbs and Croats from a social andgadljpoint of view during the 20century,
and only started developing an active policy airaedchieving recognition of their national
identity in the 1960s. Communist recognition of Bwsnians as a separate nation in 1968 was
largely thanks to the backing of influential Commats of Muslim descent. During the
Communist era, the Islamic inhabitants of Bosniaeldgovina were generally called
Muslimani the capital ‘M’ being used to denote nationallyil amuslimanwith a lower-
case ‘m’ was someone of the Islamic faith. Durimig phase, the conceptladsnjastvdost
something of its significance. However, it was gidlkup again by the Bosnian émigré Adil
Zufilkarpasic who was one of the co-founders ofgieaodicalBosanski poglediand who
subsequently founded the Bosnian Institute in ZuricZufilkarpasic advocated defining
Bosnian national identity on a regional basis iagtef the usual religious one, and replacing
the termMuslimanby Bosnjak(Bosnian). His approach was criticized not onlySarb and
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Croat nationalists but also by his co-religionisteo felt that this strictly regional
identity was not in line with pan-Islamic concepte returned to Bosnia to take an active part
in the political manoeuvring leading up to the &tacthere in 1990. However, his secular
approach was not to the taste of the convinced iMuslija Izetbegovic and led to a split
between the twgs]
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11. Ethnic conflict

The definition of the Yugoslav crisis as an ethsoaflict resulting from a history of hate and
intolerance between the ethnic groups of the regang back many centuries has been
categorized by sociologists and anthropologistsnasof the products of the ‘primordial
hatred school’. According to the American sociod@nd Yugoslavia expert Leonard J.
Cohen, this model assumed “the cyclical role ottant enmities’ and atavistic impulses in
the Balkans1] as a given in its attempts to explain the conflicthis approach, the identity

of an ethnic group was determined with the aid dfaasification system making use of certain
criteria such as language, religion and myths abthutic descent, thus allowing this group to
be clearly distinguished from others.Links based on language, religion and myths were
regarded as very old and thus stronger and morertant than those relating e.g. to the state.
This approach to ethnic identity is also a starpomt for the post-communist nationalist
movements in Yugoslavia. For example, Croatianonalist academics have tried to
demonstrate that the Croatian people is one oblest of Europe. ThEistory of Medieval
Croatiaby Stanko Goldescu cites an old Croatian theorgraeg to which the Croats are
descended from the Persidarahvattribe. This name may be found in one of the ingimns

of the Iranian ruler Darius dating from the 5thtceyn B.C. This genealogical fantasy was not
taken seriously by Communist historians, but swggiin Croatian émigré circles. Dominik
Mandic, a Croatian Catholic priest and historiamfrthe United States, mentioned this theory
in his bookSrbi i Hrvati dva razlicita narod3s] (‘Serbs and Croats, two different peoples’),
which appeared in 1971. It was subsequently furdieseloped by various other Croatian
authors4] Such a search for the ethnic origins is indeeg waportant because the South Slav
peoples do share many linguistic, ethnographicfalktbristic characteristics. It was precisely
these similarities which led some people to loakstoiking differences between the various
Balkan peoples. For example, the Croatian natistsaleel it very important to be able to
prove that the Croats have a different origin fithke Serbs, and that the differences between
these two ethnic groups existed even before thrdyeadrin the Balkans. In order to
demonstrate the Persian-Croatian link, some autiers even compiled long lists of Persian
and Croatian words which are intended to revealyneymological similarities between the
Croatian and Persian languages. Despite all seadntsfic’ proofs, the Croats have never
managed to produce hard evidence of their Pergacethit: many of the words given as
Croatian lists could equally well be Serbian or Han/5]

There is however another approach to ethnicity enaorless opposed to that described
above, which is known as InstrumentalismThis regards the ethnic identity in terms of
group loyalty rather than of common origin. In ttese of the South Slavs, this group loyalty
arose in the and 2@ centuries. The Instrumentalists regard ethniclaisfas the result of
the conscious manipulation of history and ethnimlsgls, aimed at mobilizing great masses in
an attempt to achieve political objectives defibgdational elites.
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Yet another approach has been described by Dor@lowitz, who defines three
causes of all ethnic wars: (1) an external affipitgblem, i.e. the difficult relationship
between an ethnic minority and the state to which minority is subject; (2) differences in
views about emotional symbolism and stereotyped fiaally (3) concrete historical
experience of domination and violence between ethroups. According to Horowitz, these
factors lead to fear of extermination and feelinfbate against other groups.He
distinguishes between ‘elite-driven’ and ‘mass-énvconflicts. Kaufmays] has described
how an elite-driven ethnic conflict begins: firdtadl, the elite gains control of the media,
which it then uses to propagate its hyper-natishaleas. It claims that it wants to ‘protect’
the members of its own ethnic group against ottterie groups — but this of course
automatically makes it a threat to the other grotqmsvever, the angst psychosis which it
creates among its own ethnic group strengthermltson power, and it can use each incident
that arises between its own group and the otheaspastext for escalation of the conflict.
According to Kaufman, if a political elite creatih® conditions required to spark off ethnic
conflicts after it comes to power the resultingleice may be called ‘elite-driven’. If on the
other hand extreme nationalist ideas were alrea@ylar when the political leader (or elite)
came to power, the ensuing violence may be catfexss-driven’. This analysis indicates that
the Serbian nationalism is ‘mass-driven’. Milosesianged from a Communist apparatchik
into a Serbian nationalist after addressing a lde@&b demonstration in Kosovo demanding
protection against ‘Albanian terror’. His promigestick up for their interests in Belgrade
made him one of the most popular Serbian politeidinis striking how little trouble he had
combining his Communist convictions with nationadisas a result, he is often called an
‘opportunist nationalist’. Franjo Tudjman, on ther hand, was a convinced nationalist
before he came to power, who only had to conviheeQroatian population of the correctness
of his ideas. His conviction that Bosnia-Hercegawvvas ‘historical’ Croatian territory was
common knowledge as early as the 1970s, but wastegj even by nationalist circles in
Croatia. According to the theory developed by Hatownd Kaufman, Slovenian nationalism
was also ‘mass-driven’: the social movements iv&ha which opposed the federal
government in Belgrade and Slobodan Milosevic @1B80s managed to convince the
Slovenian Communist leaders that radical solutiwere called for, but it was the Communist
elite that led Slovenia to independence. Slovefanstitutional nationalism’ was the least
explosive, because Slovenia was ethnically homagendt had not experienced any ethnic
conflicts in the past, and had no ‘hereditary’ toaditional’ enemies among the other
Yugoslav nationalities.

Ethnic conflicts are closely connected with natiama and nationalist ideologies.
While there are great similarities between the ephof an ethnic group and that of a nation,
not every ethnic group constitutes a nation. Tlterga for it to do so are that it should be
reasonably large, have its own territory and shbale enough resources to be reasonably
self-supportingo] Nations claim the right of self-determination dodm their own states, but
not every nation consists of a single ethnic etignozip. Hugh Seton-Watson makes a
distinction between ‘old’ and ‘new’ nations. Thela@nes had developed their national identity
before 1789, when nationalism became the norm m&) while the new ones did not begin
this process until the T3entury or even later, under the influence ofaral movements.
The processes of development of national awaremessinitiated by small, well-educated
elites[10] The South Slav peoples had drawn another distimaince the 1®century, viz.

that between ‘historical’ and ‘nethistorical’ nations. The South Slav peoples who hadl

their own kingdom in the Middle Ages regarded thelwess as ‘historical peoples’, or ‘old
nations’ in Seton-Watson’s typology. The Dutch tiigtn Raymond Detrez has the following
to say on this topic: “The distinction that is sammes drawn between ‘historical peoples’ and
others can also be highly relevant: historical peppre those that can prove with reference to
old texts, maps and the like that they had theim state and wrote history as long ago as the
Middle Ages.T11]
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The historical peoples claim that even after ceasuof foreign rule, they have still
kept their own nature. Detrez regards this befighe preservation of the Balkan peoples’ own
nature as one of the most persistent Balkan m¥ite myth that the Balkan peoples
managed to preserve their own nature during treedenturies when they were under the
Turkish yoke is particularly persistent. It remaurglear, however, what precisely a people’s
‘own nature’ is, what it looked like at the endtbé& 14th century and how it is possible that,
while literally everything changed, the ‘own nafuréthese peoples could remain unchanged
from the 14 to the 19 century (and even up to the present day)

Serb and Croat nationalists claim the status stdnical peoples’ for their own
nations, which implies that they have the righa toational state of their own in contrast to the
Muslim inhabitants of Kosovo and Bosnia, and thectionians. They accorded this same

right grudgingly, if at all, to such ‘nethistorical’ peoples: “The ‘norhistorical’ peoples who

developed a national awareness in the 19th cehadyust as much right to be called nations
as the ‘historical’ ones: the only difference waattthey had fewer trumps in their hand when
they tried to substantiate their national identidyfind a historical justification for their
territorial claims and the likg13]

‘Historical peoples’ want ‘historical frontiers’ o@sponding to those of their medieval
kingdom at its most successful. The 19th-centunp Sationalist ideologists, inspired and
supported by the Serbian Orthodox Church, arguete&ioration of the frontiers of the

Serbian kingdom as they were at the time of DukarMighty (133%+1355), who was

crowned ‘czar of the Serbians and the Greeks’ #618 Skopje, the capital of present-day
Macedonia, and who wanted to conquer the whole Byza Empire. Croat nationalist
ideologists talk of the ‘historical frontiers’ ofr@atia from the 11th century, when Bosnia still

formed part of the Croatian kingdom: “Politiciamsthe postcommunist Croatian society

tend to glorify this period of the early Croatiandgdom. In this case we can mention
Branimir, Zvonimir and especially Tomislav. Howey#re idea of a national unified state
could better be seen as a product of the romanticmationalistic ideology of the middle of
the nineteenth century. The Croatian national kimgavas based on a feudal system, where
personalized and decentralized relationships wereule, rather then a strong centralized
administration. For example, a king or a ruler alsvhore the title of several regions that
could easily change ownerg4|

The definition of nationalism, which is usually debed as a political principle,
doctrine or ideology, is based on the definitioritad nation state. Gellner defines nationalism
as a “political principle, which holds that the pichl and national unit should be
congruent.[15] But the precise content of nationalism dependtherdefinition of the nation.
Gellner distinguishes two types of nations. Theameih a stricter sense comprises people with
the same cultural background. This definition & tation forms the basis for ‘ethnic
nationalism’ — also known as ethno-tribalism doaifism16] - which excludes ‘the others’.
The formation of national states on the basis isfgghinciple leads to the drawing of new
boundaries intended to keep out ‘the others’ grég)unite the country’s ‘own people’.

The definition of the nation in a wider sense adowy to Gellner is related to the
convictions, loyalty and solidarity of the membefs group whose members need not have
the same cultural background, which form the bfagigevolutionary-democratic
nationalism’[17] Gellner mentions T8century German and Italian nationalism as examgiles
ethnic nationalism, and France and America as ek revolutionary-democratic
nationalism’. According to him, ethnic nationaliemeates exclusive states while
revolutionary-democratic nationalism creates ineki®nes. Thomas regards the former
Yugoslavia as an inclusive state, formed by contimnaof the various ethnic groups. The
19"-century concept of South Slav unity, that regartiedSlovenians, Croats and Serbs as
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three tribes of the same nation, was however riglicendified by the developments in
the kingdom of Yugoslavia and Communist YugoslavéaHe regarded the disintegration of
Yugoslavia as the result of the ‘exclusive concepthe nation: “Different perspectives of
each group’s historical experience, renewed awaeeokone’s religious origins, exaggerated
beliefs about different cultures surely playedmpartant part in the transition from South
Slav unity to disunity.[19]

National myths

According to the typology of Anthony Smith (1991f)e following characteristics are
important for the definition of national identit{t) a historical territory or ‘fatherland’; (2)
shared myths and historical memories; (3) a shpoedlar culture (mass public culture); (4)
common legal rights and duties for all subjectst €5) a shared economy and territorial
mobility for all.[20]

This typology may be clarified by comparing the ¥stav national identity with that
of the individual South Slav peoples. It will baufal that the individual South Slav peoples all
score higher on Anthony Smith’s scale than Yugaalavhich in fact only meets the last two
criteria. This is hardly surprising, however, sitike Serbs, Croats and Bosnians have done all
they could during the past decade to manifest tbbres as separate nations, e.g. by linguistic
renovation aimed at creating a new standard laregaad by the revival of old myths or the
invention of new ones: “Time worn myth and an idgital vulgarization of history are all too
frequently encountered in the Balkans: a partissiotical memory, political amnesia,

concealed defeats, the glorification of past traéggdare all toppeebff by an unreasonable

pride in times gone by. Current occurrences ara,rate, mixed with and mistaken for
mythical elaboration of past events. It was dutimg period of national awakening, which
itself began in the nineteenth century and, tovemereater degree over past few years, that
actual events were manipulated in such a way kiegt were made to adopt or absorb
mythological elements. The bloody Balkan confligtfolding before a bewildered world
audience, is a sinister example of where and howarfadeologized abuse of historical fact
and ancient mythology can lead’]

The medieval rulers of the Nemanijic dynasty playnaportant part in Serbian national
mythology, though the Battle of Kosovo in 1389 itz cornerstone of modern Serbian
national mythology. A pivotal role in Croatian ratal mythology is played by two medieval
kings. King Tomislav is supposed to have foundedfitst Croatian kingdom in 924. The
historian lvan Kukuljevic who is thought to be reapible for the creation of the ‘myth’ about
this king based himself on an old chronicle in vilham eyewitness gave details of the
coronation of the Croatian ruler Svatopluk. Tharao evidence that Tomislav and Svatopluk
were one and the same person, and this free istatfan on the part of Kukuljevic is
challenged by many historians. The Croatian nalistsaon the other hand, have adopted
Kukuljevic’s version which is now to be found indatian history bookg2] Little is known
about Tomislav, however. He is not named as rdl€@roatia by the 10-century Byzantine
emperor Constantine VIl Porphyrogenitus in Administrando Imperiugithe main source of
information about the region at the time. This seuwtoes however describe Croatia as an
important military power in the region.

The last king of medieval Croatia was Zvonimir (£67089). After his death, the

Hungarian king Kalman (the brother of Zvonimir'sdeiv Jelena) persuaded the main noble
families of Croatia to conclude an agreement witimgtary, leading to a political union that
lasted until 1918. As a result, the rule of kingpAimir became the theme of a series of
historical myths. An important ¥3century chronicle, for example, describes how 4won
cursed his land and his people after being murdeydds own nobles: “He cursed the
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unfaithful Croats and their descendants before &wtlall saints for his violent death,
saying the Croats should never again have a rtiveo own tongue but should always be
under foreign rule[23] The Croatian anthropologist Ivo Zanic has desdrivew the myth of
king Zvonimir was used to ‘throw light’ on currepolitical events. He cited an article that
appeared in the Croatian week¥obusin 1991: “Murdered in 1089, the first King of Ct@a
to be recognized by the Papacy called down upokiltess, according to Nostrodamus and

serious astrological experts, a nthendred year curse. Moreover, for these nine ciexsttine

Croats have not been able to restore their staterthe curse is finally lifted, what will those
years bring?724]

Another example of the bizarre proportions a ‘sesfd@story’ can assume, and of the
poor grasp of historical facts by the Croats thdwese is described by the historian Ivo
Goldstein. Goldstein is one of the few Croatiartdrians specialized in medieval Croatian
history. He reacted to a 1998 report from the Gaogbress bureau HINA, stating that 18
September would be chosen as ‘Croatian Navy Dayhemory of the victory by Prince
Branimir in a naval battle in Central Dalmatia B7825] Goldstein managed to trace sources
referring to a battle that had taken place on J&e®eber — but it had not been a naval battle.
Moreover, Goldstein discovered that the Slavicqeim question could not be Branimir,
because the description of the site of the battlecates that this must have been the city of
Makarska which belonged to the principality of Neeeat the time. This principality was not
incorporated into the kingdom of Croatia until t#th century: it was only after this event
that theNeretljaniwere also called Croatss)
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Prewvigus Section

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 2
Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

12. Religious conflict

The reaction of the sociologist of religion Esadh(€ito the question as to whether the war in
the former Yugoslavia could be characterized adigious conflict is typical of the debate
that has been carried out on this topic. His anssviges and no’. In his opinion, “neither the
motive nor the impulses for this war resulted fnaaingions or faiths respectively and, even
less, can the religious communities be accusedagig the war.” But at the same time,
Cimic believes that religion has been used inteatiy to mask the real motives for the war
and to make it appear that it really was a religioanflict: “Politicians are certainly trying to
present it in these terms, and regretfully, a pathe hierarchy of religious communities are
doing likewise, especially those of the Serbiarh@ibx Church. These are allegedly God-
fearing people who with their attitudes, behavi@ng actions offer excuses to the “masters of
war,” supplying them with acceptable justificatiand reason for the conflict1]

The impression that the war was a religious onereia$orced by the fact that the
hostile armies started off by destroying one antglehurches and mosques. This was
certainly true of the Serbian and Croatian arrmeBasnia-Hercegovina who were engaged in
a systematic attempt to get rid of all traces efrégion’s oriental and Islamic legacy
(mosques, cemeteries and cultural monumeni)he Serbian soldiers were told that they
were fighting against the ‘Muslim peril’, and weserprised that Europe was not grateful for
their efforts.

A number of publications that appeared after tlssntkgration of Yugoslavia threw
light on various aspects of the role of religiorthe conflict;3] Michael Sells describes the
Serb anti-Muslim attitude as an ideology, whiclch#s Christoslavism. He compares it with
anti-Semitism, which is based on the accusationttteaJews are guilty of the death of Christ.
Christoslavism, on the other hand, finds its raothe medieval Serbian history and the Battle
of Kosovo in 1389. The Islamic Ottomans are blafoedhe death of the Serb Prince Lazar.
According to this interpretation, his death alscamtehe end of the Serbian Orthodox
Christian kingdom. These ideas formed the basid 96+century Serbian national ideology,
and played an important role in inspiring the sglegagainst the Ottomans, liberation from
whom would, it was hoped, allow the frontiers o tid Serbian kingdom to be restored.

Tadeusz Mazowiecki, the first UN human rights rapgar in the Balkans, denied in
his report that the war in Bosnia-Hercegovina vedigious in nature, but he stressed the
importance of religion in determining the natiorEntity of the Serbs, Croats and Bosnians.
[4] This was confirmed by various empirical studiesnd Bringa, a Norwegian
anthropologist, who was engaged in a study of Bosidentity before the outbreak of the war,
concluded: “Islam is the main distinguishing fadbetween the Muslims and their Bosnian-
Hercegovinian compatriots and the main constitu@ator, either as practical religion or as
cultural heritage, in self-ascription of collectinacijaidentities. As such, Islam is the key to

http://srebrenica.brightside.nl/srebrenica/toc/mD2 s013 bO01.htr 03/05/201!



Srebrenica: Appendix 10, Chapter 2, Sectio Page2 of 5

understanding Muslim identity in Bosnia. Yet, BaniMuslim identity cannot fully be
understood with reference to Islam only, but hase@onsidered in terms of a specific
Bosnian dimension which for Bosnian Muslims hasliegbsharing history and a locality with
Bosnians of other non-Islamic religious traditigis.

The sociologist of religion Paul Mojzes considérattthe religious character of the war
in Bosnia-Hercegovina is often exaggerated, bectagevar cannot be defined as a ‘crusade’
or jihad. The link between the religious and the ethnioiidg had been weakened because the
Communists regarded religious feelings as an iddad, private matter. Marriages between
people of different religions were quite commoniluhe 1990s, when mixed marriages were
no longer tolerated. Mojzes uses the term ‘ethigicality’ to denote the link between the
ethnic and the religious identity. If someone cats/&om Islam to Orthodoxy, this
automatically involves a change in ethnic identstych a person immediately becomes
Serbian. andice versaln Mojzes’ opinion, however, the ethnoreligiodsmtity of the
Muslims is stronger than that of the Serbs and Sr@é the end of the 1960s, the Bosnians
were proclaimed a nationality, purely on the basitheir religion.

The religious groups in Bosnia-Hercegovina usdd/&in a social environment often
calledkomsiluk This term literally means ‘neighbourhood’, butsngsed in Bosnia-
Hercegovina to denote the tolerance and respecitiiers that had become a matter of course
between followers of different religions these.

Mazowiecki emphasizes the negative influence ottiveches on interconfessional
relationships. In particular the Serbian Orthoddw€h was active in the persuading the
Serbian population that they were the victims obaspiracy between Catholics and Muslims.
The leaders of the Catholic Church in Croatia rexaipolitically neutral, but in Hercegovina
Catholic priests were very active in stirring ugioalist rhetoric against both the Serbs and
the Bosnian Muslims. The latter have complainedilety since the start of the war in 1992
that ‘Christian’ Europe was prejudiced against thmmnause of their religious background.
They saw this as the reason why the West hesisatéahg about military intervention to save
the Bosnians from genocidg.The Serbian sociologist Milan Tripkovic goes soda to
accuse the religious organisations themselvesspbresibility for starting the was] while
Mojzes comments that in any case the religiousaaitidss did not do much to improve
interconfessional relationships during the war. Beebian Patriarch Pavle openly supported
the radical policies of the Bosnian Serbs. The matis war criminal Arkan boasted that
Patriarch Pavle was his commander-in-chiefThe Serbian Orthodox Church was in favour
of the partition of Bosnia-Hercegovinal According to Norman Cigar, Serbian intellectuals
and clergy played a sinister role in providing thetivation for and justification of the
genocidal crimes committed against the Muslim pafpoih in Bosnia-Hercegovina. One of the
most extreme anti-Muslim ideologists is the Serddaenic Miroljub Jevtic, who has been
writing texts demonizing the Muslims for years. Thkowing is a typical specimen of his
prose: “the hands of the Muslims who are with wssaained and polluted with the blood of
their ancestors from among inhabitants of Bosntaaittime, namely those who did not
embrace Islam|11]

Sells concluded after a three-year study of gemottidt there is no evidence that the
Bosnians were also guilty of a genocidal policy eihat destroying Serb and Croat
communities in Bosnia. He did observe individuabeities committed against Serb and Croat
civilians, but concluded that the Bosnian politiesdership was not aware of these activities.
[12] Cigar likewise stated that the Bosnians were thanmictims of the genocidal crimes.

There is not such a clear picture of the role ef@moatian Catholic Church in inciting
and justifying hostilities in Bosnia-Hercegovinathsre is for the Serbian Orthodox Church.
Mojzes ascribes this difference to the brutal opssrof the Serb nationalists about their
intentions. The Croat nationalists, on the otherdhaften concealed their intentions. The
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Croatian Catholic Church welcomed the advent ofitve-Communist Croatian
government in 1990 because this political changedahe prestige of the Church and
because the new Croatian nationalist elite embr@eagdolicism as an important symbol of
Croatian national identity. The link between theéloéic Church and Croatian nationalist
ideology was even more explicit in neighbouring ¢¢grovina, where many Croats lived.
During the Second World War, Hercegovina was aldamwn as a breeding-ground for the
Ustase movement, and Catholic priests in Hercegoaiso showed open support for the
extreme nationalist Ustase ideology. The Commuegitme suppressed local feuds. In 1980,
however, the Catholic faith in Bosnia was givereanrmous boost by the ‘Medjugorje
phenomenon’. It was reported that the Virgin Maayl lappeared to a number of children in
the little village of Medjugorje. The local Francans used this ‘miracle’ to reinforce their
own position in the region in relation to the disar hierarchy and the authority of the Bishop
of Mostar[13] In connection with this, the Franciscans were hefghonsible for the
development of a ‘militant Maria ideology’ whichrebhgthened ethnoreligious nationalism and
had ideological links with the views of the natibsigand extreme nationalist (neo-Ustase)
Croatian parties. Medjugorje became part ofHleeceg Bosngroclaimed by the Croats in
1992. Since various other ethnic groups were se@m @bstacle to an ethnically ‘clean’
Herceg Bosnacrimes of genocide were committed. The politaxadl military leadership of
the region maintained close links with Catholieepts. The American sociologist of Croatian
descent Stjepan Mestrovic (1993) considered, horyévat the central message of the
appearance of the Virgin Mary was peace. He alsgedehat the Croats had been guilty of
genocide: in his opinion, Croatian violence sin@@Ilwas a reaction to the expansionist
policies of the Serbg4]

The ‘Medjugorje phenomenon’ reflected a power ggtegvithin the Croatian Catholic
Church. The Franciscans had lost much of thein@rfte and power since the introduction of
the diocesan hierarchy in the 1960s, and they tedppearance of the Virgin Mary to
reinforce their prestige and position among thalrpopulation of Hercegovina. The head of
the diocesan hierarchy in Croatia, Cardinal Fré&baric, has never confirmed these visions
of Mary, and the Vatican has never recognized Mgaljje as an official Catholic pilgrimage
site. The tensions between the Franciscans argidbesan hierarchy were exacerbated by the
fact that Kuharic opposed the division of Bosniadégovina, in line with the official Vatican
standpoint.

The relative freedom of religion in Yugoslavia iret1970s made it possible for many
Muslim clergy to study in centres of Islamic leaiabroad. The social prestige of thams
andhodjasrose, and they began to make open pleas for inepmewt of the position of the
Bosnian Muslims. The contacts with other Islamiaroies also led to radicalization of part
of the clergy.

The Bosnian president Alija 1zetbegovic had beanses an important exponent of
Muslim fundamentalism since the early 1970s, whemwlote a political pamphlet entitled
Islamska deklaracijdlslamic declaration) in which he advocated a dwrtle Muslim
commonwealth. This had led to his being accusadusflim nationalism by the Communists
and sentenced to a period in prison. H@nska deklaracijavas regarded as a political
manifesto in which Izetbegovic advocated a politsystem that differed significantly from
the known democratic systems. Izetbegovic was meidmirer of the secular Turkish state: in
his opinion, the old Islamic Ottoman Empire was ohthe most important empires in the
world, while modern secular Turkey had become ampartant Balkan state without any role
of significance in European politics.

Mojzes points out that Izetbegovic was certainlyfuredamentalist as his political
opponents claim. In Mojzes’ opinion, the war adiyuaicreased the influence of Islam among
the Bosnian Muslims. Initially, the vast majoritiyBosnians had been fighting for a
multicultural, multi-confessional Bosnia, but paftthe Bosnian army consisted of
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fundamentalist units who believed in pan-MuslimagleThe 3000 members of the
Seventh Muslim Brigade wore Islamic symbols anddusebic as their language of
communication1s] The picture of a radicalization of Muslim politidsiring the war was
reinforced by the presence of hundreds of Muslituneers from the Arabic world and the
military and humanitarian aid Izetbegovic receiwexn Islamic countries. The growing
influence of Islam was reflected in the choice @ttenial in the periodicals of the various
Muslim organisations, which aired ideas about thiéywof the political and religious systems,
with Islam being portrayed as superior to all otteigions.

Signs of radicalization could also be observedhengoliticians. Some Bosnian
politicians started to talk about the formatioraafislamic state: they suggested that if the
proportion of Muslims in the population of Bosniautd be boosted from the pre-war value of
44% to 51%, this majority would form the basis tloe formation of a Muslim state with
Islamic laws16] The ideological foundation for an ethno-nationakBian state was laid down
in a number of manifestos. In 1993, a group of Bsmtellectuals advocated the formation
of a Muslim state within the boundaries controltlgdthe Bosnian army. While based on
Islamic ideology, this state should still possesgsiem of norms and values that were
compatible with European civilizatign7] One of Izetbegovic’s close collaborators at the
time, Rusmir Mahmutcehajicg] expressed resistance to the idea of the formafi@anMuslim
republic, however, because this would lead to giettion and would make this mini-state a
‘closed society’ surrounded by suspicious non-Musibuntries. Mahmutcehajic followed the
‘cosmopolitan’ direction, whose adherents advocatsping Bosnia multicultural and multi-
confessional. Izetbegovic himself vacillated foaggebetween the ‘fundamentalist’ and
‘cosmopolitan’ directions, whose followers critiez him in turn for being too ‘Islamic’ or too
‘secular’. In 1993, he stated that the Bosniansbdembme a political nation, capable of
forming their own state. When the Bosnians wemgatwith the Serbs and the Croats later the
same year, however, he was almost prepared taugiviee sovereignty of Bosnia-
Hercegovina. Acceptance of the partition of Bodde&ecegovina would inevitably have led to
the formation of an Islamic mini-state in centralsBia. However, American pressure led to an
end of the war between the Bosnians and the Craatlsthe chance of maintaining Bosnian
territorial sovereignty rose steadily. This wasfaomed in the Dayton Agreement of 1995.
According to Cimic (1997), the motives for the wagre not religious but political, despite the
use of religious symbols during the war and thaisizant role played by religious
organisations and churches in justifying it.
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Prewvigus Sectior

Appendix VI
The Background of the Yugodlav crisis: A
review of theliterature

Chapter 2
Theories concerning the disintegration of Yugoslavi

13. Ideological conflict

Authors who regarded the Yugoslav war as an idecddgonflict saw the ideological
polarization between the integrative ideology (Whield a joint South Slav state to be the
ultimate objective) and the nationalist ideologyniag at separate national states) as the
essential feature of the political struggle intdte 1980s and early 1990%.The history of the
South Slav peoples in the®6entury is clearly marked by this polarizatiore formation of a
joint state in 1918 was followed by the formatidran independent Croatian Nazi satellite and
a smaller Serbian state. In 194% Communists again founded a unitary state, winicis

turn was replaced by five smaller states in theD$99

The first phase of the ideological polarization @@ the 1980s, and concerned the
contrast between communism and nationalism. That@m nationalist ideologists regarded
the Yugoslav state as a-historical because it wdad with the historical right of the various
peoples involved — and in particular the Croatsa state of their own. In their eyes, the
Yugoslav state was a failure, and they identifiegydslavia with Serbian hegemony or
Communist totalitarianism. Conversely, the Commisnisgarded Croatian nationalism as
dangerous because of the separatist tendenciesoitieaged. They therefore suppressed it
forcefully. Post-Communist Croatian nationalistalteyy was aimed at the formation of an
independent Croatian state.

Slovenian nationalism, which was not a significawaivement till the 1980s, also
tended towards separatism on the basis of the angiutimat Slovenia would be able to develop
much faster, both economically and politicallyit fvere not slowed down by the other
republics, in particular by Serbia. One of the fawthors who regarded Slovenia as an
essential part of the history of the Yugoslav steds the historian of Slovenian descent Joze
Pirjaveci2] Ever since 1918, Slovenia has been the main safimasistance to Serbian
policies of domination; and in the 1980s Slovengs\he first Yugoslav republic to declare
open opposition to the rise of Serbian nationalism.

The main characteristic of Serb nationalism is ligwagarded as a pursuit of
‘hegemony’. Milosevic’s nationalist policies weratially aimed not at the disintegration of
the Yugoslav state but at its centralization urilenbian leadership. In 1990, he annexed
Vojvodina and Kosovo. The leadership in Montenegas also loyal to him, so Serbia could
count on four of the eight votes in the federabkpi®m. Milosevic had never been against
Communism, and he made skilful use of the Commumssitutions to reinforce his power. As
a result, he was the only political leader in therfer Yugoslavia on whom the Yugoslav army
(JNA) - that had always set itself the task of kegprugoslavia intact — could call. After the
fall of Communism in 1990 and the victory of thdiaaalist parties in Slovenia, Croatia and
Bosnia-Hercegovina, a new kind of ideological pakaion arose: nationalism versus
nationalism. This conflict first manifested itsaifCroatia. The Serb population there, who did
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not wish to be a minority in a Croatian ethno-nagdilcstate, rebelled in 1990 and closed
off areas which they regarded as Serbian on this basthnic, economic and historical
criteria. They did not object to Croatia becomindapendent, as long as these regions were
excluded. Serbian and Croatian nationalist idee®giere also opposed to one another in
Bosnia-Hercegovina, where they made overlappingaesl claims.[3]

Nationalist ideologies divide people into ‘us’ atftem’, ‘our nation’ and ‘the others’.
Serb and Croat nationalists saw ‘the others’ asbatacle to the formation of their ethno-
national states. The violence against ‘the othe@es used functionally and well-planned, so
that the regions which according to the nationaisblogy had to be taken over could be
effectively ‘cleansed’ of ‘others’. An importaniegt in the preparation of genocide against the
other groups is the dehumanization process, defisatenial of the idea that the members of
the other group possess human characteristics pftiess is prepared and guided by the
political elites, who often mount an intensive needampaign to demonize ‘the others’. The
media in the former Yugoslavia bear a heavy respoig for the dehumanization of ethnic
and religious groups. Memories of crimes from teedd World War were revived; the Serbs
were called “Cetniks”, the Croats “Ustase” and Basnians “Islamic fundamentalists”.

Borislav Herak, a normal Bosnian boy who becameaaacsiminal, recounted a typical
example of how the dehumanization process workedaldtold journalists from the New
York Times how he and two companions had shot tieadhembers of a Muslim family one
sunny morning in late June and mentioned that hé&ciill clearly remember how a young
girl, aged about ten, had tried to hide behindgnandmother. The fact that he noticed her
illustrates how dehumanisation works. He had nallygpaid any attention to the other nine
members of the family, had not noticed whether theye young or old, male or female: they
were simply ‘the enemy’. He also told how he hadrberdered “to cleanse our whole people
of Muslims.” He fought on the side of the BosniaTi$, though his mother was a Croat and
his sister had married a Muslim

The initial confusion about the nature of the cismreBosnia-Hercegovina was cleared
up by journalists. The first book describing thenas against the Bosnian Muslims as
genocide was written by an American journalist, RBaymans] On the basis of the
investigation of genocide in the ®@entury, the various authors who dealt with tbsd
concluded that genocidal crimes are always thdtregan intentional, well planned policy:
“Indeed, the crimes seem more horrifying when tkterenination is carried out, not in blind
hatred, but in pursuance of some further purpbeyictims being cast in a purely
instrumental role’6] Several studies identifying nationalist ideologyl anationalist political
elites as responsible for the genocide in Bosniezétgpovina appeared after 1993.

The Bosnian historian Husein Serdarevic placedstgmbian and Croatian acts of
genocide on Bosnian Muslims in a historical pertipec7] The first genocidal crimes against
Muslims were committed after the Peace of Karlowdi699, which returned large parts of
Croatia to Habsburg rule. About 100,000 Muslimghiese regions were murdered, forcibly
converted to Christianity or driven out. There vadsng history of great intolerance to
Muslims in Serbia, and after the First Serbian klpg in 1804 the Serbs undertook a ‘general
clean-up of the Turks’. This was continued after §econd Serbian Uprising in 1815. The
measures for expulsion of the Muslim populationenietensified during the reign of Milos
Obrenovic (1858-1868). The Montenegrins also shogvedt long-term hostility to the
Muslims. The first ‘pogrom’ dated from the earlyth&entury: 800-1000 Muslims were
killed, forcibly converted or driven out from Momiegro in 1711. Mass conversions of the
Vasojevic Muslims in various villages took placel8b2, under state supervision. Sedarevic
also described the treatment of the Muslim poparfasifter the creation of the joint Yugoslav
state in 1918, and the land reforms occurring betwi918 and 1941 which were highly
unfavourable for the Muslim population. The BosnMuaslims owned about 62% of the land
in Bosnia-Hercegovina privately, but their land wasfiscated after 1918 on the basis of the
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argument that the Ottomans had taken the land &waythe Christians in the first
place. The Serbs received large tracts of the scatied land; this brought about major
changes in the ethnic and social map of Bosniaétgdna. Radovan Karadzic stated in 1991
that 64% of Bosnian land was in Serb hands. DuhedgSecond World War, the Serb
extremist forces (Cetniks) carried out four gredeemination campaigns in Bosnia, killing
about 50 000 Muslims.

It is however striking that the Bosnian Muslims eenuch milder in their judgement
of Croatian crimes on the Muslim population in GahkBosnia. Atrocities in Ahmici,
Busovaca, Vitez, Jelinka and Nadeonik were desdribet they were not placed in a historical
and sociological context and the word ‘genocide$\agoideds]

Who actually carried out the acts of genocide enfirmer Yugoslavia? The Yugoslav
Federal Army (JNA) was deployed by the Yugoslavdfalgovernment in June 1991 to
guarantee the territorial sovereignty of the fetiera However, after the short-lived war with
the Slovenian Territorial Defence forces — callédreney war’ by some authogs - the JINA
left Slovenia. Samary (1996) states that, by defenthe Yugoslav federation, the JNA was
also defending its own status and privileges. W& Wwas a pro-Communist, pro-Yugoslav
military organization.o], which initially wanted to have nothing to do wNiilosevic’'s
nationalist populism. The rise of Croatian natitsralmade Milosevic increasingly acceptable
to the JNA top brass, however: while Croatia wantesecede, Milosevic wanted to keep
Yugoslavia intact. During the war in Croatia, whimégan in 1991, it became clear that many
individual officers of Serb descent were supportimg Croatian Serbs. After Croatia declared
independence, the JNA combined forces with Seramiitaries to keep Serb regions outside
the Croatian state. The great military superiositthe JNA determined the face of the war.
Croatian cities like Vukovar and Dubrovnik were Hmarded from a safe distance with heavy
artillery in 1991. During the war in Bosnia-Hercega, there was hardly any difference
between professional soldiers and paramilitary gspand when the JNA was formally
disbanded in 1992, the former JNA officers wentrdeehe Bosnian Serb Army that had been
set up. This army was led by officers who had dwéttallegiance from Yugoslavia to Serbia.
The supreme commander of the army, Ratko Mladickeatogether with paramilitary
groups such as ‘Arkan’s Tigers’, the force led ®Jjlko Raznjatovic (Arkan). These small
bands often consisted of criminals who were narggted in politics and ideology but made
use of the war to murder, plunder and get richy™ere accepted in political circles, and
their social status rose from criminal to war hd&roee local population called them ‘special
soldiers’.

The paramilitary forces played a vital role in fenocide activities. They were used in
particular to commit acts of ‘exemplary’ violenéetimidation and torture, as savage as
possible, to ‘encourage’ the ‘undesired’ ethnicugréo fleeen massérom the whole area in
question. The usual scenario was that one village attacked and plundered, women were
raped and inhabitants slaughtered, after whiclpépailation of the surrounding villages
would flee spontaneously. The official army coutswnoccupy the area without any trouble.
The Serb paramilitary organisations fought alongsiee official army in Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina, but did not fall under the commandditire of the army; instead, they answered
directly to the Serbian ministry of Internal Affajn1]

Another type of violence was committed by the i former neighbours and
acquaintances. The Dutch anthropologist Mart Bamezbthe term ‘private violence’ for this.
According to Bax, it results from the local religgy economic and social conditions, often
involving blood feuds and vendettas continuing frgemeration to generation. Bax states that
the Medjugorje region (where he had been carryirtches studies), had been plagued by a
‘little war’ that had been going on at local leY&t centuries. From time to time in the past,
this ‘little war’ had merged in ideological harmowmth a greater war (e.g. the Second World
War): each ethnic group that possessed politicalepsuppressed the other. Under the Ustase
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regime, the local Croats were guilty of genocidaiast the Serbian population; during
the Communist era, the Serbs were more powerfutlaypersecuted the Croats because of
their Ustase past. In 1991, Medjugorje formed phthe Croat-dominated region Herceg-
Bosnaand the Serb population was intimidated and fotoddave. The motives for the
conflicts were usually of a social or economic natthe biggest house, the most fertile soil.
Once more, the context of the ‘great war’ in Bosd&cegovina was used to serve the
purposes of the local ‘little wari2]

Another Dutch anthropologist, Mattijs van de Pbes described the power of
memories of crimes from the Second World War, sndhse of the inhabitants of the multi-
ethnic city of Novi Sad. These memories were ra¥ivel991, and influenced the attitude of
the various ethnic groups in the city3]
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