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ABSTRACT 

The Scrbo-C."oat RchltiollS In Yugoslavi~' 

by 

Caner Sancaldar 

The First Yugoslavia was founded as the "Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 

Slovenes" on 1 December 1918, and its name was changed to the "Kingdom of 

Yugoslavia" by the Royal Coup in 1929. The Kingdom of Yugoslavia was destroyed 

and occupied by the Axis armies in April 1941. After the communist Partisan 

victory, the Second Yugoslavia was founded as the "Federal People's Republic of 

Yugoslavia" on 29 November 1945, and its name was altered to the "Socialist 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia" by the 1963 Constitution. The Second (Socialist) 

Yugoslavia collapsed and disintegrated at the begitming of the 1990s. 

This study filcuses on the Serbo-Croat. relations in Yugoslavia with aim of 

explaining characteristics of the Serbo-Croat relations and their effects in the 

Yugoslav politics. This study maintains that the Serbo-Croat relations in Yugoslavia 

had two opposite characteristics: cooperation and conflict. The Serbo-Croat 

cooperation had constructive effects, while the Serbo-Croat conflict had destructive 

effects in the Yugoslav politics. 

Also, this study shows that the Srebo-Croat War in Croatia and the Bosnian 

War in Bosnia-Herzegovina in the ftrst half of the 1990s were not "clash of 

civilizations" or "return of ancestral hatreds" among Serbs, Croats and Bosniaks 

(Yugoslav Muslirns). This study argues and explains that the Serbo-Croat War and 

the Bosnian War were results of the reconstruction of capitalism in Yugoslavia and 

or the economic-political contradictions between the Serbian and Croutian 

bureaucratic-technocratic ruling classes whose ideological basis was nationalist 

libcralism. For this rcason, this study inquires and explains development of 

bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class whose ideological basis was nationalist 

liberalism, reconstruction of capitalism in Yugoslavia, and economic-political 

con11ict between Serbian and Croatian bureaucratic-technocratic ruling classes and 

its destructive effect in the Socialist Yugoslavia. 
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KISAOZET 

Yugoslavya'da Slrp-Ihrvat iti~kilcri 

Callcr Sallcaktar 

Birinci Yugoslavya "Srrp, Hlrvat ve Sloven Kralhgl" adl altmda 1 Arahk 

1918'de kuruldu. 1929 Ylhnda Kral Aleksander Karadjordjevic'in diizenledigi darbe 
I 

devletin ismini "Yugoslavya Kralhgl" olarak dcgi~tirdi. Geny Yugoslavya Kralhgl 

1941 Yllllllll Nisan aYlllda Almanya, italya" Bulgaristan, Macaristan ve Romanya 

ordulan tarafmdan i~gal edildi ve Ylklldl. i~gal altmdaki ii1ke, Yugoslav Komiinist 

Partisi'nin ()rglitIcdigi Partizan muusH larafmuan ()zgUrlc~tirilui. ikinci Yugoslavya, 

Yugoslav Komiinist Partisi lidcrligin.dc 29 Kasul1 1945'te "Yugoslavya Federal Halk 

Cumhuriyeti" olarak kuruldu. 1963 Anayasasl tIe ismi "Yugoslavya Sosyalist 

J"cdcral ClIlllhllriycl i" 0 lanak dcgi~l irilclIl killci Y lIgoslavya, 1990' lar1l1 ilk yansmda 

kanh bil' biyimdc Ylklldl vc paryalandl. 

Yllgoslavyu'd" SII'jl··lltrval iJi~kikrilli illcdcy(..~11 vc 1I\~lklaYIIII Ill! \~Uh~III1'YIl 

gore, Slrp-Hll'vat ili~kileri birbiriyle yeli~en iki Zit ozellik gosterir: i§birUgi ve 

c;atl~'ma. Bunlardan ilki (.<;lrp-llIrvat i.>'hirligi) hem birinci hem de ikinci 

Yugoslavya'Yl son del'ece yaplcl ve olumlu bil' biyimde etkilemi~tir. ikincisi (Slrp­

Hzrvat r;atl§masl) ise, Yugoslav siyaset hayatmda son derece YlklCl ve olumsuz etki 

gostermi~tir. 

Aynca bu ~ah~ma, 1990'larm ilk yans111da ya~amlml~ olan Hlrvatistan'daki 

Srrp-Hrrvat Sava~l ile Bosna-Hersek Sava~l'nm bir "medeniyetler) kiiltiirler ve dinler 

araSl yatl~ma" oimadlgllli ve bu sava~Iaflll "tarihsel-ulusal llcfretlcrden" kaynaklan­

madlgllll gosteriyor ve a~lkhyor. Hrrvatistan ve Boslla-Hersek topraklarmda ya~aml­

ml~ olan kanh yah~maIafln asIl ncdeni, Yugos)avya'da kapitalist Bretim ili~kilerinil1 

ycnidcn yapllandlnlmasl siirccinde Slrp blirokratik-teknokratik yonetici slluf ile 

IlIrvat bUrokratik-tcknokratik Y()l1etici slIllf arasmdaki ekonomi-politik ylkar yflh:;:­

masldlf. Bu nedenle, bu yah~ma, milliyet~j liberalizm ideolojisine dayah blirokratik­

teknokratik bir egemeniyonetici sll11f1l1 geli~mesi, Yugoslavya'da kapitalizmin 

yeniden yapIlandmlmasl, ve Slrp biirokratik-teknokratik yonetici S1111f ile Hlfvat 

bUrokratik-teknokratik yonetici SIluf arasmdaki yatI~rnayl ve bu <;ahl?rnamn Sosyalist 

Yugoslavya iizerindeki YlktCl etkisini incclcmekte vc ayIklamaktadrr. 
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CHAPTERi 

INTRODUCTION 

There were three different Yugoslavia (South Slavia) in the historical path of 

Yugoslavs (South Slavs): 

I) The First Yugoslavia: the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. 

2) The Second Yugoslavia: the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

3) The Third Yugoslavia: the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

The Kingdom of Yugoslavia was a triumph of the idea of Yugoslavism that has 

aimed unification of Yugoslavs (Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, l3osniaks-Muslim Yugoslavs, 

iV1ontenegrins, and Macedonians) within a single country and state: Yugoslavia. This goal 

was achieved by the consensus of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in 1918 as the Kingdom of 

S'erbs, Croats, and S'/opel/es. The name of the Kingdom was changed to the Kingdom of 

Yugoslavia in 1929 as a result of the Serbian nationalist coup under the leadership of 

King Aleksander Karadjordjevic. The First Yugoslavia was occupied and destroyed by 

the Axis forces (Germany, Italy, Bulgaria, Hungary and Rumania) in April 1941. 

The period of World War II was a very harmful and important era for the 

Yugoslav peoples and Yugoslavia's future. In this period, the Ustasha Party led by Ante 

Pavelic founded the Independent Slate of Croatia thanks to the German and Italian 

support. 

During the war, Serbian nationalism was represented by three political and 

military organization: (I) the Chetnik movement led and organized by Draza Mihailovic; 

(2) the Yugoslav government-in-exile that was installed in London after the occupation of 

the country; and (3) the Serbian puppet state which was founded by the Germans and 

headed by Milan Nedic. 

The Ustasha movement aimed to establish a "Greater Croatia" and the Serbian 

nationalism strove for a "Greater Serbia". However, the Partisan movement organized 

and led by the Yugoslav Communist Party fought at ftrst for liberation of the country 

from the Axis occupation, and then for socialist revolution in Yugoslavia. 

This double aim of the Partisan movement was achieved at the end of the war 

through liberation of the country and foundation of the Second Yugoslavia: Socialist 



Yugoslavia. The Second Yugoslavia was established wlder the name of Federal People '8 

Republic of Yugoslavia including six federated People's Republics: Serbia, Croatia, 

Slovcnin, Bosnia and Ilcrzegovinn, Mnccdonia, and Montenegro. rt was transformed into 

the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia by the 1963 Constitution. 

The Second Yugoslavia had four distinctive characteristics: First of all, since 

1950, the Yugoslav socialist regime has applied the system (~l socialist self-management 

(or Ihe .\yslem 0/ wurldll}!, JJeol'le's sel/--lIlllllagclllcJlI) that has becn diflcrcnt from the 

Soviet and Chinese socialist models. Secondly, the Socialist Yugoslavia improved 

relations with the Third World countries and led Nonalignment Movement after his 

expulsion from the Cominform in 1948. Thirdly, unlike the other pro-Soviet Union 

socialist states, the Socialist Yugoslavia developed considerable economic and diplomatic 

relations with the Western Europe and the United States. Finally, the Second Yugoslavia 

has been the most heterogeneous country of the Balkans, and so, involved very bitter 

national questions and contradictions. 

The Second Yugoslavia collapsed at the beginning of 1990s. The secessions of 

Croatia and Slovenia on 25 June 1991, Macedonia on 18 September 1991 and Bosnia­

Herzegovina on 3 March 1992 declared the death of the Second Yugoslavia. On 27 April 

1992, the Third Yugoslavia was formed by the republics of Serbia and Montenegro as the 

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The name of the Third Yugoslavia was changed to the 

Federal Republic (~lSerbia and Montenegro in March 2003. 

The collapse of the socialist self-management system and the disintegration of 

Yugoslavia become very bloody and dramatic political process. The dramatic and bloody 

death or the Socialist Yugoslavia damaged the Yugoslav peoples as a whole and 

sill,lIiliclllllly illllucm:cd the Balkllll politks. Thl~ dmllages and iflflucnccs or the Socialist 

Yugoslavia's collapse and disintcgration still continllc in the present day. 

This study foclIses on the rcintiol1S between Serhs nnd Croats in YugosJavin. They 

were the most important and efTective two nations both in the First and Second 

Yugoslavia due to two main reasons: Firstly, they were the two largest nations of 

Yugoslavia. Secondly, Serbs and Croats become more effective and dominant in the 

political, economic and intcllccluallilc of Yugoslavia than the other nations. 
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Thus, the Serbo-Croat relations affected greatly the fOlmdation of both the first 

and the second Yugoslavia. Also, they influenced and detennined significantly political, 

economic and intellectual life in Yugoslavia, and the Serbo-Croat contradictions/clashes 

produced bitter crisis in the Yugoslav politics. It is more important that the Serbo-Croat 

conflict played very determitlative role in the collapse of the socialist self-management 

system and in the disintegration of Yugoslavia. For this reason, explanation and analysis 

of the Serbo-Croat relation is very important for explanation and analysis of the 

Yugoslav politics. Hence, this study aims to explore, explain and analyze characteristic of 

the Serbo-Croat relations and their effects in the Yugoslav politics. 

Chapter Two of the study analyzes and explains political, economic and cultural 

relations and contradictions between Serbs and Croats on the basis of foundation and 

evolution or the l;irst Yugoslavia (the Kingdom or Yugoslavia). Also, it covers the 

foundation and evolution of the Yugoslav Communist Party and the Serbo-Croat 

relations within the party in the illterwar period. 

Chapter Three concerns the occupation and destruction of the First Yugoslavia 

by the Axis forces; the Serbian nationalism and the Chetnik movement; the Croatian 
. . ~ 

nationalism and the Ustasha movement; and the communist Partisan movement in the 

period of World War II. This chapter also studies and explains why and how the Chetnik 

and the Ustasha movements produced and deepened national hatreds and contradictions 

between the Serb and Croat peoples, and why and how the communist Partisans become 

able to achieve victory and power at the end ofthc war. 

Chapter Four deals with the foundation and evolution of the Second Yugoslavia 

on the basis oC the socialist selF.managemcnt system; constitutional changes; formation of 

the bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class and its ideological basis of nationalist liberalislll; 

and rise of economic contradictions. Moreover, the three political crisis (the purge of the 

Rankovic faction in 1966, the socialist student uprising in 1968, and the Croatian Spring 

between 1967-1971) were analyzed and explained in this chapter. 

Chapter Five focuses on respectively economic decline, collapse of the socialist 

self-management system and reconstruction of capitalism in the 1980s; rise of the Serbian 

and Croatian nationalist liberalism in the 1980s; the Serbo-Croat War and fOWldation of 
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the 'Republic of Croatia'; the Bosnian War and loundation of the 'Republic of Bosllia-

llerzegovill(l'; and filially the severe results ort.h<.~ wars ill the 1990s. 

Finally, as 'a conclusion, I assess and defIne the characteristic and effects of the 

Serbo-Croat relations in the Yugoslav politics in Chapter Six. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE FIRST YUGOSLAVIA: THE KINGDOM OF YUGOSLAVIA 

H. I. Foundat.ioll of the Fir"st Yugoslavia (1915-1921) 

The First World War brought South Slavs (Yugoslavs) together tor the fIrst time in 

history. Dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in the West and defeat of the Turks 

in the South created the conditions for South Slav (Yugoslav) unification. New 

international conditions, however, did not bring unifIcation alone; instead, it was the 

internal politics of the South Slavs and possible externa1 threats in the future that 

produced the unity by both will and necessity. 

The assassination of the Austrian Archduke Franz Ferdinand on 28 June 1914 in the 

capital of 13oslIia-Herzegovina, Sarajevo, precipitated the Austro-Hungarian ultimatum to 

the Kingdom of Serbia, the first in the series of ultimatum that started World War 1. The 

Archduke's assassill, Gavrilo Prillcip, alld his cOlllrades were members of the 

revolutionary youth organization ema Ruka (Black HallcO which was led by Dragudin 

Dimitriyevic and which was committed to the liberation of Bosnia-Herzegovina fi'0111 

Austro-Hullgarian rulc and its union with Scrbia and other South Slav lands. 

The Habsburg ultimatum after the assassination was not accepted by Serbia and the 

Serbian govermnent led by the Serbian Radical Party. On 7 December 1914, Nikola 

Pasic, the Premier of the Serbian Government and the leader of the Serbian Radical Party, 

issued the famous Nis Declaration, (against which voted only the two Social Democratic 

deputies) stating that its war aim was the liberation and unifIcation of Serbs, Croats and 

Slovenes. Serbian war aim was backed by Russia and France, and Austro-Hungarian 

Empire was backed by Gernlany.1 

For almost two years the Serbian army was able to hold in check the superior Austro­

Hungarian forces, severely defeating them in several battles on Serbian soil. But the 

Bulgarian attack on Serbia in 1915 and a joint Gcrman-Austro army dcfeated the Serb 

army. These joint offensive forced the Serbian government, together with its army, to 

1 See Castellan, Georges, Balkanlarm Tarihi, trans. Ay~egill Yaraman-Ba~bugu, Istanbul: Milliyet 
Yay1l11an, 1995, pp. 395-397 ; Sehevill, Ferdinand, A IJist01Y (if the Balkans: hom the Earliest Times 
to the Prescllt /)(~)', New York: Dorse! Press, 1991. pp. 4Ro-4R7. 
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withdraw, with heavy losses, through the mounts of Albania to the Adriatic coast and 

then the Greek island of Corfu. 2 

Serbian army was trained alld equipped by French and English armies. Also, 

defeating Serb army was reinforced by 30,000 volunteers from Russia and from the 

United States, and by 30,000 Croat and Slovene defectors from Habsburg forces.3 This 

reinforced Serb army returned Serbia and defeated the joint force of Germany, Austro­

Hungarian Empire and Bulgaria. The joint occupying force was enforced by Serbian army 

to withdrew Serbia in September 1918. 

And finally, the First Yugoslavia was proclaimed as the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats 

and Slovenes on 1 December 1918 by Aleksander Karadjordjevic, acting as regent for his 

father, King Peter of Serbia. That is, the foremost aim of unification of Yugoslav peoples 

and lands was realized at the end of the First World War through foundation of the First 

Yugoslavia. The new State was composed of the following elements:4 

The Kingdom of Serbia, which involved Macedonia, with a population of 3,350,000; 

the Kingdom of Montenegro with a population of 250,000; Croatia-Slavonija, a fonner 

province of Hungary, that contained 1,638,000 Croats and 645,000 Serbs; the former 

Austrian province of Dalmatia which had a mixed population of Serbs and Croats 

amounting to 611,000 in all; the former Austrian province of Carniola (Krain) and parts 

of Styria (Steiermark), Karinthia (Karntcn) and Istria that involved 1,000,000 Slovenes 

and German-speaking minorities; the former Hungarian districts of Baranja and Backa 

Ihat had a lIIixed Magyar, Siovelle alld ('roat populatioll; alld "nally. Oosnia-Ilcr:r.cgovilla 

\\lith a population of 1,833,000, a (()l"Jncr lIabsburg province, occupied by the Habsburg 

Monarchy in 1978 and formally annexed in 1908. 

The first Yugoslav census of 1921 records 11early 12 million inhabitants. According to 

this census, there were 4,665,851 (38,83%) Serbs and Montenegrins; 2,856,551 

(23.77%) Croats; 1,024,761 (8.53%) Slovenes; 727,650 (6.05%) Bosniaks; 585,558 

(4.87%) Macedonians and Bulgarians; 513,472 (4.27%) Germans; 472,409 (3.93%) 

Hungarians; 441,740 (3.68%) Albanians; 229,398 (1.91%) Romanians, Vlachs and 

7 Schcvill, op . cit., pp. 492-491. 
3 Lampe, John, Yugoslavia as llistory, Cmllbrh.1ge: Cmnbridge University Press, 1995, p.103. 
4 See Singleton, Fred, Twentieth-Century Yugoslavia, London: Macmillan Press, 1976, pp. 66-67. 
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Cincars; 168,404 (1.40%) Turks; 115,532 Czechs and Slovaks; 25,615 Rutens, 20,568 

Russian; 14,764 Polishes; 12,825 (0.11%) Italians; and others 80, 079 (0.67%) in the 

First Yugoslavia. Also, the census recorded 5,593,057 Orthodox; 4,708,657 Roman 

Catholic; 40,338 Greek Catholics ; 1,345,271 Muslims including Bosniaks, Turks and 

most Albanians; 229,517 Protestants and 64,746 Jewish.5 

Undoubtedly, international conditions and World War I affected the foundation of 

the First Yugoslavia. However, the foundation of Yugoslavia was not only a simple 

product ofthc war and the international conditions ofthnt time. Thc impact and role of 
". :,I 

illternal history and internal politics of Yugoslavia in the creation of fhe KillKc/ol11 (l 
Serbs, Croats alld Slovenes was greater and more eflective than the war and international 

Yugoslavia had the IlIOst COlllpleX illtel'llal history of any Balkan Ilation at this t.ime, 

Hnd its prohlellls illustrated Iwmy of the basic dilliclIltics and contrndictions ill the 

natiotlalmovement. Since the major steps toward the organization orthe state were taken 

during the war and in the month following the armistice, a closer examination of the 

events be/orc 1 December 191 S, is necessary, with particulm attcntion to the effect and 

role of the three organizations which were most active in the foundation and organization 

orthe First Yugoslavia: the Serb govel'llmellt, the Yugoslav Committee and fhe Yugoslav 

National Council. The relations among these three actors during the war shaped and 

organized the foundation of the First Yugoslavia under allcct of international conditions 

of its time. Therefore, we should study these actors and the relations among them in 

order to understand foundation of the First Yugoslavia, that is, the unification of the 

Yugoslav peoples and lands. 

Aller defeat by the German-Austro army and the deadly withdrawal from homeland, a 

Serbian government-in-exile was established in Corfu under leadership of Prince-Regent 

Alcksander and prime minister Nikola Pasic who was the leader of the Serbian Radical 

Party. The Serbian government was in an extremely weak position. The army had been 

defeated and they had no any assurances about the future from their allies (Russia, France 

and England). 

5 Sec Table 4.2 in Klemencic, Ma~iaz & Zagar, Mi~ia, 1he Former Yugoslavia's Diverse Peoples, 
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In addition, France and England signed the Secret Treaty of London on 26 April 1915 

with Italy in order to persuade Italy to join the Allies. In return for her entry into the war 

on the Allied side, Italy was promised, by this secret treaty, Trieste, Gorizia-Gradisca, 

Istria and part of Dalmatia; with the exception of the city of Trieste, these Austrian lands 

had a predominantly South Slav population.6 This secret treaty damaged and weakened 

the position and power of the Serbian government-in-exile, and also, decreased the 

conlidence of Serbian government about the Allied side. 

Despite the deadly defeat by enemy and the secret treaty, the Serbian aims remained 

much what they had been before the war. This war was regarded by Serbian nationalism 

as a perfect opportunity to create the Serbian national unity, in fact, to found Greater 

Serbia. Therefore, the immediate goal of Serbian government was the acquisition of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina and an outlet on the Adriatic. If possible, they desired to obtain 

Serbian-inhabited lands under Habsburg rule, in particular the Vojvodina. According to 

Serbian government, postwar Serbia would thus remain a centralized, Orthodox state 

under the Karadjordjevic dynasty. So, Serbian government did not aim and desire to 

found Yugoslavia but they aimed and desired to create a centralized Orthodox Greater 

Serbian Kingdom. 

However, the Croatian and Siovenian national leaders in the Habsburg Empire were 

111 a different position. There were two dillerent projects among national leaders in 

(:roalia alld Siovellia. SOllie or thelll ailllcd lhe ullilkatioll or South Sluvg (Yugoslav 

peoples), that is to found Yugoslavia. Another group, on the other hand, aimed to gain 

autonomous sovereignty within the Empire by reorganization of the Empire on the 

Trialist basis. The autonomist project led by the Slovenian People's Party, that was active 

in the Austrian parliament under leadership of Anton Korosec. 

The national leader who aimed thc unification of the Yugoslavs emigrated and 

organized their effort outside of the Empire. The most important emigre group for the 

future organization of Yugoslavia was the Yugoslav Committee, led by Ante Trumbic 

and Frano Supilo who were Dalmatian Croats. The Committee was established in Rome 

California: ABC-CLlO, 2003, p. 105 and Castellan, op. cit., p.426. 
6 Auly, Phyllis, Yugoslavia, LOllllon: Thames alllilludson, 1965, p.70. 
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in 1915 and largely financed by contributions from the Yugoslavs in America. However, 

the committee left Rome for Paris and it was constituted at Paris (30 April) after the 

Secret Treaty of London (26 April). Then the Committee moved to new headquruters in 

London.7 

The Committee was entirely unotIicial; it represented little more than the opinions 

ruld influence of its members. However, it maintained links with individuals in the 

monarchy and with Croatian and Siovenian politicians. It was also in touch with the large 

emigrant organizations in Europe and America. Its major task was to catty on a 

propaganda campaign to inform the Allies about the position of the Yugoslavs within the 

empire and to agitate for Yugoslav unification. For this aim, the Committee established 

relations and contact with major political figures such as Woodrow Wilson, Lyold 

George, French foreign minister Pichon. Also, the Committee accomplished to influence 

and develop good relations with academicians, journalists and intellectuals of the Allied 

side. 

On the other hand, unlike the Committee, Anton Korosec and his party the Slovenian 

People's Party, strove for a Slavic state involving Slovenes, Croats and Serbs within the 

Habsburg Empire on a Trialist basis. That is to say, they did not aim the foundation of 

Yugoslavia but they aimed the unification of Yugoslavs within the Habsburg Empire. For 

this purpose, on 30 May 19 I 7, the 33 South Slavic members of the Austrian parliament 

formed a coalition, and their president, Korosec, made the following declaration: 

"The undersigned national deputies who are ballded together in the Yugoslav 

Caucus declare that, on the basis of the national principle as well as of Croatian state 

rights, they demand the unification of all the lands of the Monarchy which are inhabited 

hy Slovenes, Croats, and Serhs, info a single, autonomous political body, free from the 

rule of an alien peoples alld founded on a democratic basis, under the scepter of the 

1-lahsburg-Lotharil1gial1 Dynasty, and that they will hend all their efForts to the 

realizatioll (?f this demand by their united people. " 8 

7 (iraham, MalhollC ,W., New (ioverlllll(,lIls (~l( :enlral 1~';I;'ope, New York: Ilenry Ilolt & Company, 1924, 
p.339. 
8 Petrovic, MichaclDaro, A !lis/my (~lModern Serbia, 1804-1918, volume 2, New York: I larcourt Drace 
Jovanovich, 1976, p. 642. 
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We have seen that there were significant contradictions about the future of 

Yugoslavs. The three actors, the Serbian government-in-exile, the Yugoslav COlmnittee 

and South Slavic representatives in Austrian parliament, pursued different aims about the 

future of Yugoslavs. According to Ivo Lederer, Pasic and his government's foremost aim 

was not the unification of the Yugoslavs on the federal basis but the foundation of 

Greater Serbia on the centralist basis. For this reason, he states that "the Great Serbian 

conception did not allow fiJr Serb-Croat-S/ovene-Mol1lenegrin partnership, or federative 

arrangement/hal was envisaged by Supi/o, Trumbic, and the Yugoslav Commitiee." 9 

On the other hand, South Slavic deputies of the Austrian parliament tried for 

different goal both fi'om the goal of the Serbian government and the goal of the Yugoslav 

Committee: to gain autonomous sovereignty for Yugoslavs within the Habsburg Empire 

on the Trialist basis. As a result, there were important conflicts among the three actors 

and projects. Nevertheless, despite these conflicts, they came to an understanding and 

established collaboration because of five reasons according to Barbara lelavich:1o 

, 

I )Prince Aleksander and Nikola Pasic had difficulty controlling their military leadership 

over the Black Hand that was led by Colonel Dragudin Dimitrijevic. That is, the Black 

Hand threatened the power and leadership of the Serbian government. 2) Montenegrin 

King Nicholas did not accept Serbian guidance and put forward Montenegrin claims on 

territory desired by Serbian government. 3) Also, the Macedonian issue between Serbia 

and Greece frightened the Serb side. 4) Another reason was the fall of the tsarist 

regillle ill Russia ill March 1917 because the Russian tsarist regime had been the 

strongest Serbian supporter; without this backing from Russia, the Serbian position in 

international relations was weakened. 5) We have seen that the Secret Treaty of London 

had offered some parts of the Yugoslav territory to Italy, and the Italian government 

aimed to enlarged its territory at the expense of Slovenia, Croatia and Serbia. That is, 

I taly threatened the three sides. 

In addition to these five reasons pointed by Jelavic, there were another three 

9 Lederer, lvo J., "Nationalism and the Yugoslavs", in Peter Sugar & Ivo Lederer (cds.), Nationalism in 
Eastern Europe, Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1973, p. 430. 
10 See Jclavich, I3arbara, HistOlY ~rthe Balkans. Twentieth Century., volume 2, Cambridge: Cambridge 
lJniversily Press, 19R3. pp. J 45-147. 
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reasons for the collaboration: 

Firstly, Hungarian nationalists did not welcome the declaration of South Slavic 

deputies, that was led by Korosec, and their aim for the unHication of South Slavs within 

the Empire on the Trialist basis. That is, Hungarian nationalism threatened the position 

alld prcsclII.:1; of South Slavs wilhill the Empire. Mililallt llullgarian nationalism had 

attempted in the closing decades of the nineteenth century and the beginning of the 

twelltieth to assillliialc lhe lIoll-llulIgarialls (includillg Croats and Slovclles) living ill the 

Hungarian half of the Habsburg Monarchy.1I This attitude of Hungarian nationalism 

forced Korosec and the South Slavic deputies in the Habsburg Empire to establish 

consensus and collaboration with the SerbiUll government and the Yugoslav Conunittee. 

Internally the long-term logic of a common market was the second cause of the 

collaboration for the unification of Yugoslavs. That is, Croatian, Slovene and Serbian 

landowners and bourgeoisie needed a common extensive market for their products. 

llence, the unification of the Yugoslav lands would provide them a profitable common 

market. This need for the common market incited Serbs, Croats and Slovenes to establish 

collaboration for the foundation of a single state: Yugoslavia. 

Thirdly, there was a cult"ural and ethn~c affInity among Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 

despite religious and petty linguistic differences. This cultural affinity, also, affected and 

facilitated the collaboration for the unification. 

These total eight reasons stimulated and started negotiations anlong three sides and 

elicited collaboration for the future of Yugoslavs. The first product of the negotiations 

and cooperation was the Declarafioll of Corfu on 20 July 1917. The discussions between 

the Serbian government and the Yugoslav Committee held between June IS-July 20 in 

Corfu. Serbian government and the Committee were represented by respectively Pasic 

and Dalmatian Croat Trumbic. 

The results of the negotiation were contained in the Declaration of Corfu. Here it 

was agreed that the Serbian government at.,d the Committee would cooperate to establish 

a Yugoslav state; it was to be a constitutional monarchy under the Karadjordjevic dynasty 

II Cviic, Christopher, "Slovene and Croat Perspective", in Alex Danchev & Thomas HatverslID (cds.), 
international Perspective on the Yugoslav Cmiflict, London: Macmillan Press, 1996, p. 123. 
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The constitution was to be drafted by a constitutional assembly ejected on the basis of 

universal manhood sullfage. J2 The declaration stated that the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 

were one people: "the same by blood, by language, both !;poken and written, by the 

feelings of their unify, by the continuity and integrity of the territory which they inhibit 

undividedly, and by the common vital interests of their national survival and manifold 

development (?ltheir moral and materialille. " 13 

The declaration, it should be noted, took into account only these three nations 

(Serbs, Croats and Slovenians) but Bosniaks, Montenegrin, Macedonian and Albanian 

were not considered separately in the declaration. Also, the declaration was not more 

than a statement of intend, that is to say, it had no legal force for the sides. Nevertheless, 

it was a very important declaration since it morally and strategically bound the Serbian 

government to a Yugoslav solution of some kind. That is, this declaration was the 

beginning of the cooperation between Serbs and Croats for the unification of Yugoslavs. 

The second important outcome of the negotiations and collaboration was the 

establishment of fhe Yuguslav Natiullal Council. The first Yugoslav Congress was held 

at Prague in May 1918 and then the second in Ljubljana in August. The latter was more 

important since the Yugoslav National Council (YNC) was founded at the second 

congress in Ljubljana under leadership of Anton Korosec. In the short time, Regional 

National Councils were founded in Dalmatia, Bosnia, Slovenia, and other portions of the 

Yugoslav territories. Foundation of the YNC indicates that, in 1918, the political 

representatives of the Habsburg Slavs increased their activities toward dissolution of the 

Austro-Hungarian Empire. They followed the example of the Czechs by creating national 

committees. 

These activities culminated on 8 October 1918, when a Natiol1al Council of 

Slovenes, Croats and Serbs was proclaimed in Zagrep. The National Council declared 

itself the political representative of all Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs who lived in Croatia­

Slavonia, Fiume, Dalmatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Istiria, Trieste, Carniola, Gorica, 

Styria, Carinthia, Backa, Banat, Baranja, Medjumurje, and the other parts of Southwest 

12 KJemencic & Zagar, op.cit., pp. 85-86. 
13 Petrovic, op.cit., p. 644. 



13 

Hungary. The Slovene Korosec was elected President of the Council. The Serb Svetozar 

Pribicevic and the Croat Ante Pavelic (a different person from the Ustasha leader Pavelic) 

were elected Vice-Presidents. The Council's only objective was the unification of all 

Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs and the establishment of an independent state of Slovenes, 

Croats, and Serbs. 14 

In series of events followed establishment of the National Council, the Croatian 

Sabor (Assembly) within the Habsburg Empire declared independence (October 29); and 

then, it entered the union that created by the National Council. Also, the Croatian Sabor 

authorized the Yugoslav Committee, that was led by Supil and Trumbic, to act as its 

representative in international relations, thus giving that body real authority for the first 

time. Similar actions were taken in Bosnia, Slovenia, Dalmatia and Vojvodina: the 

regional national councils declared their adherence to the National Council. These actions 

by the Croatian, Serbian and Siovenian leaders had the support of national revolutionary 

organization in Montenegro. In November, a Montenegrin assembly in Ceti£tie declared 

the deposition of King Nicholas, who had rejected union with the National Council, and 

its adherence to the National Council. On the other hand, the National Council 

empowered the Yugoslav Cominittee to represent them abroad as the government of the 

South Slavs of the former Austro-I-Iungarian Monarchy. 

There was a division in the National Council. The group which led by Trumbic 

believed that it would be better first to establish a linn union of the fonner llabsburg 

lands and then to enter into negotiations with the Serbian government on what would be 

an equal basis. Another group, led by Svetozar Pribicevic, the head of the Serbian 

Independent Party, favored an immediate union as a whole. In spite of the strong 

opposition of Stjepan Radic, the head of the Croatian Peasant Party, the latter idea was 

accepted in the National Council. The Council then appointed a delegation to go to 

Belgrade to negotiate with the Serbian government about the unification of Yugoslavs. 

On 28 November 1918, the deputies from the National Council arrived in 

13elgrade with the Instruction that had been prepared by the National Council and had 

been approved by most parties associated with the National Council; only the Croatian 

14 Sec Jix Lhe NaLional CotUldl ibid., p. 661 and Graham, op. dl., p. 342. 
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Peasant Party had not approved. 

The Instructor emphasized the final organization of the new state would be 

accepted with a two-thirds majority of votes cast in the Constituent Assembly. It was 

further emphasized that the Constituent Assembly should decide on the form of the 

government and 'whether the new state should be a monarchy or a republic. Until such 

time, the government of the country was to be conducted by the Council of State. Main 

duty of the Council of State was to carry out elections tor the Constituent Assembly, on 

the basis of universal (male), equal, proportional, and secret suffiage. Also, the Instructor 

involved the formation of a Provisional Cabinet that would be responsible to the Council 

ofState. 15 

Finally, the representatives of the National Council and the Serbian govermnent 

came to agreement and, on 1 December 1918, Prince Alexander, who acted as regent for 

King Peter, proclaimed the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes saying: 

"//1 acceptil1K YOllr (the National Council's) commlmicatiol1, / am cOl1vinced thaI 

J am thereby fulfilling my duty as a ruler, fiJr thereby J definitely concur with the work 

which the finest SOilS (~r ollr b/OO(/, (~r all three reliKiol1s, all three tribes on both sides (~r 

fhe Danube, Sava and Drina 'already commenced during fhe reign of my forefathers 

Prince Alexander I and Prince Mihailo, which corre,\]Jond<; with the wishes and views (~r 

I1IY people, so /lOW ill tile /lame (!/ hisM(~iesty KillK Peter I, / proclaim the 1IIIiOll (if the 

Serbia with the land<; of the independent Slale (~r Slovenes, Croats and Serbs il1tO a 

sill}!,le Kin}!,dom (~rSe"hs, Croats alld Slovenes. " 16 

On 16 December 1918, the Provisional Assembly (the Council of the State) was 

formed which involved 50 representatives :from the Kingdom of Serbia, five each :from 

Montenegro and Vojvodina, and all members of the National Council. Four days later, a 

Provisional Cabinet was formed in Belgrade that consisted of ten members :from Serbia, 

nine from former Habsburg territory and one :from Montenegro. The most important task 

of the transitional regime (the Provisional Assembly and the Provisional Cabinet) was to 

prepare elections for the Constituent Assembly. 

15 The Instruction consisted of eleven points: see Petrovich, op. cit., p. 677. 
16 Ilondius, Frits W., 111e Yugoslav Community a/Nations, the Hague: Mouton, 1968, p. 90. 
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Conflicts emerged in domestic political life before the elections for the 

Constituellt Assembly. The first and loudest opposition came ti-om Croat nationalism. 

Croatia's slpall Party of Pure Rights attracted Croats from Slavorua and £i'om 

llerzcgovintl against the unificatioll, alld fhvorcd lhe (()lIlHlalion of an indepcndent Croat 

state. Also, the Catholic archbishop of Sarajevo, losip Stadler, opposed the unification 

and tried to establish an united opposition against the unification. However, losip Stadler 

failed to win power over clerics 1rom the Bosnia-Herzegovina and from Dalmatia, who 

accepted the unification. Therefore, we can note that, the Catholic hierarchy could not 

organize a strong and massive opposition against the unification. 

Unlike Catholic clcrics, thc stcadfasLly anti-clerical Stjcpan Radic and his Croatian 

Peasant Party present a unified opposition. Radie considered the unification the 

fulfillment of the idea of Greater Serbia of the Serbian government. In February 1919, 

he dispatched a latter to American President Wilson appealing for the recognition of a 

Croatian republic, and aimed to attract American aid for foundation of an independent 

Croat state. Also, he and his party supported the peasant rebellions in the Croat rural 

areas bel ween J 918-1920. These Croat peasant uprisings were put down by the 

provisional government. Radie's activities frustrated the Serb side and the Provisional 

Cabinet. The Provisional Cabinet put Radie in jail because of his separatist activities. He 

was imprisoned the first time in March 1919, when he spent nearly a year in prison. After 

his release, he resumed his separatist activities. As a result, he was immediately rearrested 

in March 1920. In August 1920, Radie was sentenced to two and a half years in prison. 

Radie was released on the day of the elections for the Constituent Assembly. 17 

The election for the Constituent Assembly was hold on 28 November 1920. Forty 

political organizations were to participate in the election. Here, only the most important 

parties are discussed: 18 

The most influential party in the interwar Yugoslavia was the Serbian Radical 

Party (SRP) under leadership of Nikola Pasic. Although it had been based on the 

peasantry, it was led by and representative of the interests of the Serbian middle class, 

II Sec Lmnpc, op. cit., p. 110. 
18 See li)T political parties ill the iirst Yugoslavia Jelavic, op. cit., pp. 148-150 and Singleton, op. cit, 
pp.72-74. 
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including the businessmen, the Illerchants, the bureaucrats, the professional men, the 

military, and the court. 

Another important Serbian party was the Serbian Democratic Party (SDP) under 

leadership of Ljubomir Davidovic and Svetozar Pribicevic. The SOP was formed by a 

section of the left wing of the SRP in 1919 and played a major role in the political 

organization of the Serbs of the Habsburg Empire. Like the SRP, the SDP supported a 

centralized government in Yugoslavia. Its social composition was strongly biased 

towards the intellectual middle class and its program was for a constitutional monarchy 

responsible to a democratic parliament, operating within the framework of a unitary 

Yugoslav state. 

The Croatian Peasant Party (CPP) had been formed in 1904 by the brother Ante 

and Sepjan Radic. The CPP was able to elect only a few representatives to the Sabor 

because of the extreme narrowness of the franchise in the Habsburg rule. The situation 

changed radically ailer the war with the introduction of the universal manhood suUfage 

and the CPP became a strong patiy in the Yugoslav parliament. After the death of Ante 

Radic ill h.:hl'u!ll'y J <) J 9, Sljepull Radic became Ifle Iellder. Radic amI his party, we have 

see II, werl~ againsL t'll~ proc.Jallintioll of the ullification since they aimcd thc creation of a 

Peasanl Repuhlic of Croalia. The appeal of Ihe cpp WIIS mainly to the Croat peasants 

although it had support among Croat workers and intellectuals. Radic and his party flirted 

with the Communists and in 1924 the CPP entered to the International Peasant Union 

which was sponsored by the Soviet Union. After the foundation of the Kingdom, the CPP 

stand in favor ofa federal Yugoslavia instead ofa centralized Yugoslavia and favored an 

autonomous organization for Croatia within the Kingdom. 

Another important Croat party was the Croatian Party of Rights (CPR) founded 

in 1919 under ,leadership of Ante Pavelic. Like the CPP, it opposed a centralized 

Yugoslavia and supported a federal organization of Yugoslavia. 

The Serb Agrarian Patiy (SAP) under Javon Jovanovic was another peasant party 

of the new Kingdom. Like the CPP, the SAP opposed centralism and supported 

federalism. It drew its support from Serb poor peasants in Serbia and Bosnia. 

The IllOst importallt Slovene party was Anton Korosec's the Slovene People's 
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Party (SPP). This party had been formed by a union of the Austrian and Slovene 

Catholics in 1905. The SPP, conservative and clerical party, had been very strong and 

influential party in the Austrian Parliament. This party, also, continued .its strong and 

influential position in the first Yugoslavia. Korosec and his party was in favor of Slovene 

autonomy within federal Yugoslavia. 

Another illlportant (lml aflcclive party III Yugoslav party-politics was the 

Yugoslav Communist Party (YCP) that was formed in 1919. The YCP had strong links 

with the trade unions and youth organizations, and also, it was a member of the Soviet­

led Third Communist International. The program agreed at its second congress in 1920 

declared that its aim was to gain power and to e,stablish a Soviet Republic in Yugoslavia. 

The party's great'cst strcngth at this t illlc was'in Maccdollia, Bosnia and Montcnegro. The 

YCP was another party which opposed centralist organization of the new Kingdom. On 

29 December 1920, «}lIowing COllllllunist-led strikes in nosnia and Slovenia, the 

government issued a ObzJ1ana (Decree) outlawing all activity of the YCP and the Trade 

Ullioll. 

The Yugoslav Muslim Organization (YMO) was the strongest party of Bosnia­

ller:.r.egovillll. It was !(lI-med by Boslliak landowners under leadership of Mehmet Spuho 

in 1919. Although the YMO was founded in order to protect the interests of Bosniak 

landowners, it also attracted 130sniak clerics, intellectuals, merchants and peasants; and 

these social groups supported the YMO. The influence of Bosniak traders and 

intellectuals in the party increased continuously aller the foundation, and this increasing 

influence led to transformation of the party into a mass party of Bosniaks which 

contained not only landowners but also intellectuals, merchants, peasants and craftsmen. 

As a result of this transformation, the party played a major role in the protection and 

development of 130sniak identity and culture in the First Yugoslavia.1 9 Also, Turkish and 

Albanian Muslims of Macedonia and Kosova established their own party, the Dzemijet, 

and participated in the November 1920 elections for the Constituent Assembly. 

The elections lor the Constituent Assembly were held on 28 November 1920. 

Forty political organization participated in the elections and fifteen of them received 

19 See ilabuna, Aydm, "lJcgi~clJ ilo~nak Kimligi Uzcrine", Toplum ve /!'1conomi, 9, 1996, pp. 72-74. 
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representation in the Constituent Assembly. The franchise was open to all except those of 

German or Hungarian national background on the basis of universal manhood suffrage. 

65 percent of those eligible cast their ballots. Of the 419 seats available, the SDP won 92, 

the SRI' 91, the yep 59, the CPP 50, Lhe SAP 39, the Sf'P 27, the YMO 24. The 

remaining places went to representatives of other smaIl parties.20 With these results, a 

new government was formed by the SDP and the SRP, and Nikola Pasic became the fIrst 

prime minister of the fITst Yugoslavia. 

Aller the elections, about 80.000 members of the CPP met in Zagreb on 8 

December 1920. They proclaimed the Neutral Peasant Republic of Croatia and took oath 

to the Croatian homeland and Croatian Republic. The 50 e1ccted reprcsentatives who had 

not presented their credentials to the Constituent Assembly joined the separatist 

dec1aration.21 

Major task or the Constituent Assembly was to form constitution of the new 

Kingdom. Hence, debates about the feature of the constitution and the form of the state 

began alkr the Ionnation of tile Constituellt Assembly. SOllie proposals Hworcd 

centralization while others favored a morc or less decentralized federal system. That is, 

main debate and contradiction' occurred between centralists and federalists. There were 

five main constitutional proposition:22 

I) Stojan Protic's drall (the SRI» represented a compromise between the two extremes 

of ccntralizcd vs. decentralized state. Protic's proposal advocated building the national 

government based on the English parliamentary model. It proposed a creation of nine 

provinces corresponding to the historical sections into which the Kingdom was divided, 

within a level of local autonomy ... 

2) The Croatian plan advocated creation of six district provinces: (a) Serbia and 

Macedonia; (b) Croatia, Slavonija, Dahnatia, Istria and Medjumurje; (c) Montenegro; (d) 

Bosnia and Herzegovina; (e) Vojvodina; and (1) Slovenia. Each of these provinces was to 

have an independent government, and the constitution of the Kingdom could never be 

20 See f()r the results ofthc elections Lampe, op. cit., p. 121. 
21 Vuckovic, G(~jko, Ethnic Cleavages and Conflict: 171e Sources of National Cohesion and Dis -
integration, Aldershot: As!lgatc, 1997, p. 84. 
22 See ibid., pp. 85-86. 
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changed except with the unanimous consent of the parliaments of the provinces. The 

Croatian plan stipulated that the central government would have only those powers 

expressly delegated, that all other powers should be reserved (or the local parliaments. 

3) Slovene autonomists advocated federalism in politics and strict state interventionism in 

economics. Their proposal recommended that the country would be divided into six 

provinces similar to the Croatian plan but slightly different in regard to the boundaries. 

Their objective was to form three Catholic and three Orthodox autonomous states within 

the Kingdom. 

4) The fourth plan was drafted by Dr Smodlaka and proposed to divide the country into 

12 provinces, dismembering even Croatia and Serbia. 

5) Fifth proposal was drafted by the Pasic cabinet. It recommended a unitary system of 

government with a democratically elected unicameral parliament, the ministers being 

responsible to it and to the King. It was a constitution that assumed the Kingdom was a 

homogeneous nation rather than a heterogeneous multiethnic nation. The Pasic cabinet 

draft resembled the Serbian Constitution of 1903. It was supported by the SDP and the 

SRP whose political platforms advocated a more cohesive centralist state. According to 

Lenard J. Cohen, these two parties and their leaders believed that a federal system would 

lead to the disintegration of the Kingdom, and for this reason, they were against 

federalism. 23 

Also, they advocated centralized system of government owing to economic 

reason. Serbia had been suffered greater human and material losses than Croatia and 

Slovenia during the war. For example, one-halfmHlion civilian died between 1914-18 in 

Serbia and mines, factories, rail lines and bridges were destroyed and looted by Austrian 

and German troops. The war also crippled Serbia's capacity to feed itself. The SDP and 

the SRP aimed to recover and develop Serbian economy immediately. For this purpose, 

they planed to use and benefit from the resources of Croatia and Slovenia, which had 

been less damaged by the war, in order to finance the recovery and development of the 

Serb economy. This plan (to use the Slovenian and Croatian resources for compensation 

23 Sec Cohen, Lenard J., Broken Bonds: Yugoslavia's Disintegration and Balkan Politics in Transition, 
Boulder: Westview Press, 1995, p. 16. 
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ortlle recovery alld developlllellt or Serbia) required cClllralizalioll of the economy orlhc 

new Kingdom. That is, the losses of Serb economy could not be recovered and the Serb 

economy could not be developed without centralization of the state because any 

decentralization and federalization of the state could hinder the utilization of the 

Slovenian and Croatian resources for recovery of the Serb economy. For this reason, 

Serbian side advocated extremely centralization of the political and economic structure of 

the Kingdom. 

In short, there was no <Hlother alternative form of the state except centralism for 

Serbian side since according to them, federal system would (a) disintegrate the Kingdom 

and (b) prevent the recovery and development of the Serb economy. But it should be 

noted that Serbs as a whole were not against federal system. There were Serbs who 

favored federalism such as the SAP and communist Serbs who took place within the 

YCP. 

On the other hand, Croat and Slovene sides were against centralization of the 

state because of three reasons: (1) They were against the utilization of their wealth for 

the recovery of Serbian economy. (2) According to them, centralization of the state 

would be a tool for realization of the Greater Serbia which has been the foremost goal of 

the Serb nationalists. (3) Finally, the centralization of the state was considered as a 

danger for theit freedom. According to Croats and Slovenes, centralized form of the state 

would destroy their freedom. Hence, they favored federal system in order to protect their 

freedom against the Serb domination. 

There was no political party or ethnic group with an absolute majority in the 

COllstilllCll1 Assembly. The coalitiol1 partie:.; SDI> ,uld the SRI> did 1\01. have enough votes 

to pnss the constitution (210 votes were needed to pass a constitution). Thus, they 

entered into negotiations with a number of small parties. Pask managed to get the 

support or the YMO, ano finally a compromise was reached with the YMO. The YMO 

came to understanding with the Pasic cabinet and established an alliance with the SRP 

and the SOP in the vote for the constitution because the Pasic cabinet promised Muslim 

landlords compensation for holdings taken by the land reform of February 1919. 

In the vote on the fmal Pasic cabinet draft on 28 June 1921, 258 representatives 
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voted 221 for, Vi against, while others (l{)J' representntives) nhstained, including the 

representatives orthe (,PP, the Yep, the SPJ>. The 223 votes in favor were distributed as 

follows: 184 Serbs, 18 Muslims, II Slovene~, and 10 Croats.24 With these results, the 

"ask l'lIhillcl dra II was :u':cl'pll'd a~ IIle fOllsl illli iOIl or I he J ,'irsl Y IIgoslavia. The 

constitution was proclaimed on the Serbian national holiday Vidovdan (St. Vitus Day), 

and thereafter came 10 he known as the Vidovdon COllstitution. 

The Vidovdovan Constitution provided for a Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 

Slovenes under the hereditary, constitutional monarchy of the Karadjordjevic dynasty. 

There was a single legislative chamber, the Skul'stilla, that was composed of 315 

delegates elected for four-year terms by direct, secret ballot. 

The Council of Ministers was responsible both to the king and to parliament, and 

the king had much wider power than is customary in the practice of the constitutional 

lIloliarchies of wcstCrtl Europe. The rights of fi.-ee specch, freedom of religion and 

equality before the law were quarantined by the Constitution. 

Local go vcnll IICllt, accordillg to thc Vklovdall Constitution, was under the 

control of prefects (zupalli), professional civil servants appointed by the king on the 

lIomiliatioll uf the IHiliister of the interior. The ZII/}(III'S chief fUllction was to see that the 

central government's orders were carried out in his province (ob/ast) and to supervise the 

work of the sub-prefects (l1acell1iki), who administered the smaller districts (srezovi) 

within his oblast. The smallest unit of local government was the commune (opstina), 

headed by a mayor, whose election could be voted by the central government. Although 

there were elected councils at all levels, their powers were limited, and vital issues of 

flnance were controlled by the central government. 25 

Under the Vidovdan Constitution, the Kingdom was divided into 33 regions, 393 

districts and 7085 communes.26 In general, this division was niade with reference to 

topography, population, umner administrative units, economic interests, and old sectional 

74 Pavknvic, Akxallllar, nil' /<i"lI)!,lIll'lItatioll (!f' Yugoslavia: Nationalism ill a Multillational State, 
r ,0IU.lOIl: MaCllJillali Press, 1997, p.2X. 
25 See fix lim her dctails about the Vidovdan Constitution Graham, op. cit., pp. 361-381. 
26 See Jamhrck, Peter, Development and Social Change ill Yugoslavia: Crisis and Perspectives £?f 
Building a Nation, Wcstmcad: Saxon House, 1975, p_ 76. 
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areas such as Croatia, Slovenia and Bosnia. As a rule, the boundaries of the regions did 

not across sectional borders, that is, they conformed to the lines of the historic districts 

composing the kingdom. 

III short, it is clear thaI the Yklovdan Constitution, which largely resembled the 

Serbian Constitution of 1903, was a highly centralized constitution, headed by a strong 

Serbian king; and therefore, it was completely contrary to the wishes of the federalists in 

Croatia and Slovenia. 

U. 2. I)arliamentary Kingdom (1921-1928) 

The Vidovdan Constitution was a triumph of Serbian centralist nationalism 

against the federalist Croat nationalism. Serbian nationalist centralism achieved triumph 

with the constitution but at a tremendous cost as a major proportion of the Yugoslav 

population never accepted this arrangement of the Vidovdan Constitution. 

The fiercest opposition came from the Croat side, especially from the CPP, 

be(~ause Croatia in the new state lost the autonomous status that had been enjoyed 

between 1868 and 1918. In 1868," Croatia signed so-called Nagodba (Compromise) with 

the Habsburg Empire. The Nagodba provided Croatia autonomous status and 

rt'presclllalioll ill Ihe joilll p<lrlinlllcllt ill BudapesL Although, the Nagodha lell Dallllatia 

within the Austrian administration, Croatia had its own Sabor (Croatian Assembly) and 

ball (Croatian viceroy).27 Thus, Croats opposed bitterly the Vidovdana Constitution that 

liquiuateu the autollolllOUS status of Croatia. 

In addition to the Croats, many Slovenian, Macedonian, Montenegrin, Albanian 

and Bosniak groups were unhappy with the centralized structure of the state. On the 

other side, the Serbian leadership, in defending its position, regarded any the criticism of 

the constitution as "treason", even when these criticisms aimed the reconstruction but not 

the destruction of the state. Thus, legal opposition became very difficult in this young 

parliamentary Kingdom. Belgrade used increasingly force to control the situation. The 

repressive measures were taken and the general suppression of civil liberties, of course, 

aOccted the Serbian popul(.ltion almost as udversely (.IS it did the other nationalities, but 

Serbs at least had the advantage of belonging to the predominant nationality. 

27 Cviic, op. cit., p. 124. 
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The basic problem of the state was that a Yugoslav nationality did not come into 

existclI(;e. Peoples did Jlot cOllsider themselves one Jlatioll: Yugoslav nation. DifIicuIty of 

formation of a Yugoslav nation, according to Robert Lee Wolff, was a result of the 

history of Yugoslav lands because four foreign centers - Istanbul, Vienna, Budapest, and 

Venice - dominated various parts of the areas at diflerent times from the middle ages 

until the creation of the unified state in 1918. The effects of the centers led to regional 

variations under the different political system which introduced varied administrative 

systems, economic standards, land utilization, and urban patterns,28 

That is to say, the process of historical development of the Yugoslav lands and 

peoples has created some cultural, political and economic differences among them. 

Therefore, the first Yugoslavia was founded as a state with two alphabets (Latin and 

Cyrillic), three religions (Orthodox, Roman Catholic and Moslem), three major languages 

(Serbo-Croatian, Siovenian, and Macedonian), flve nationalities (Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, 

Bosniaks, Macedonians, and Montenegrms).29 

Furthermore, pre-capitalist traditional relations was very prevailing in the first 

Yugoslavia, and the traditional social structure" could not be destroyed in the first 

Yugoslavia. As a result, local authorities was highly influential and individual loyalty to 

local subgroups was very strong. This situation made difficult regional and national 

integration of the first Yugoslavia. 30 

Therefore, two factors obstructed the formation of a Yugoslav nation in the first 

Yugoslavia: (1) Cultural, political and economic dilTerences among the regions and the 

peoples, that has emerged in the historical process. (2) Effectiveness and power of local 
.. , 

subgroups and' authorities. These two factors prevented formation of a Yugoslav 

nationality and the peoples did not consider themselves as a single nation. Hence, Jack C. 

2X Woll1; Robert Lcc, 'l11e Halkans in (Jur'/'imes, Ncw York: W. W. Norton, 1967, p. 20. 
29 It should be noted that during the intcrwar pcriod, Maccdonians, Montcnegrins and Bosniaks 
(Yugoslav Muslims) did not have a separate administrative lUlil in the first Yugoslavia, and tht..'Y were 
nol recognized as separate nations in the Vidovdan Constilulion. 
3() Sec Fisher, Jack C., Yugoslavia- A Multinational Stale: Regional Difference and Administrative 
Response, San Francisco: Chandler Publishing Company, 1965, p. 20. 
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Fisher is highly right when he states that "he/l'FeC/1I the two World War, Yugoslavia was a 

I II ' ,,31 stale JUt never rea y a natIOn. 

r n this severe condition, the most intense national struggle, which paralyzed the 

state, broke out between Serbs and Croats. At this time the obstacles involved in bringing 

together two people with different historical backgrounds became apparent:32 

Previously, most Croats had lived under an autonomous administration, that is, 

they had their own assembly and local leaders within the Habsburg Empire. Croats was 

absorbed by Hungary in 1102 and Croatia was. an Austro-Hungarian province for eight 

centuries. That is, Croats had been associated with the Habsburg Empire, which 

represented a higher civilization level than the level of Serb civilization, a fact they 

repeatedly impressed upon the Serbs. That is to say, Croats repeatedly asserted that 

Croat civilization and culture was more advanced than the Serb civilization and culture. 

There was also the religious divergence between Serbs and Croats. Serbs received 

( 'ltrist iallily li"OlII ('ollstallt illople, becolllillg Easlcl'II Orthodox; (~roals received 

Christiallity from ROllle, becoming Catholics. Thus Serbia had an eastern orientation and 

Croatia had a wcstCI'll oricntation. Fllrthermol'<!. aithollgh they nrc South Slavic peoples 

and speak the same language, called Serbo-Croatian, there is a difference between 

Serbian alphabet and Croat alphabet. The Serbian alphabet grew out of Greek; it is called 

Cyrillic and is like the Russian alphabet. The Croatian alphabet was taken from Latin, 

with extra marks added for the special Slavic sound. 

On the other hand, Serbian leaders saw themselves as the liberators of the South 

Slavs from foreign oppression, both Ottoman and Habsburg; this idea was a part of their 

national mythology. They also felt that they had suffered more than the other nationality, 

and therefore, they wished to be repaid at least in part for their heavy losses.33 Serbian 

leaders and nationalists were firmly united in their national convictions and in the 

Orthodox church. Many of them never lost a feeling of distrust for the Croats because of 

31 Ihid. p. 21. 
.12 Sec I{oskill. Michael. Olher (,oVC'rlll/ll'l/ls (!lFllrtJl'e. New Jerscy: I'rclllkc-Ilall. 1977, pp. 103-104. 
33 During the llalkan Wars, Serbia lost some 30,000 mcn. Thc First World War cost it 275,000 men and 
wartime diseascs .Ulother 800,000 civilians. '111ese losses amOlmted to a quarter of the population and 
tw(Hhirds of its male population betwecn the ages of fiftecn and fifty-five. (See Judah, Tim, the Serbs: 
/liSIOIY, Myth and the lJeslruclioll (if Yuguslavia, New Ilaven: Yak lJJliversity Prcss, 1997, p. IOJ). 
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their ('athulil.: Ihilh alld Iheir fill'lIll'r Ilabsburg associalioll. 11c1ll.:C, mallY of them saw 

Croats as "traitors" and the Serbian nationalist leadership made a determined and 

successful effort to control the government in order to protect Serbian nation against 

these "traitors", that is, to pro teet the future of Serbs against "Croatian treason". 

The Vidovdan Constitution produced the Serbian domination in Yugoslav 

political life that annoyed Croat side extremely. The Serbian domination in the state 

apparatus is well described by Wayne S. Vucinich: 

"011ly one i11terwar government was headed by a non-Serb prime minister, and 

for the most part ollly Serbs were give11 the key portjo/ios ill the government (i.e., the 

ministries o.fforeign ajlairs, interior, and army and navy). All seven prime ministers 0/ 
the twenty-four cabinet holding ojfice betweell December 1918 and .Jalluaty 1929, the 

period (~fparliamelltaty democracy, were Serbs. III the subsequent period, ji'om Januaty 

1929 to March 1941, there werefTjteen different cabinets of whose ministers three-fifths 

(73) a/the total (~( 121 were Serbs. The Slovene Allton Korosec was prime ministerji'Oln 

.lilly 27, 1928 IIltti/.Ialtuary 6, 1929. Ollly ill fhe six cabillets immediately afler 'he war 

(December 20, 1918 to JanualY 1,1921) did a non-Serb (Croat Ante Trumbic) hold the 

post of foreign minister. Korosec was the only non-Serb to hold the ministry of interior 

(on two occasion: .July 27, 1928 to Janumy 6, 1929; .June 24, 1935 to December 21, 

1938). In all thirty-nine cabinets, the minister of army and navy was always a Serb 

general on the active /ist. Again, of the 165 generals ill 1938 only two were Croats and 

two Slovenes; all others Serbs . . . By control of patronage and by certain other 

procedures the government was able to designate Serbs to important banking, credit, 

and other institution. Politica/life was marred by extensive corruption in official circles 

and by the abuse 0.( power. To stay in power, the government employed strong method'i 

against members of the political opposition, especially after 1929, and thereby 

succeeded ill driving some (~lthel11 into the rank..:; (~( the extremists. ,,34 

Also, Stavrianos indicates the Serbian dominance in the Yugoslav politics and 

describes it with following sentences: 

.14 Vuchinic.h, Waync S. "Intcrwar Yugoslavia", in Waync S. Vuchinich (cds.), Contemporary 
Yugoslavia: 1kenly Years (ifSocialisf Experimen[, Berkley: University of California }'ress, 1969, pp. lO­
ll. 

~ Bofiazici On i. i. ~:iesi KOtOphanesi ~ 



26 

"During the parliamentary era from December, 1918, to January, 1929 - a 

period (~lI2 J l11ol1lhs - Serhians held the premiership .fiJr 1/7 months, ministry (if the 

army and navy./i)r 121 mOllths, millis/,)' (!/ill/crior (which cOil/roiled fhe police) fhr 111 

months, ministlY of foreign ajjairs for 100 months, ministry of jinance 118 months, 

minisoy of education for 110 months, and the ministry of justice for 105 months. 

Likewise in the era of dicta/orshij), from Jamlal)', 1929, to March 1941 - a period of 

147 months - Serbians held the premiership, the ministry of the army and navy, and the 

miniSI1Ji (ifjoreign ajjairs jiJr 147 months, the ministry (~( the interior for 129 months, 

the ministry offinancefor 98 months, the ministlY of education for 126 months, and the 

mil1is/IY ({jus/ice.fhr /32 m0l1ths.,,35 

Like Vuchinich and Stavrianos, G. W. Hoffman and F. W. Neal noted the Serbian 

dominance in the first Yugoslav and the frustration of Croats. According to them, "the 

new state (the lirst Yugoslavia) amounted 10 a Serbiall hegemollY, with not ollly king 

alld courl but also administration, army and police predominantly Serbian, and 

th('/'(:!()/"(' tellding to h(' £lilt i-Croat. {hule,. (/ goverllme"t domillatcd by .\'erbs, Croats had 

less 10 say a/un" their l!!lllirs Ihal1 /Je./i)re the war. A lid the Orthodox Church had certain 

rights del1ied the Romal1 Cathoiics. Croat passion, 1101 unnaturally, beKan 10 burl7. ,,36 

The Serbian dominance in the state apparatus and the political life depended upon 

three power: King Aleksander Karadjordjevic who was a Serbian nationalist, government 

and army that were domillated and orientated by Serbian nationalist politicians and 

generals both. TIlis situation, naturally, frustrated and annoyed Croat side and produced a 

deep political conflict between Serb nationalism and Croat nationalism. 

However, the political conflict was not a single conflict between them; this 

conJ1ict was deepened by economic conflict between Croatia and Serbia: 

The position of Croatia changed radically as a result of its incorporation into 

the flew stale; instead or being one of the most underdeveloped regions of the) labsburg 

Empire, it was one of the most developed areas of the first Yugoslavia. While Belgrade 

gradually cOlJccntrated political authority alld dlUs becallle thc ccntcr of political power 

35 Slavrianos. L. S., '/l,e Holkrlfls since 1453. New York: Iloll. 1958, 624-625. 
If, IllIlliliali. (;t"lIrgl' W. &. Nl',ll, Fl"l""l.1 Warll~r. l'1I.l!.tJsllII'ill IIml nw Nt'1I' ('O/llllllll/ism, New York: 
Twentieth Century FW1<.I, 1962, pp. 59-60. 
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during the interwar period, Zagreb became the canter of economic power with its 

industrial, commercial and financial dominance in the Kingdom. That is, Zagreb became 

the industrial, commercial and financial center of the first Yugoslavia. 

Serbia and Belgrade lost grow1d in industrialization relative to Croatia and 

Zagreb. Zagreb's economic development became Hlster than Belgrade's because of the 

demand and capital flowing from Austria and Hungary in the immediate postwar period. 

It became the largest single industrial and import center in the new state. By 1923 the city 

had accounted for 6 percent of total industrial employment of the Kingdom and 45 

percent of Croatia. Zagreb's industrial growth, especially in timber and metal processing, 

helped relieve the loss of employment and income after the war. Sarajevo and Skopje 

sullcrcd this same loss ailer the war, but did not get the industrial growth to compensate 

for it. New competition from Croatian manufactures also trimmed the artisan sectors of 

S · d Sk . 17 , ara.lcvo all '- OPJC. 

Also, Zagreb was the financial center of the state. The capital advance was largely 

homegrown, but several thousand Czcch and Austrian businessmen also arrived in place 

of the Hungarian officials who departed from the country. They provided valuable 

business experience, especially' ill the postwar loreign lr<lde. The Zagreb OpcillU (the 

Zagreb communal assembly) did not wait for the parliament in Belgrade to pass a law for 

industrial encouragement and granted its own set of exemptions from import duties and 

taxes for industrial inputs. After the initial postwar boom, they continue to attract foreign 

capital, especially Austrian and II ungarian capital. 

Zagreb's banks did not only financed industrial investments of Croatia, but also 

financed other regions' industries. For example, the Prva Hrvaslka Sledonica made more 

long-term loans to industry of the Kingdom than the National Bank in Belgrade, which 

was the central bank of the Kingdom and established for commercial lending. The Zagreb 

banks held larger assets then the l3e1grade banks. Croatian banks that depended on 

Zagreb accounted for 50 percent of the bank assets in Yugoslavia in 1924 and 40 percent 

in 1929. This means that much of capital came from Croat banks. Also, they refused to 

participate in the new Kingdom's central bank in Belgrade; that is to say, Croat banks 

37 See Lampe, op. cit., p. 148. 
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could not be controlled and orientated by the National Bank that was dominated and 

controlled by Serbian politicians.38 

While the Serb dominance in the political life and in the state apparatus frustrated 

Croats, the Croat dominance in the Yugoslav economy frustrated Serbs. The 

government, that was dominated by Serbs, tried to centralize the economy in order to 

trimmed economic power of Croatia and to use Croatian sources for recovery of Serb 

economy. However, Croats resisted against the centralist economic policy of the 

government because they believed that centralization of the country's economy would 

improve the Serb power and curtail the Croat power in the economic life. Therefore, the 

Croat ian side favored decentralization of the economy, while the Serbian side favored 

centralization orthe economy. 

These political, economic and cultural differences/contradictions led to the Serbo­

Croat connict which aOected the history of the first Yugoslavia significantly. The 

interwar period in Yugoslavia was dominated by the Serbo-Croat dispute.39 

Unlike the Serbo-Croat conflict, there were not a Serbo-Slovene or a Serbo­

Bosniak conflict because both Slovenians and Bosnlaks came to agreement with Serbian 

nationalism. Both Slovenes and Bosniaks were able to extract some gains from the 

central Serbo-Croat dispute. These gains made possible the Serbo-Slovene and the 

Serbo-Bosniak consensus rather than conflict:40 

Bosniak landowners and the YMO supported Serbian centralist parties (the SRP 

and the SOP) because they extracted concessions from them. The coalition government 

of the SRP-SDP protected the rights of Bosniak landowners. Also, Bosniak tradition and 

institutions and the historical borders of Bosnia-Herzegovina were protected by the Serb 

dominated government. That is, the Bosniak leaders supported the Serb-dominated 

government in order to gain some economic, political and religious privileges. 

Similar to the YMO, the SPP under the leadership of Anton Korosec collaborated 

with the Serbian nationalism because they extracted some gains from the Serb dominated 

38 See for further details Lampe, John It & Jackson, Marvin It, Balkan Economic His/my, 1550-1950, 
Bloomington: Indian University Press, 1982, pp. 394-398. 
39 Zametica, John, Ihe Yugoslav Conflict, London: the International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1992, 
p.7. 
4() See Judah, op. cit.. p. lOS. 



29 

government. Aller 1<)18, the Yugoslav Slovenes bcncfited /I'om the receiving their own 

high schools and a Siovenian university. Also, half a million of Slovenes lived under 

Italian rule in Istria, and the Yugoslavia's Slovenes believed that only a united strong 

Yugoslavia would be able to free Slovenes in Istria. Furthermore, Slovenia had never 

been of interest to the partisans of Greater Serbia as there was no native Serb population 

in Slovenia. Thus, ulllikc Croats, Slovcnes wcre not threatened by the Serbian 

nationalism's project for Greater Serbia. Moreover, Slovenes, who were left to 

admillister themselves with lillIe illterference from Belgrade, won much local autonomy 

than Croats in the Kingdom. 

Therefore, the strongest opposition against the Serbian nationalism and 

domination in the political life, and against the centralization of the state came fi'om 

Croats. The most important representative of the Croat side in the interwar period was 

the Croat Peasant Party under leadership ofStjepan Radic. 

Against the Vidovdan Constitution and the Serbian political hegemony, the CPP 

and its leader Radic strove for Croatian independence, that, if successful, would led to the 

dismemberment from the Kingdom. Radic intensified his activity both abroad and in 

Yugoslavia, and tried to gain the support of the international community. He solicited 

help from the USA and France. In August 1922, he submitted a memorandum to the 

League of Nations asking the League to recognize the Neutral Peasant Republic of 

Croatia, that had been proclaimed by the CPP in Zagrep on 8 December 1920. 

However, in March 1923, Radic and his party changed their position within the 

Kingdom and the CPP took part in the national election. In the elections of March 1923, 

orthe JJ:l scals avnilable, the ('PI' won 70 scats, the SRP 108, the SDP 51, the SPP 24 

umllhc YMO 18. Remaining seats were won by other small parties.41 The YCP could not 

pnrlicipated the elections because of the ban of December 1920 which had outlawed 

activities orthe YCP and the Trade Union. 

After the elections, Radic negotiated with the SPP, the YMO and the SDP in 

order to establish a coatition government; but tIus attempt failed. Pasic and Pribicevic 

41 Sec (()r the results of the 1923, 1925 and 1927 elections Lampe. op. cit., p. 135. 
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came to agreement and formed the coalition government that was called as P-P 

Regime or the Natiollal Bloc between March J 923-July 1924. In August 1924, new 

cabinet was formed by Oavidovic, the leader of the SOP, including four Slovenes from 

the SPP and three Bosniaks fi'om the YMO. Although the Davidovie government offered 

four place for the CPP, Radie did not accept it; and consequently, the CPP did not take 

place within the Davidovic government. King Aleksander dismissed the Davidovic 

government and the second P-P Regime (or the second National Bloc) was formed by 

Pasic and Pribicevie in November 1924. 

Ailer the elections of March 1923, the CPP's political strategy involved six main 

principles: (1) Recognition of the Karadjordjevic dynasty as symbol of the Yugoslav 

union. (2) A Croatian constitution that would provide for legislative power in the 

territory of Croatia (Croatia-Slavonia-Oalmatia). (3) Croatian membership in the League 

of Nations. (4) Foreign amlirs, trade and defense to be administered in conunon, but the 

organization and use of the national army in Croatia to be decided by the Croatian 

parliament. (5) Autonomy for Slovcnia, Montencgro, Uosnia-Ilerzcgovina, Macedonia, 

and Vojvodina - similar to Croatia. (6) All legislati've authority in Croatia would belong 

to the Croatian parliament witli executive power to be in the hands of a Ban (governor) 

selected by the Croatian parliament to whom alo,ne he would be responsible.42 

In July 1923, Radie, again, left the country in attempt to attract foreign support 

for his political strategy involving the six principles. During his travels he visited the 

Soviet Union in the summer of J 924, when the fifth congress of the Conunintern was in 

session. In Moscow, he arranged for affiliation of the CPP with the Conununist Peasant 

International that was com1ected with the Commintern. Also, Radie and his party 

struggled for the recognition of the Soviet Union by Yugoslav. 

In August 1924, Radic returned the country and started an active policy against 

the Belgrade regime that was led by the Oavidovic government. Mass meetings were held 

,and the Davidovic government was strongly attacked. When the second P-P Regime was 

formed, the government decided to enforce fIrm measures against the CPl>. In December, 

the CPP was outlawed and, Radic and Vladko Macek, the second man of the party, went 

42 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 88. 



11 

to jail by the Law lor the Oclellsc uf the Slale. 

Thus, the CPP could not participate the elections of February 1925; however, the 

IIlcmhers or thc C'P" cOllld paflicipalc Ihe clecliolls, alld Ihey won 67 scats of the t(l{(ll 

315 seats in the parliament. In this election, the SRP won 143 seats, the SDP 37, the SPP 

21 and the YMO 15. 

Soon therea1ler, in March 1925, Pavle Rallic, the nephew of the Radic, 

announced that his uncle would accept the constitution and work within the political 

system. Thanks to this announcement, the CPP's leaders, including Radie and Macek, left 

prison and their delegates took seats in the parliament. In July 1925, Radie and Pasic 

formed the coalition government that was called as the R-R (Radic-Radical) 

Government. In this coalition government, four representatives of the CPP received 

places in the ministry, with Rudie holding the post of minister of education. So, Radic 

came to Belgrade as minister of education, the post so long held by Pribicevie. Zagreb 

University professors who had been dismissed by Pribicevie were reinstated by Radic. 

Radic placed great emphasis on the importance of primary and vocational education in 

the rural areas. Also, he struggled for teaching Croatian history, culture and language 

rather than Yugoslav history, culture and language. 

However, this cooperation did not live long time; by April 1926, Radic had 

withdrawn from the government. Then, prime minister Pasic was forced to resign in 

February 1926 because of charges of corruption made against his son.43 After the 

resignation, Radic was able to remain as minister of education in the new Radical - Radic 

cabinet formed by Nikola Uzullovic, the new president of the SRP. However, by 

February 1927, the cooperation between the SRP and the CPP had completely broken 

down. Elections lo11owed in September 1927. or the 315 seats available, the SRP won 

I 12 sealS, the SDP 61, Ihe CPP () I, the SPP 21 alld the YMO 17 scats. 

At this time, another important political struggle and conflict emerged in the camp 

of the SDP, when Pribieevic broke with Davidovic and switched to federalist position and 

began to support a federal rearrangement of the slate, while Dovidovic refused a 

decentralizing revision of the Vidovdan constitution. I-fence, the Serbian democrats was 

41 Nikola I'asic, who led le.1I cabinet between January 1921 alld April 1926, died in 1x.'Ccmhcr 1926. 
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divided into two camp: the centralist Democrats led by Davidovic and the federalist 

Democrats led by Pribicevic. The federalist Democrats had 22 seats, while the centralist 

Democrats had 61 seats in the parliament after the 1927 elections. 

Thereafter the elections, the SRP formed the government on the support of the 

centralist Democrats and the YMO. The opposition was composed of the Radic's CPP 

and the Pribicevic's federalist Democrats. The two leaders agreed to fonn an opposition 

coalition, calling it a Democratic Bloc, against the SRP government led by Uzunovic. On 

10 November 1927, Radic and Pribicevic concluded an agreement establishing the 

Peasant-Democrat ic Coal il ioll. 

The obstructive behavior of the Democratic Bloc led to parliamentary paralysis 

and resignation of the Uzunovic cabinet in February 1928. For the first time, Radic got a 

chalice to form a cabinet on his own. When King Aleksander offered him this 

opportunity, he accepted the offer, but his efiorts to form a new cabinet were not 

sllccessful since he was lIot able t.o come t.o all agreement wit.h the SRi>. that refused to 

enter his cabinet. 

As a result of parliamentary paralysis, both Radic and Pribicevic, as leaders of the 

Democratic Bloc, shifted their" activity from parliament to streets and public audience 

with mass meetings. They rose the issue of constitutional revision. In the meeting of 

Dubrovnik in May 1923, Radic stated that the country would be divided into four or five 

large regions, each with considerable powers of self-government. He again threatened to 

pull his representatives out of the Parliament in Belgrade. Also, externally, the 

Democratic Bloc tried for support in Western Europe on the constitutional revision issue, 

but they could not attract any support from Western Europe. 

In June 1928, it became almost impossible to keep the Parliament in order. Bitter 

conflicts between the SRP and the Democratic Bloc upset order in the Parliament. 

Finally, on 20 June 1928, Punisa Racic, a the SRP representative from Montenegro, shot 

five the CPP representatives, including Stjepan Radic, during a session of the Parliament. 

Two men, one of whom was Pavle Radic, died at once and Stjepan Radic was wounded. 

The Croatian leader at first appeared to recover, but fmally died in August 8 from the 

effect of the wound. Punisa Rack was sentenced to 20 years in jail. 
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Aller the assassinatiull, the Kurosec cabinet was furmed on 27 July 1928 and 

continued until 6 January 1929. Anton Korosec, the leader of the SPP, became the ftrst 

and only non-Serb prime minister of the first Yugoslavia. As a consequence of the 

assassination, the Democratic llloc moved their headquarters from Belgrade to Zagreb 

and announced that they would no longer participate in the work of the Parliament. They 

demanded the dissolution of the Parliament and a revision of the Constitution. 

In order to overcome the crisis, King Aleksander om~red Vladko Macek (Radic's 

successor) and Pribicevic to form cabinet if they were willing to work with other political 

parties. They rejected the offer and favored a prior change in the political system that 

would alter the unitary character of the state. In addition, Macek asked for 

reestablishment of the old historical regions with their own parliaments and executive 

power. He favored the formation of seven autonomous units: Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia, 

Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Vojvodina. 

However, these demands of Macek and Pribicevic did not accept by the King 

since, according to him, a rearrangement of the state on the federal basis would damaged 

Serbs severely. King Aleksander believed that it would be better to establish a small but a 

homogenous Serbian state than a federal rearrangement of the Kingdom because, 

according to his view, Serbs would be more secure in a small homogenous Serbian state 

than in a federal Yugoslavia.44 For this reason, King Aleksander extremely refused the 

proposition of the Democratic Bloc which proposed the formation of autonomous units 

wilhinthe Kingdom according to the old historical borders. 

On I December 1928, on the tenth anniversary of the foundation of the Kingdom, 

student protests in Zagreb turned into riots. A dozen students were killed when police 

brokc up them. Primc lIIillister AlltOIl Korosec replaced Zagreb's provincial prc1cct with a 
" 

Serbian army general without the Parliament's approval. King Aleksander and the 

Korosec cabinet could not be able to put the country in order. And finally, the King 

seized full power, abolished parliament and suspended the Vidovdan constitution on 6 

January 1929. This royal coup, a few months later, in October 1929, changed the official 

name of the first Yugoslavia from "the Kingdom o/Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes" to "the 

44 See Judah, op. cit., p. 109-110. 
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Kingdom (~fYugoslavia" and ended the parliamentary regime in Yugoslavia.45 

The first Yugoslavia was founded as a parliamentary kingdom; however, the 

parliamentary regime collapsed as a result of the royal coup on 6 January 1929. 

Parliamentary democracy became failure not only in Yugoslavia but also in the other 

Balkan countries in the interwar period. 

According to Wolfgang H6pken, there were six reasons for the failure of the 

parliamentary democracy in the interwar Balkan ,~ountries, including Yugoslavia: (1) 

Prevailing "pre-bourgeoisie" social relations and widespread traditional mentality. (2) 

Insullicient regional aud national intcgratioll.( 3 >:J'he problems of economic backwardness. 

(4) Absence of any social group or strata which could be identilied as a representative of 

dClllocratic cillture such as hourgeoisic. working class. libcral democralic political elite or 

liberal democratic intelligentsia. (5) Dominance of 'personalized social and political 

relations' and weakness of 'regulated and institutionalized relations'. (6) Finally, the 

problellls of intcrnatiunal and regiunal instability, which derivcd ii-om thc great power 

interests and from nationalist aspirations and antagonisms among the Balkan states.46 

In addition to thcse reasons, two other reasons which were peculiar to Yugoslavia 

should be taken into account in order to explain and wlderstand the failure of 

parliamcntary democracy ill thc First Yugoslavia: 

I )The foundation of the first Yugoslavia was a unification of Yugoslav peoples ( Serbs, 

Croats, Slovcncs, Bosniaks, Macedonians, Montcllcgrins). But this /()ulldation was a 

product of negotiation among the political leadership rather than of the will of the 

peoplcs expresscd through SOIllC social and political struggles and a plcbiscite. In other 

words, the elitist negotiation and bargaining, but not Yugoslav peoples' negotiations and 

sl ruggles, between J 9 J 4-1918 created thc first Yugoslavia. Also, aller the foundation, the 

peoples did not take place and play influential role in the Yugoslav politics; and therefore, 

the Yugoslav politics was determined by the elite. This political and social condition 

which excluded the peoples ii-om political sphere both created the legitimacy problem for 

45 Homnan & Neal, op. cit., p. 60. 
46 See Hapken, Wolfgang, "Political Culture in the Balkan States During the Interwar Period", in GGnay 
Gi)ksu ()zdogan & Kemali Sayba!;ilh(cds.).Balkans.AMin·or qfthe New International Order, Istanbul: 
ErL:11 YaYlllclhk, 1994, pp. 86-96. 
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the regilll(~47 and hindered the development of Yugoslav parliamentary democracy in the 

interwar period. 

2) In this condition, the fatal stroke came from the Serbo-Croat conflict which at first 

paralyzed and then killed the parliamentary democracy. The understanding and 

cooperation between Serb and Croat sides played a determinative role in the foundation 

of the first Yugoslavia as a parliamentary Kingdom. Bu also, the Serbo-Croat conflict, 

which has determined highly the Yugoslav politics since the foundation, brought an end 

to parliamentary democracy in the interwar Yugoslavia. 

II. 3. Authoritarian Kingdom (1929-1939) 

Thercaflcr the coup, King Aleksander disbunded the Koroscc cabinet and 

appointed his closest military advisor General Peter Zivkovic, a extreme Serb nationalist, 

as prime minister. The only non-Serb of the cabinet was Anton Korosec. King Aleksander 

and the Zivkovic cabinet took bitter measures and enforced oppressive policies in order 

to protect the centralizing structure of the srate and the Serbian political domination in 

the state. 

The country was governed without constitution by the King decrees between 

January 1929 - September 1931. Initial decree assigned dictatorial power to the King. In 

the absence of parliament and constitution, the decrees and King's directives received the 

force of power. These decrees and directives disbanded all political parties and 

organizations such as trade union, and their properties were confiscated. 

The guarantees on civil liberties disappeared. Nearly one-third of the country's 

newspapers and journals were closed down, and the others were placed under strict 

censorship supported by a new press law. Six different Serbian legal codes from the pre-

1914 period were adopted. Common textbooks were prepared in order to create a single 

system 0 r public education. 

King Aleksander became command of the army and the state, and chose all the 

high oflicials of the state. On 21 January, the King appointed a Supreme Legislative 

Council, attached to the Ministry of Justice. Every bill had to be reviewed by this body 

47 Gligorov, Vladimir, Why J)o Countries IJreak Up? 17w Case (?l Yugoslavia, Gliteborg: Graphic System 
AB, 1994, p. 58. 
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before it could become law. Also, a Presidency of the Council of Ministers was 

established, which exercised supervision over the administrative, legislative and financial 

operations of the government departments. On the other hand, the Municipal Councils 

were appointed by the prefect (Ilacelnik) of the district who were appointed by the 

K· 48 mg. 

Also, the country's 33 administrative districts were reduced to 9 Banovinas ( 

Savska, Dunavska, Vardarska, Drinska, Moravska, Dravska, Vrbaska, Zetska and 

Primorska) which were governed by Bans. The boundaries of Banovinas were drawn 

with the intention of weakening or destroying traditional loyalties. The boundaries of the 

Banovinas follow'ed natural boundaries of rivers and mountain ridges rather than 

traditional historical lines. The Banovinas were given the names of rivers and other 

geographic features; ethnic, cultural and linguistic differences and features were not taken 

into account. They were placed under a strong centralized control and were allowed no 

local autonomous rights. This action was jusliJied as an attempt to create a feeling of 

supranational, or Yugoslav, unity. In fact, these measures served to enhance Serbian 

dominance. The boundaries of the Banovinas were gerrymandered so that Serbs formed a 

majority in six, Croats in two, Slovenes in one, and Bosniaks in none.49 

Furthermore, the principal offices in the state continued to be held by Serbs from 

Serbia. From 1929 to 1941, Yugoslavia had 7 prime ministers and 15 cabinets in which 

121 ministers served (who all received a ministerial pension after one year's service). Of 

the 121 ministers, 73 were Serbs, 33 Croats, 10 Slovenes and 5 Bosniaks.50 That is, 

Bosniaks were allotted the lowest position, whereas the Croats remained inadequately 

represented. 

A lot of politicians and intellectuals who were against the royal dictatorship were 

arrested. Also, in order to escape the repressive regime, many political leader emigrated. 

For example, Pribicevic, leader of the federalist Democrats, was first imprisoned and then 

emigrated to Czechoslovakia, where he died in 1936. 

4H Scc IlollllillS, op. cil., p. 105 a JIll Kklllcncic & /.agar, op. cit, pp. 116-117. 
49 Sec Jambrek, op. cit, p. 73 . 
. ~o Auly, op. cit, pp. 75-76. 
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Another important political figure, lawyer Ante Pavelic, who was a former leader 

of the Croatian Party of Rights, left the country for Italy in January 1929. He organized 

the Uslasha - Hrvatska Revo/ucionarna Organizacija (Insurrection - Croatian 

Revolutionary Organization) in Italy. According to Ivo Banac, the Ustasha movement 

was a product of Aleksander's oppressive policies because the royal dictatorship solved 

nothing, but helped the improvement of radical Croatian nationalism, and therefore, in the 

his words ,"engendered several inslirrectionalY movements, most notably the Ustasha of 

AllIe Pavelic".51 

Ante Pavelic amI the Ustasha Party aimed to found an independent Croatian state 

through the aid or Mussolini and then Hitler, if necessary by means or violence. This 

movement cooperated with IMRO, which was aided by Bulgaria and aimed to overthrow 

Serbian dominance in Macedonia. Pavelic and his organization were supported by the 

Mussolini regime, Bulgaria and Hungary. They financed and equipped the Ustasha. Also, 

the Ustasha was allowed to establish training call1ps in these coulltries.52 This radical 

nationalist organization became an alfective actor in the Yugoslav politics not only in the 

interwar period but also in the period of World War II. 

Not only in Croatia but also in Serbia fascist political groups emerged in the 

period of royal dictatorship. The most important one of them was the Yugoslav National 

Movement, known as Zbor (Rally) Party. It was organized under the leadership of 

Dimitrije Ljotic. It was strongly centralist and Serbian-nationalistic in ideology, and its 

goal was the establishment of a corporate regime similar to that in Italy. The Zbor Party 

also had a youth organization known as White Eagle.5
] 

The royal oppressive regime, without constitution and parliament, frustrated 

public opinion and led to development of opposition against the King. Increasing 

opposition forced King Aleksander to issue the second constitution of the state in 

September 1931, that was little more than a cover for the dictatorship. 

The new constitution established a bicameral legislature involving the National 

Assembly (Skupstino) and a Senate (Senol). According to the very restrictive electoral 

51 Ilanac, Tvo, "Nationalism Tn Scrhia", in ()zdogan & Sayha~lh (cds.), op. cit., p.143 
'" l.alllpe, (lp. ci1., pp. 171-1 n. 
5.~ Jelavic, op. cit., p. 202. 
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law, the National Assembly of 306 (eventually 373) members was to be elected by open 

ballot from country-wide lists. Candidates needed 60 signatures from more than 300 of 

the electoral districts plus 200 signatures from their own districts to run in elections. 

Also, the list winning a plurality would receive two-thirds of the seats. The National 

Assembly could propose measures and express its opposition to them, but it did not have 

power to legislate independently. 

On the other hand, the Senate of 98 members was to be equally divided between 

royal appoilltees alld Iloillillees (hllll tile balloviall cOllllcils under iudirect control. The 

k illg could ill lilly ca~l' III'bil rIlle hel weell I he Nalioll:II ASNcmhly IIlId tile SCIlIII.c or 

exercise a preemptive veto. The National Assemhly and the Senate together fimned the 

Natiollal Representation (Naroullo l're/sll1VII;SV/o). ~·1 

Also, the Constitution of 193 J, prohibited political associations, societies, and 

parties which had religious, ethnic, or regional charadeI', or aims which were against 

national unity, state integrity, and existing social order (Article Xli of the Law on 

Associations, Assemblies, and Agreements). Therefore, only the single government party 

- the United Radical Peasant Democracy - was officially recognized. Like the Zivkovic 

government, it stood for a unitary national state. The party also promised to improve 

the peasant's lot. In J 932 the parity's name was changed to the Yugoslav Peasant 

Radical Democratic Party, and then, in 1933, to the Yugoslav National Party (the YNP). 

The leadership core of the YNP was made up former the SRP.55 

The fIrst election after the royal coup held on 8 November 1931. Large nwnbers 

in nOll-Serb areas abstained from the November elections to the regime's restricted 

National Assembly in order to protest the royal dictatorship and the electoral law. The 

regime claimed that 65 percent of all those eligible had voted, and 35 percent in Croatia, 

where the CPP was denied the right to run a lot of candidates because of the 300-district 

requirement. 

In the elections, Serbs won 219 of the 306 seats, Croats 55, Slovenes 25, 

Boslliaks 3, Macedonian 2, Montenegrin 2, Germans 1 and Hungarians 1. According to 

54 Sec Hondius, op. cit., p. 105 cmd Lampe, op. cit., pp. 166-167. 
55 Vudnich. or. dt., r. 20, 27. 
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this results, Serbs won 71 percent of the seats, that was higher than the 49 and 58 percent 

shares for the 1923 and 1927 elections.56 

In March 1932, King Aleksander abandoned the Zivkovic government and chose 

Milan Srskic as prime minister. The Srskic government faced with two important issue: 

(1 )the strong opposition against the royal coup and dictatorship, and (2)the economic 

problems that had resulted from the 1929 Great Depression. 

On November 1932, in Zagreb, the Peasant-Democratic Coalition (PDC), that 

had been formed by Radic and Pribicevic in 1927, drafted a resolution which proclaimed 

(a) the people were the sole source of political power; (b) the peasantry should be the 

foundation of organized public life; (c) Serbian hegemony had been imposed on non-Serb 

areas and strengthened by the absolutist regime of 6 January 1929; (d) in order to 

overthrow Serbian hegemony it was necessary to return to the situation of 1918, that is, 

prior to unification; and (e) a new organization of the state, based on agreement among 

all oCthe peoples oCthe state, was needed.57 

In December, the SPP followed with a resolution similar to that from Zagreb 

because Korosec lost his position in government afier the fall of the Zivkovic cabinet. 

Also, the YMO associated witli the PDC in January 1933, and adapted a resolution since 

the royal dictatorship had cut Bosnia-Herzegovina into parts, that is, had not protected its 

historical borders. 

The three resolutions elicited two responses fi'om the regime that was controlled 

by King Aleksander and the Srskic cabinet: First, it conceded a looser electoral law, 

requiring only 30 signatures from half of the electoral districts in order to participate in 

elections R)r thc Natiollal Asscmbly. The winning list would then receive only three-fifths 

of the total seats. Secondly, the regime invoked the Law for the Protection of the State 

and ordered the arrest of Macek, Trumbic, Korosec and the three Bosniak leaders in 

April J933. 

It should be pointed that the opposition against the royal dictatorship did not 

come n'om only non-Serb peoples but also some Serbian oppositions were formed. For 

56 See [()r the results of the 1931, 1935 and 1938 elections Lampe, op.cit., p. 177. 
" Vlldwvic, lip. l:iL, p. t},1. 
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example, the students demonstrations of 1931-32 were organized by Belgrade University 

student. The students protested the royal regime and demanded the freedom of the people 

and a lederal system. Also, in Belgrade University, roughly 75 percent of the students 

opposed the Serbian conservative and nationalist politicians, parties and the Orthodox 

Church. Serbian students actively sought a new political direction and moved increasingly 

toward the YCp.58 

Also, the Serbian Independent Democrats under Pribicevic, the Serbian Agrarian 

Party under Javon Jovanovic and the Serbian Republican Party opposed the royal coup 

and the royal dictatorship. These Serbian parties established a Serbian opposition bloc, 

known as Serhia's United Oppositiol1 (~lDem()CI'ats, AKrarialls alld Republicalls, against 

King Aleksander and the Srskic government. They were against the centralization of the 

state and favored reorganization of the state on the federal basis. 

Another issue of the Srskic government was economic problems that had been 

created by the J 929 Great Economic Depression. The sharp drop in international 

agricultural prices and the drying up of Western capital markets hit all the small 

agricultural economics of the Eastern Europe. 

Yugoslavia was one of the countries which were damaged dramatically by the 

Great Depression. Yugoslav economy deteriorated and life standard of people dropped 

sharply after the Depression. Especially, peasants impoverished dramatically because of 

sharp drop in international agricultural prices and in exportation of agricultural products. 

Purchasing power of peasants declined 44 percent between 1929-1933 because of the 

1929 economic crisis. 59 

This economic deterioration of the Yugoslav economy derived from a sharp 

decrease in agricultural prices and in exportation. The value of the Yugoslav foreign trade 

fell in 1932 to 38.7 percent of the 1929 value. Exportation dropped to 3,847 million 

dinars in 1934 from 7,921 million dinars in 1929. Export prices decreased 48.3 percent 

and domestic prices 37.8 percent between 1929-1934. Especially, the decrease was very 

sharp in the wholesale price of agricultural products. The wholesale price indices of 

58 See Lampe, op. cit., pp. 188-189. 
59 Caslel\un, op. cit., p. 432. 
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agricultural products fell from 100.0 in 1926 and 118.6 in 1929 to 89.3 in 1930, 74.3 in 

1931, 67.5 in 1932, and 57.2 in 1933. Also, there was a decrease in bank assets: assets of 

the National Bank dropped to 6,832 million dinars in 1934 fi'om 9.958 million dinars in 

1929, and assets of commercial banks to 13,333 million irom 18.419 million.60 Natura11y, 

this decline in the assets of Yugoslav banks affected negatively Yugoslav industry and 

agriculture since it became very dinicult to finance industrial and agricultural investments 

between 1929-1934. 

This economic crisis influenced the Srskic government negatively and fed 

opposition because peasants, who constituted 70 percent of the population, accused the 

government for their impoverishment and supported the opposition. Especially, the YCP 

benefited from the economic crisis and the impoverislunent of the peasants as Yugoslav 

peasantry began to support the YCP increasingly after the crisis. That is, discontented 

and poor peasantry fed and contributed the YCP in Yugoslavia where the working class 

was petty.61 

Wlnle the Srskic government was trying to overcome both the opposition and the 

economic crisis, the assassination of King Aleksander shocked not only the goverrunent 

but also the Yugoslav politics as a whole. The frrst attempt for assassination was 

organized in Zagreb when Aleksander visited Zagreb. But the first attempt failed. The 

second attempt was organized in Marseilles on 9 October 1934 when Aleksander visited 

the city to met with French Foreign Minister Louis Barthou. The King and L. Barthou 

were shot and killed in tIus assassination. The assassination was arranged by a 

collaboration of the Ustasha and the VMRO, that was supported by Bulgaria. Also, 

Italian and Hungarian governments were be involved in the assassination.62 

After the assassination, Aleksander was succeeded by his son, Peter II, who was 

only eleven years old. A regency was thus established by Aleksander's cousin, Prince 

Paul. Prince Paul was to fulfill royal obligations until Peter II reached his eighteenth 

birthday and became the King of Yugoslavia in September 1941. Prince Paul disbanded 

(,0 Sce r ,ampc & Jackson, op. cit., pp. 462, 471-472, 477 ~U1d Slavrianos, op. cit., p. 683. 
61 Bcrtsch, Gary K. & Zaninovich, M. Gcorge, 'The Yugoslav Setting", in Gary K. IJertsch & 'lbomas 
W. Ganschow (cds.), Comparative Communism: the Soviet, Chinese and Yugoslav Models, San 
Francisco: W. H. freeman and Company, 1976, p. 69. 
62 I lollhlWl & Neal. op. cit., p. 62. 
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thc Srskic cabinct and chose Bogoljup Jevlic, the former foreign minister, as prime 

minister in December 1934. 

The main task of Prince Paul and the Jevtic cabinet was to keep the state together 

until Peter's majority to became king. Moreover, criticism of the dictatorial policies had 

grown to such a degree that some relaxation was necessary. Macek, Trwubic and 

Korosec were released. There' was less police supervision and censorship. The 

constitution, however, was kept despite the opposition's willing for revision of the 

constitution. Within these limitations, the political parties were able to resume some of 

their activities.63 

The new elections were held in May 1935. In the elections, the Jevtic list (the 

YNP list) won 60.6 percent and the PDC 37.4 percent of the votes. With support from 

Croatian Serbs and Bosniaks, the PDC list won eighty of every thirteen votes in Croatia 

and the western districts of Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

Although the levtic list won 303 seats of the 373 seats in the Parliament, he was 

discredit for Prince Paul. So, Prince Paul assigned Milan Stojadinovic, former Finance 

Minister, as prime minister in June 1935. 

According to Stojadillovic, the strong opposition and the economic problems 

(allsed the nlll of Zivkovic, Sl'skic and Jcvlic cnhincts. For lhis rcaSOll, the Slojadinovic 

government's Ill::lin l::lsk involved two goals: First, to attract public opinion and to 

weaken the opposition; and secondly, to overcome the economic crisis and to solve 

economic problems. 

With aim of attracting support irom the public opinion, the Stojadinovic 

government relaxed censorship and restrictions on the Parliament, and granted amnesty 

to over one thousand political prisoners. 

Also, in order to appease Croatian opinion, the government signed a concordat 

with the Vatican in 1937. This concordat defmed the privileges of the Catholic church in 

Yugoslavia and placed it on a tooting of equality with the Orthodox church. This 

agreement welcomed by Catholic Croat clericS, while Orthodox Serb hierarchy opposed 

extremely the concordat. According to Serb clergy, the concordat provide superior 

(0 I Jdavie, op. cit., p. 202. 
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privileges and position lor Croat Catholic church against the Serbian Orthodox church, 

and for this reason, they maintained that the concordat would be suspended and such 

privileges would be withdrawn. 

Stojadinovic hoped to attract the Croatian public opinion and political leaders 

with the concordat. However, many Croatian politician and intellectual interpreted the 

concordat as an attempt to drive a wedge between the Croat peasants and their Croat 

ckrgy, alld so, to break lh<: polilical Ullily of Croal people. Macek anlloullced that the 

Croatians were interested in political rather than religious reform; and therefore,the CPP 

did not welcomed the concordat. The lack of interest in Croatia, together with the furious 

opposition in Serbia, led Stojadinovic to announce early in 1938 that he would not 

attempt to pass the concordat through parliament. 64 

On the other hand, Stojadinovic improved relations with Bosniak and Slovene 

sides in order to divide and weaken the opposition. For this purpose, the government 

rewarded Uosniaks with restoration of the 1909 autonomy status for the Bosniaks, that 

had been revoked in 1931. Furthermore, Stojadinovic brought the leaders of Bosniaks 

and Slovenes, Mehmed Spaho and Anton Korosec, in the govemment despite the 

objection of General Zivkovic who took place in the Stojadinovic government. 

More important, in August 1935, Stojadinovic proclaimed the creation of a new 

government party: Jugoslovensko Radikallla Zajedl1ica (the Yugoslav Radical Union­

Y RU). The Y RU, which used a slogan as "olle state, olle people, one king", consisted of 

the YNP, the SPP, and the YMO. Its slogan promised wide powers for local 

administration. As a response to this promise, Spaho and Korosec agreed to be vice­

presidents of the YRU. This means that, Spaho and Korosec considered the YRU as a 

unified body rather than a coalition. General Zivkovic and his followers objected this 

unification and opposed foundation of the YRU. As a response to this opposition, 

Stojadinovic expelled the Zivkovic faction from the YRU government in March 1936.65 

In January 1937, Stojadinovic also offered Macek to join the YRU and five 

cabinet position, but he refused the olTer unless the constitution was open to revise. In 

Spring 1937, the opposition formed a larger bloc against the YRU in order to hinder the 

M Sec Stavriallos. up. cit.. p. 630. 
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Stojadinovic's plan which aimed to divide and weaken the opposition. The CPP, the 

federalist Democrats, the SAP, the Serb Republican Party formed the Bloc (?l National 

Agreement (BNA). The formation of the BNA indicated that the Stojadinovic 

government and the YRU were not only protested by the Cpp and Croats but also by 

some Serbian parties and politicians who favored rearrangement of the country on the 

federal basis. 

On the economic sphere, Stojadinovic aimed to overcome the economic crisis and 

to get rid of economic problems. According to his economic view, Yugoslav economy 

needed new and larger markets for its commodities in order to recover the losses that had 

resulted f)'om the 1929 Depression. That is, the government planned to increase 

exportation in order to develop Yugoslav economy and to solve economic problems. 

Secondly, he planned to attract foreign capital as much as possible with aim of financing 

industrial and agricultural investments. Finally, the Stojadinovic government aimed to 

increase industrial invest mellts. 

For this purpose, the government improved economic relations and foreign trade 

with Germany, which has ruled by the Ilitler's· nlseist regime since J 933. Germany 

offered Yugoslavia prices above those of the world market for grain and other 

agricultural products, and was willing to buy as much as Yugoslav could produce. The 

German share in Yugoslav exportation jumped to 42 percent in 1938 from 32.4 percent 

in 1935 when the Stojadinovic government was established. The rate of imports from 

Germany in the Yugoslav importation climbed to 39.4 percent from 28.1 percent in the 
. d 66 same peno . 

In addition to this, the German share of Yugoslav foreign investment capital has 

increased sharply since 1935. Both domestic and foreign capital invested in industry 

rather than agriculture with aim of improving Yugoslav industrial. As a result of the 

increase in industrial investments, rise in real manufacturing output averaged 10.7 percent 

a year for 1936-39.67 

This rise derived more fi'om the newer metallurgical and chemical production of 

65 See Vuchinich, op. cit., pp. 23, 26-27. 
(,(, I ,alllpc & Jackson, op. cit., p. 460. 
(,7 See ibid., p. 4&4. 
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Serbia and Bosnia than fl:om the older Croatian enterprises since the new industrial 

investments were concentrated in Serbia and Bosnia, but not in Croatia. TIlls situation, 

unquestionably, frustrated and annoyed Croat side. 

The increasing economic relations with Germany also led to increasing fascist 

German impact in the Yugoslav politics. In Yugoslavia, the number of politicians who 

admired Hitler and his fascist regime has increased dramatically since 1935 as a 

cOllsequence or increasing economic relations. Especially, Stojadinovic was a extreme 

admirer of Hitler. He expressed admiration for Hitler as a political leader and 

propagandist. He also appreciated the Nazis' anti-Communist policies. Furthermore, 

Stojadinovic government and othel' some Yugoslav politicians were attracted greatly by 

the rapid development of German economy and Nazis' economic policies. That is, after 

the formation of the Stojadinovic "government, German impact in Yugoslav politics rose 

sharply. 

The third election allcr the royal coup held in December 1938. I n this election, the 

YRU won 54 percent of the votes and the BNA 45 percent. 650,000 Serbs voted for the 

the BNA that received over two-thirds of the votes in Croatia. By 1938 the YRU's rate 

of votes had fallen to 14 percent in Croatian Savska banovina and to 40 percent in all 

Y I · 68 ugos aVJa. 

After the elections, in January 1939, the Croatian representatives agreed with 

Macek to assemble in Zagreb instead of coming to the new Parliament in Belgrade. Also, 

the Croat representatives and Macek adopted a resolution urging the Great Powers to 

intervene in Yugoslavia to assure the Croats' liberty.69 

By January 1939, like public opinion, Prince Paul had lost confidence in Milan 

Stojadillovic's ability to resolve economic problems and the impasse with Macek and his 

part: first of all, the Stojadinovic's economic policy could not be successfuJ enough for 

solution of the severe economic problems of the Yugoslav economy. For example, the 

Yugoslav exportation increased only to 5,047 million dinars in 1938 from 4,028 million 

dinars in 19J5 in spilc ofa sharp rise in cconomic relations wit.h GCTmany.70 In the same 

(,N See Judah, OJ). dt., p. III and I ,lUnpe, op. cit., p. 177. 
m VIIl'kIlVit-. IIr. cit., p. <)('. 

'0 I ,;lIl1pe & Jackson, op. cit., p. 4h2. 
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year, the per capita national income was estimated at between 60 and 70 dollars.71 

Secondly, the Stojadinovic government could 110t solve problems with the CPP 

and the Serbian opposition; and consequently, the ftrm conflict between the regime, led 

by Prince Paul and the YRU, and the opposition, led by the BNA, could not be softened. 

In addition to these, increasing economic relations with the German fascism and 

Gennan impact in the Yugoslav political life won-ied Prince Paul. Stojadinovic's gamble 

on the greater German market resulted in a German economic domination over the 

Yugoslav economy. For example, in March 1939, Germany took more than 50 percent of 

Yugoslav export and supplied about 50 percent of Yugoslav imports.72 Yugoslavia came 

more completely under the German economic domination with the outbreak of World 

War II in September 1939. 

Because of these three reasons, Prince Paul chose Dragisa Cvetkovic, former 

minister of social welfare and then head of workers' union, as prime minister; and in 

February 1939, he formed the last cabinet of the ftrst Yugoslavia in the eve of the Second 

World War. 

The Cvetkovic government ftrstly aimed to solve inlpasse with the CPP. Both the 

regime, that was now led by 'Prince Paul and Cvetkovic, and the CPP led by Macek 

hurried to reach some agreement. Macek and his party wOITied about the Ustasha, which 

flirted with Italian and German fascist regimes, because the support for Ustasha in 

Croatia has risen since the assassination of Aleksander in 1934. This assassination 

increased popularity and attractiveness of the Ustasha in Croatia. Also, economic 

problems of Croatian peasants forced them to sought alternatives in political sphere. The 

Ustasha was an radical alternative for poor Croatian peasantry. 

On the other hand, Prince Paul and the Cvetkovic cabinet worried about Serbian 

fascist groups such as Zbor Party which flirted with Italy and Germany. These groups 

improved and strengthened highly on the eve of Word War II. Their improvement 

ft'ightened and threatened Prince Paul and the Cvetkovic cabinet. 

71 Plcstina, Dijana, "From Democratic Centralism to Decentralized Democracy. Trials and Tribulations 
ofYugoslav's'IJevelopment", in John B. Allcock, John J. lIorton, Marko Millivojevic (cds.), Yugoslavia 
in 7hmsilion: Choices alld Constrains, New York: Berg Publishers, 1992, p. 128. 

72 Stavrianos, op. cit., p. 639. 
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But the fieriest threat for Prince and Cvetkovic came li-Oln German and Italian 

fascism because of their aggressive and imperialist foreign policy. Especially, the 

occupation of Austria by Germany in March 1938, the occupation of Albania by Italy in 

April 1939 generated lear and some severe questions about the future of Yugoslavia. 

Also, in the Munich Conference, which was organized in September 1938, England and 

France accepted and recognized the German annexation of Czechoslovakia's Sudets 

Region. Finally, on 14-15 March 1939, Czechoslovakia was absorbed by Hitler's 

Germany. The Munich Agreement among Gemlany, England and France~ the 

appeasement policy of English government and fmally the German occupation of 

Czechoslovakia demonstrated that the Westem allies could not be relied on to prevent 

Germany and Italy from exploiting the national controversies. 73 

These fears of the both sides elicited negotiations between Cvetkovic and Macek 

in April 1939. Finally, Cvetkovic and Macek came to terms on 20 August 1939, less than 

two weeks before German attack on Poland and the outbreak of World War II on 1 

September. 

In the Sporazum (Understanding) of August 1939, Cvetkovic and Macek came to 

wlderstanding to give Croatia 'an autonomous position within the state. Its lands included 

Croatia, SJavonia, Dalmatia and some Bosnian territory that was inhabited by Croats. The 

autonomous region had a population of 4.5 million, of which 866,000 were Serb and 
•• ;j 

168,000 I3osniaks. It was thus 77 percent of Croatian in nationality. Autonomous Croatia 

controlled about 30 percent of the population and territory of the entire country. It had its 

own assembly (Sabol') alld its chief executive omcer (Ban), who was appointed by the 

king but responsible to the Sabor. Croatia was linked to Belgrade for foreign affairs, 

defense, transportation and communications, but was self-governing in almost all other 

matters such as budgetary and internal affairs. Also, the CPP joined the govermnent. 

Macek became vice-premier of Yugoslavia, and three Croats from the CPP entered the 

ministry. Also, two federalist democrats (Serbian Independent Democrats) entered the 

Cetkovic cabinet. Ivan Subasic, a Croat who had served with the Serbian army at the 

/.1 Sec Sllllder, Oral, Siyasi '}'arih, lY18-1YY4, Ankara: Lnge Kilabevi, 2001, pp. 49-50. 
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Salonika Front in the First World War, was appointed as Ban ofCroatia.74 

Opposition to the Sporazum spread from Serbs and Bosniaks who inhabited in the 

new autonomous Croatia. The YMO protested the agreement which gave some Bosnian 

territory, where Croats and Bosniaks lived together, to the autonomous Croatia. As a 

result or the SporazlIlll, 168,000 Bosniaks were separated rrom Bosnia-llerzegovina and 

given to the Croatian control. This figure constituted 13 percent of the Dosniak 

population in Bosnia-I JCfJ~cgovina and 3 percent of the population in the autonomous 

Croatia. 

Also, similar complaint came (rom Serbs and Serbia. 866,000 Serbs were 

separated n·om Scrbia allli givcll to the Croatiall adlllillistratioll by the SporazlJlII. hlr this 

reason, Serbian Orthodox Church, the SDP led by Milan Grol, Zbor (Rally) Party under 

Dimitrijev Ljotic, and Serbian Cultural Club, founded by respective lawyer and historian 

Slobodan Jovanovic in 1937, opposed extremely the Sporazum. 

Another opposition to the Sporazum came from the Ustasha led by Ante Pave lie. 

Although the Sporazum created an autonomous Croatia and brought Croats in the 

coalition government, Pavelic and the Ustasha were against this agreement because the 

main aim of Ustasha was not to obtain autonomous status for Croatia but to create an 

independent Greater Croatia which would involve Croatia, Dalmatia, Slavonija and 

13osnia-Herzegovina. For this reason, the Ustasha did not supported the Cvetkovie­

Macek agreement. However, this organization benefited from the Sporazum since this 

agreement allowed Ustasha members to return from Italy and to recruit new supporters at 

Zagreb, Mostar, Travnik, Gospic, Vukovar, and Split. The Ustasha had nearly 2,000 

members when the Sporazum was signed.
75 

II. 4. The Yugoslav Communist Party in the Intenvar Period and the 

Yugoslav National Question 

In the interwar period, working class was petty in the Balkan countries because of 

the underdeveloped capitalism and prevailing pre-capitalist economic and social relations. 

74 See WoW: op. cit. pp. 125-126 and Jdavie, op. cit., pp. 203-204. 
75 Sec I(}r lh(~ oPPOSi1.iOIlS 10 lhc SpOraZIIITI nora, Tam!. lJo.ma-llersek: Yeni Diinya Dl1zeninin Av 
..... ·lIhtlSI, Isiallhlll: Birikilll YUYII!lall, 1')')·\, pp. JH·J9 alld I.alllpe, op. cil., pp. 11)2-1')4. 
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Except for the petroleum industry in Romania, and ior railroad workers and printers in all 

the countries, there was very little class-consciousness among the Balkan workers. In the 

absence of strong industrial working class, the prevalence of peasant discontent and the 

widespread popularity of Russia helped the growth of Communist movements in the 

interwar Balkan co untries. 76 

Similar to the other Balkan communist movements, the Yugoslav communist 

movements and organizations were not organized by proletariat but by conununist 

intellectuals and, in the words of Lenin, by "professional revolutionaries". Also, the 

Yugoslav communist movement and left parties depended on peasantry rather than 

proletariat for there was not a strong and large working class. 

The ancestors of the Yugoslav COllul1unist Party were the Croatian, SLovenian 

and Serbian Social Democratic Parties. But also, the Social Democratic Parties of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina and Vojvodina contributed the foundation of the Yugoslav 

Communist Party. These social democratic parties assembled on 20-23 April 1919 in 

Belgrade and established a joint party: the United Workers' Party. Resolutions were 

passed that accepted the Marxist interpretation of ·socialism and called for extension of 

the party's activities among the workers and peasants of Yugoslavia. The second 

congress was held at Vukovar on 20-25 July] 920 and the party's name was changed to 

the Yugoslav Communist Party (YCP).77 At this time, the party had 60,000 members.711 

So, the YCP was f(Hlllded in I <) 19, a year afler the foundation of the llrst 

Yugoslavia. That is, the new state and the new revolutionary party were born so closely. 

This revolutionary party became the first real "Yugoslav party" in the history of 

YugosLavia, and Josip Uroz Tito became the first real Yugoslav national leader. 

The yep played a major role in the struggle for the unification of Yugoslav 

peoples; and naturally, the Party debated the national question ahnost as fiercely as the 

non~Communist parties of Yugoslavia in the interwar period. These debates about the 

national question of Yugoslavia were also affected by the Comintern which was led by 

the USSR under the Stalin regime. Furthermore, the debates about national question was 

76 Wolff, op. cit., p.lOS. 
77 Auty, op. cit., p. S1. . . 
78 McFarlane, Bruce, Yugoslavia: Politics, Economics and Society,London: Pmter PublIshers, 1988, p. 8. 
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the main factor that resulted in division within party. The division within the YCP 

occurred as a division between the right wing and left wing. That is to say, the national 

question which shaped the interwar Yugoslav politics also affected greatly the YCP. 

However, despite the debates abo~t national question and the division within party, the 

YCP were able to attract successfully discontent peasantry, workers and the university 

youth. 

Before the foundation of the YCP, its ancestors were very sensitive about 

national questions. Both Slovenian and Croatian Social Democratic Parties79 were 

attracted by Austrian socialist movement and view about national question, and they 

sought broad autonomy 10r Slovenes and Croats within the Austro-Hungarian Empire. In 

1908, the Croatian Social Democratic Party drafted a solution of the national question 

within the Empire "on the basis of a democratic constitution, according to which each 

nation would be secured fill! governing, political and educational freedom. ,,80 Both 

Croatian and Slovcnian Social Democratic Parties also supported enthusiastically the 

foundation of Yugoslavia in 1918. 

The national policy of the Serbian Social De·mocratic Party (SSDP)81 consisted of 

four principles. Firstly, the party was an internationalist party, derived from the 

revolutionary teachings of Marxism. It opposed Serbian territorial claims in Macedonia 

and Albania prior to World War I. Also, the Serbian Social Democrats voted against 

granting war credits to their government in 1914, that is they were against extremely the 

First World War. 

Secondly, the party, which had protested the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina 

hy Habshllrg Empire in 1908, hitterly attacked the colonial policies of the Habsburg 

government and urged the Austrian socialists to join in a demand tor the self-

determination. But this attack could not be successful. 
.. , 

The third principle of the national policy of the SSDP was the idea ofBallmn 

79 The Croatian and Siovenian Social Democratic Parties were (()tlllueu in 1 R94 and 1 R96. (Bora, Tam1, 
Yugos/ovya: Milliyelr,:iligin Provokasyo/lu, Ist,mblll: Birikim YaYllllan, 1991, pp. 30).. . . 
RO SI., Il" 1 C "1/"'111 Ollll YU<J(J\10v No/iollol Question, New York: Colombia Umverslty Press, . Oup, (u, .. Olll/ru"., ,'" • . . 

1968, p.IS. k' d I' ... 'j' .• 
!II The Serbian Social DC1IIocrat ic Party was (moued by SVc\OI'~lr Mar (lVIC an )IIll1tfl.JC IICOVIC If] 

1903. (Bora, op. cil., p. 31) 
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Federation. Tlus idea did not derive from Karl Marx but from Lenin because Karl Marx 

had not been interested in the Balkan national question, while Lenin had been interested 

greatly and drafl:ed a solution for the Balkan national question that supported the creation 

of a Balkan Federation. In the Congress of Socialist International held in 1912, Lenin 

addressed that the Balkan socialists should develop cooperation among themselves and 

struggle for foundation a Balkan Socialist Federation.82 The Leninist project for the 

national question in the Balkans was accepted by the SSDP, and it strove for the 

foundation 13alkall Jicdcration. 

In January 1910, the SSDP organized Socialist Balkan Congress. Delegates from 

Serbia, Montenegro, Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, 

Romania and Turkey attended the congress. Th~ congress took decision to struggle for 

establishment of a'Socialist Balkan Federation. 83 

However, Serbian social democrats began seeking other solutions to the national 

question after the Bulgarian attack on Serbia iii. 1915. The fourth principle was born at 

this time: Yugoslav Federation. J n 1915, Scrbian socialists began to debate the 

foundation of Yugoslav Federation as an alternative plan against Balkan Federation. At 

the and of World War If, the'SSDP abandoned the idea of Balkan Federation and 

welcomed the foundation of Yugoslavia in 1918. In November 1918, on the eve of 

foundation of Yugoslavia, the SSDP adoptcd the proposition that "the Serbs, Croals alld 

,\'IOl'l!lIeS are olle /llJlioll, .Ii}/' lliey have olle lallgl/age alld idell/ical remailling elllllic 

characteristics. They feel like one people and desire union ... Thanks to national union 

the proletariat gets a broad field for agitation and orgallization and a more reliable 

basis for developing class war and, ill the last analysis, for a showdown with its national 

bourgeoisie.,,84 

A year after the act of union which created the first Yugoslav state, the YCP ~as 

founded by Social Democratic Parties of Serbia, Croatia, Siovelua, Bosnia-Herzegovina 

and Vojvodina. Although the founders of the YCP had been very sensitive and interested 

82 Sc\~ Lenin, V. I., Fl11pe'yalizl11: Kapifalizmill Fn Vliksek A~all1aSl, trans. Ccma1 Siireya, Ankara: Sol 

Yaymlan. 1992, pp. 141-142. 
Rl Bora, op. cil., p. 12. 
H1 Shoup, op. cit, p. (Y. 
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in the national question, the yep at first was not enough sensitive and interested in the 

national question owing to two reasons: (1) Ailer the foundation, the YCP firstly focused 

its attention on the 1920 ejections for the Constituent Assembly. (2) After the elections, 

the regime, which was dominated by King Aleksander and Serbian nationalist politicians, 

attacked and outlawed the YCP. Thus, after the elections, the YCP struggled to 

overcome this attack which aimed to destroy communist movement in Yugoslavia. 

The elections for the Constituent Assembly was held on 28 November 1920. Of 

the sixteen parties that won scats in the 1920 Constituent Assembly, the YCP was the 

third largest, polling 198,643 votes and electing 59 deputies, 12 percent of the total vote 

and 13 percent of the deputies. In Macedonia and Montenegro, the YCP won almost two 

fifths of the votes cast.85 

Also, before the elections, on 12 April 1920, the railway workers organized a 

strike which lasted for two weeks, and soon they were followed by the miners. These 

strikes were supported, and according to the Vesnic provisional government, organized 

by the YCP. Both the strikes and the success of the YCP in the elections frightened the 

regime. Therefore, the regime attacked the YCP with aim of destroying communist 

movement in the country. 

On 29 Deccmbcr 1920, thc Vesnic provisional governmcnt issued the Obzllal1a 

(Decree), which prohibited all Communist political organizations, confiscated Conununist 

newspapers and publications, and provided very drastic measures against Communist 

activity. In the following months, conflicts between the Pasic govermnent and the YCP 

increased. In March 1921, a group of party conspirators assassinated Milorad Draskovic, 

fortner minister of the interior, for issuing the Obznana. Among the organizers were Alija 

Alijagic and Rodoljub Colakovic. Alijagic was hanged for his part in the assassination, 

while Colakovic, later a leading Tito partisan and Communist writer, was given a long 

prison sentence. The government used the assassination as a pretext for the enactment of 

the "Law for the Defense of Realm" on26 July 1921, which provided severe penalties for 

the YCP and trade union activities.86 

85 V .. 1 . 12 UCIlllC 1, op. CIt., p. 
86 Ibid, p. ] 2. 
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After the outlawing orthe YCP, the party went underground and remained illegal 

to the outbreak of World War II. These oppressive policies against the communists and 

the outlawing of the party damaged severely the Yugoslav communist movement. For 

example, the number of members of the party declined to 3,000 fi'om 60,000 between 

1920~ 1928.87 

At the beginning, the YCP was not interested in the national question due to these 

two reasons. For example, at the Second Congress of the Party held at Vukovar on 20-25 

July 1920 the Yugoslav national question was not debated. At the congress, the party 

adopted a program calling a Yugoslav Soviet Republic, with its own people's army, the 

expropriation and sociaHzation of industry and commerce, protection of the workers' job, 

socialization of public heath lacilities, compulsory education, separation of church and 

state, and centralization of worker's taxes. KM 

That is, in the V ukovar Congress, economic, social and organizational issues 

were discussed but the national question was not discussed. Looking back in 1948, in the 

FiIlh Congress of the Party, Tito strongly criticized the Vukovar program since, 

according to him, negHgence of the national question in the second congress was a very 

severe mistake for the YCP and 'communist movement. 

The YCP began to deal with the national question in 1922. Debates about it also 

caused bitter conl1ict between right wing led by Sillla Markovic, the party secretary 

bel weell 1 921 ~ 1923 alld 1 <)2()- 1')2X, a III I Iell willg led hy Djuro Cvijic and August 

Ccsarcc. 

The right wing supported unitary system and opposed "the right of self .... 

detennination" and "the right of secession" for nations who constituted Yugoslavia. Sima 

Markovic strongly attracted all proposals for federalism because, according to hi~ 

federal system was tending to weaken the solidarity of the working class in Yugoslavia. 

Also, he claimed that the rights of self-determination and secession were tending to 

disintegrate the Yugoslav union. For these reasons, the Markovic faction opposed both 

federalism and the rights of self-determination and secession. 

III Maclean, Fitz.roy, 'J'ilo: A Pictorial Biography, London: McGraw-1Iill, 1980, p. 28. 

R8 Wolff, op. cit., p. 109. 
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Unlike the right wing, the left wing was in favor of federalism, and supported 

recognition of the rights of self-determination and secession for the Yugoslavia's nations. 

Djuro Cvijic and August Cesarec, leaders of left wing, argued that federal system which 

depended on a "workers' and peasants' government" would not weaken the solidarity of 

the working class and communist movement in Yugoslavia. Also, they maintained that 

not only Yugoslav nations but also all other nations have the rights of self-determination 

and secession, and not only the YCP but also all communist parties must support such 

rights for all nations because, according to them, voluntary (not compulsory) cooperation 

and unification of nations should be established, and communist parties' duty is to 

support voluntary unification of nations. Furthermore, they stated that voluntary 

cooperation and voluntary unification of nations is impossible in the absence of "the 

rights of self-determination and secession".89 

The lell wing's proposition about the national question depended on Stalin's and 

the Comintern's principle over the national question. In 1922, Zinoviev, the President of 

the Executive Committee of the Comintern, acquaint the Balkan communist parties with 

the Bolshevik interpretation of the national question and urged them to recognize, within 

each country, the right of self·determination, jncluding the right of separation. Also, in 

the Fifth Plenul11 of the Executive Committee of the Comintern on 30 March 1925, Stalin 

addressed that the YCP should recognize the right of self·determination and secession for 

Yugoslav nations. He asserted that a solution of the national question in Yugoslavia 

would 1101 be possible without the IhIl of the bourgeoisie, and lor this reason, according 

to Stalin, the YCP should struggle to overthrow the existing regime and to realize 

. I . 90 II socialist revolution for a solution of the Yugoslav nallona questIon. owever, 

Markovic claimed that the Yugoslav national question could be solved by constitutional 

reforms. So, Markovic and his right wing was attacked bitterly by Stalin and the 

Comintem. 

It is clear that there was a consensus and cooperation between left wing of the 

yep and the Comintern led by Stalinism against right wing led by Markovic. Left wing 

N9 S SJ . 7425 , cc , lOUP, op. CII.. p. - - _. 
90S II .1' • JO? • CC OllulllS, op. CII. p. _. 



and the Comintern favored lederalislll and the right of self-determination including the 

right of separation, whereas right wing was aga~nst these rights and in mvor of unitary 

system in Y ugoshivia. 

In the meantime, the debate between the left and right factions centered on the 

issue of collaboration with non-Communist nationalist groups in Yugoslavia. The 

Comintern urged the YCP to collaborate with other parties in the national question with 

aim of realizing socialist revolution. IMRO and the CPP formed the core of this debate. 

IMRO (the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization) was founded in 

Salonica in 1893 and struggled against the Ottoman Empire in order to overthrow the 

OUoman rule in Macedonia by finee. IMRO also struggled against Bulgarian nationalism 

that aimed to annex Macedonia. The struggle culminated in a mass uprising, organized by 

IMRO, against the Ottoman rule in 1903. However, the uprising could not be successful; 

the Ottoman f<;>rces were able to suppress this uprising by force. Ten years later, the 

Balkan Wars of 1912-1913 partitioned Macedonia among Serbia, Greece and Bulgaria. 

According to the Treaty of Bucharest of30 July 1913, Aegean Macedonia (including 50 

percent of the Macedonian territory), Vardar Macedonia (40 percent) and Pirin 

Macedonia (10 percent) were respectively assigned to Greece, Serbia and Bulgaria. The 

three sides tried to assimilate Macedonian population. Within Greece, Macedonian Slavs 

were designed "Slavophone Greeks", while within Serbia, they were officially treated as 

"South Serbs". On the other hand, Bulgaria described them as "Bulgarian people in 

Macedonia".91 

After the partition of Macedonia, IMRO continued his struggle for independent 

Macedonia both in Greece and in Serbia. After foundation of the first Yugoslavia in 1918, 

IMRO, which was now supported by the Bulgarian government, began to struggle 

against the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, and aimed to overthrow Serbian sovereignty in 

Vardar Macedonia, which has been ruled by Serbia since 1913. 

The Bulgarian Communist Party (BCP) led by Georgi Dimitrov and the 

Comintern proposed the foundation of an independent Macedonian state within a 

91 Scc Yasmce, F. A. K., "Nationality in thc 13alkans: l11e Case of the Macedonia", in OZdogan & 
Sayba~Jll (cds.), op. cit., pp. 127-128 emu Reuter, JCllS, "Policy emu Economy in Macedonia", in James 
Pettifer (ed.), 1he New Macedonian Question, New York: St. Martin Press, 1999, p. 29. 
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Socialist Balkan Federation. Both the BCP and the Comintern urged the YCP to 

collaborate with lMRO which struggled against the Kingdom of Yugoslav, led by King 

Aleksander and the Pasic cabinet, for independence of Macedonia. The left wing of the 

YCP accepted this will of the BCr and the Comintern, while Markovic and the right 

wing did not. That is, the right wing was against a secession of Vardar Macedonia from 

Yugoslavia, whereas the left wing suppOlted Macedonian secession and foundation an 

all1on01110US Macedonia within a Balkan Socialist Federation. For this reason, the left 

wing was ill Ihvor of collaboratioll with IMRO, while right wing was not. 

On the other hand, also, the Comintern urged the YCP to develop cooperation 

with the CPP led by Radic who visit to Moscow in 1924 and made his party a member of 

the Peasant international led by the Comintern. Markovic, who was against iederal 

rearrangement of the country, rejected any cooperation with Radic because the CPP has 

striven for federal organization of the sate and an autonomous Croatia since the 

foundation of Yugoslavia in December 1918. However, the left wing of the party 

accepted to collaborate with the CPP in the Yugoslav national question because the left 

wing, as we have seen, was in favor offederal system and the rights of self-determination 

and secession. 

This conflict between left wing, that was supported by the Comintern, and the 

right wing, that was led by Markovic and dominated by Serbian communists, continued 

until the fall of Markovic in 1928. In 1928, the Fourth Congress of the Party was held in 

Dresden. This was the last congress to be held until 1948. 

At the congress, the Serb Secretary of the Party, Markovic, was replaced by 

Bosnian Djuro Djakovic who was supported by the left wing and the Comintern. Also, 

Josip Broz Tito was ejected secretary to the Zagreb Branch of the YCP. The right wing 

and Markovic was accused of taking a pro-Serbian attitude toward the national question. 

The congress confirmed the left wing and the Comintern line in the national question. The 

right of seU:'determination and the right of secession were accepted, and every 

nationality, including the Albanian, German and Hungarian minorities, was given the right 

to secession /i'ml1 the Yugoslavia. The collgress recoglli...:ed the validity or claims lor the 

independence of Croatia, Montenegro, Slovenia and Macedonia. Moreover, in the 
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Congress, the YCP made a declanltion of 'open war' on the Serbian bow-geoisie and the 

dictatorship. With this aim, the declaration noted that strikes, sabotages and armed 

insurrections should be organized against the state.92 

This means that, the fow-th congress was a definite victory of the left wing and the 

Comintern against the right wing. Also, the len wing and the Comintern described the 

fourth congress as the victory of real communists against the Serbian nationalists led by 

Markovic. 

The fourth congress was followed by the royal coup of January 1929, that was led 

by King Aleksander and supported by the Serb nationalism. Royal dictatorship that was 

formed by the coup took very bitter measures against the YCP and damaged severely the 

party. The number of members of the party dropped fi'om 3,000 to 200 between 1929· 

1932.93 Out of 3,000 members, the police arrested a thousand, including Tito, and killed 

a hundred, including the Party Secretary Djuro Djakovic, between 1929-1932. The report 

of the Central Committee, which was put in the Fifth Congress of the YCP in 1948, 

illustrated such condition: "Party I(le in COlintlY died down in 1930 and 1931. Only 

scattered groups survived. Almost all the leading Parly cadres, at both a high and low 

level, were ill jail, had beell kilied, or had emigrated. ",),1 

The period of 1929-1932 was the 11I0st severe period for the Yep. During this 

years, the party had 1101 parly secretary and the most illlportnnt ligures of the pl1l1y were 

arrested or killed by the royal dictatorship. For example, the Party Secretary Djakovic 

was killed and Tito, Edward Kardelj, Alexander Rankovic and Mosa Pijade were 

arrested. The YCP was not interested in the national question until 1934 because the 

coup weakened the party organization, and for,this reason, the party tried to reorganize 

and recovery its~lfrather than to solve the national question. 

The YCP began to recover its losses in 1932. In this year, the Comintern 

appointed Milan Gorkic as the Secretary General of the YCP, and a new Central 

Committee was formed in Vienna. Gorkic and the new Central Committee attempted to 

92 Sec Ibr the Rmrth congrcss Madean, I:itzroy, lJisputed Barricade: 71le /,ife and Times (?f Josip IJroz 
7110, London: Alden Press, 1957, p. 48-5\ and McFarlane, op. cit., p. 9. 
93 AUly, op. cit., p. 84. 
'J1 Fil/,roy, '!'ifo: .,,' or. cil. p. 12, 
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get local party organization going again. This attempt was finally succeeded in 1934 

when some important figures, including Tito, were released from goal. After the release, 

Tito received membership of the Central Committee and the Politburo of the YCP. By 

1934, membership of the party had reached 1,000. After 1934, the party benefited from a 

slight relaxation of political pressure and their work was made easier. Also, the general 

lack of political liberty in the country, between 1929-1932, brought angry people to the 

COlllIlHlIlisl Parly rallks.')~ 

Therefore, the YCP, that had been damaged greatly by the royal coup, could be 

able to reorganiz~ itself in 1934. In this year, aJso, debates about the Yugoslav national 

questiull begall again. The party, which had uvercollle the right wing, colltinucd to take 

an extreme position on the national question. In the spring of 1934, the Comintern called 

lor the secession of Croatia, Macedonia, and Slovenia Irom the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, 

and the YCP signed a pact with Italian and Austrian communist parties to support a 

united and indcpendcnt Slovcnia.% 

The Comintern and the YCP planed to weaken and overthrow the royal 

dictatorship and Serbian bourgeoisie through the· secessions of Croatia, Slovenia and 

Macedonia. That is, they aimed'to weaken and overthrow the Kingdom of Yugoslavia by 

exploiting the national question. This means that, the Comintern and the YCP considered 

the Yugoslav national question as a 'weapon' which would be used to destroy the 

capitalist regime and to accomplish socialist revolution in Yugoslavia. 

However, the efforts to weaken and to revolt the royal regime by exploiting the 

national question were abandoned, in 1935, by both the Comintern and the YCP because 

of the rise of Hitler. This change in their policy about the Yugoslav national question was 

first reflected at the Fourth National Conference of the Party held in December 1934. The 

portion of the conference statement which dealt with the question of national rights did 

not make any reference to immediate secession of the national regions from Yugoslavia, 

that had been previously stated by both the Comintern and the party. Also, in the 

conference the demands for self-determination of the minorities in Yugoslavia were , 

.,~ Auly, 01', dt., p. H4. 
<.16 Shoup, op. cit., p.39. 
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dropped and not accepted. However, the earlier militant policy remained and did not 

change. The conference called for revolutionary workers' and peasants' government in 

Croatia, Dalmatia, Slovenia, Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia, and Vojvodina. Also, it 

decided to work to attract students. Gorkic was again elected secretary and Tito was 

elected to the Central Committee ofthe YCP at the conference. 

This change in the YCP's national policy became very clear in 1935. The Party 

openly condemned the policy of secession of national regions as advantageous to fascists, 

and declared that the Yugoslav national question could be solved by enforcing some 

reforms which would end national oppression. A year later, in 1936, the YCP emphasized 

need for the Yugoslav unity. Finally, in 1937, the slogan of self-detennination 

disappeared completely from Party policy on national question.'J7 

The radical change in the Comintern's and the YCP's policy on the Yugoslav 

national question was a product orthe lilseist danger and threat. rascism has risen in Italy 

since 1922 when Mussolini became prime minister and in Germany since 1933 when 

Ilitier came to power. Especially, the rise or German faseism has frightened and 

threatened the USSR and the Balkan countries. Therefore, the Comintern led by Moscow 

and the YCP has begun to seek measures to protect themselves from fascism since 1935. 

In 1935, they came to terms to protect unity of Yugoslavia in order to prevent a probable 

occuputioll or Yugoslavia by Germany and to repulse a probable German attack on 

Yugoslavia. ror this purpose, (hey abandoned the em>rL to weakcn thc Kingdom of 

Yugoslavia by exploiting the national question. Also, the YCP has not use the slogan of 

self-determination including the right of secession since 1935. Furthermore, a Yugoslav 

delegation headed by Tito attended the Seventh Congress of the Comintern in August 

1935, and they took a decision to form a "Popular Front Against Fascism" which would 

involve non-Communist parties.98 Hence, the change in the national policy of the 

Comintern and the YCP was a consequence of the German and Italian threat. 

On the other hand, the strategy of "Popular Front Against Fascism" generated 

97 Sec ihid., p. 40. 
9K Madcml, J'ilo: ... , or. cit, p.36. 
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another problem for the YCP: the Croat faction within the YCp.99 Zagreb had come to 

replace Belgrade as the center of the party's activity in the late 1 920s, following the fall 

of the Markovic faction. At the end of 1920s, the party membership concentrated in 

Croatia; over 40 percent of the membership of the party came from Croatia.1Oo The 

Croatian section of the YCP afftrmed its leading role at the time of revival of the party at 

the beginning of 1930s. 

Croat section of the YCP was against the creation of "Popular Front" with other 

parties because it was not willing to formed an alliance with non-Communist Serbian 

parties; however, it did not oppose an alliance with the CPP led by Macek. This indicates 

that the Zagreb branch of the YCP relied on non-Communist Croatian parties but did not 

rely on Serbian parties. And also, this means that there was a Serbo-Croat conflict 

between Serbian and Croatian communists within the YCP. 

However, the Party Secretary Gorkic conformed to the Comintern line and 

accepted to establish a "Popular Front Against Fascism" with non-Communist parties. So 

although the Zagreb branch looked with suspicion at the effort to create a "Popular 

Front" with non-Communist Serbian patties, the Party Secretary Milan Gorkic tried 

vigorously to reach agreement with other parties, including Serbian parties, for creation 

of Popular Front. This disagreement led to a conflict between the Croat section and 

secretary Gorkic; and consequently, the Zagreb communists fanned a "Croat opposition" 

against Gorkic within the YCP. Also, 'fito, who was appointed by the Comintern as 

Organizing Secretary of the Party in 1936, did not trust Gorkic, and thus, did not backed 

him in this conflict. WI 

The Zagreb opposition damaged Gorkic's power within the party and played an 

99 The Comintern urged the f()flnation of separate Communist Parties among the different nations in 
Yugoslavia. As a result, the COlllmunist Party (?f Croatia and the Commllnist Party (?f Slovenia were 
IIJrl1led within the YCP in 1937 and 1938. 'l11e Communist Parties of Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 
Macedonia and Montenegro were i(xmed aner the Second World War. (Sc'C Vejvoda, Ivan, "Yugoslavia 
1945-1991: From Dccentrali7ation Without Democracy to Dissolution", in David. A. Dyker & Ivan 
V~ivoda (cds.), VUKos/avia (lnd A.fier: A ,<"'/udy ill !-inK/nelita/iou, /)e.\pair and Rehirth, London: 

I ~ollglJlan, 1996, pp. 11-12). 
IOI) I . ,:Illlpe, oJ). cll., p. 141. 
101 Tilo, in his mcmoirs, says that when he traveled to Yugoslavia at this time he re1used to usc Jiilse 
rassporls lilrJIishcd hy (,orkic, hecallse, Tilo \loles Ihal olhc~s ~h~J ha.d IISC~ Ihclll oil en .Iell inln hands,o/" 
the police, ami he suspected Uorkie or lIsing this JlIc~\Od 01 c!ullumlmg IllS opponents 1Il the party. (See 

Auty, op. ciL, p. 85). .. " 
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important role in the fall of Gorkic. Gorkic was purged from the YCP by the Comintern 

when he was accused and arrested as a Trotskyite in Moscow in 1937. Then, Tito was 

appointed by Georgi Dimitrov, the Secretary General of the Comintern, as the Secretary 

General of the YCP in 1937. 102 

Tito was told by Dimitrov that the party would be liquidated unless order and 

discipline was restored and maintained, and he was given a fairly free hand in 

reorganizing and reforming the pmty. Thus, his fITst attempt was to restore discipline 

within the party. For this purpose, a special group, including Slovene Edvard Kardelj, 

Serbian Alcksander Rankovic, Montenegrin Milovan Djilas, Jew Mosa Pijade and Croat 

rvo-Lola Ribar, was iormed by Tito. 

Tito and his colleagues showed outstanding ability and qualities of leadership; 

party quarrels at last ended and discipline was enforced. Tito and his staff especially 

insisted on the primary importance of building up the YCP on a strong national basis and 

establish a strong "Popular Front Against Fascism". They were in favor of the Yugoslav 

unity on the socialist federal basis. Furthermore, he planed and supported the foundation 
. , 

of a "Balkan Socialist Front against Fascism" and a :'Balkan Socialist Federation". On the 

other hand, the Yel' under tile leadership of Tito rcwgnizcd Maccdoniall nation as a 

separate nationality, and Tito tried to convince the Serbs to recognize Macedoniall 
. I' 101 1I<11101l<llly •. 

Under the leadership ofTito, the membership of the party increased rapidly. The 

party had 1,500 mcmbcrs when Tilo came to power. This figure increased to 6,000 in 

1939 and to 12,000 in 1940. Also, the party organized communist youth groups which 

had 30,000 members in 1940. 1
()4 The rapid increase in the membership and the restoration 

of the party discipline shows that the YCP strengthened under leadership of Tito on the 

eve of World War II. 

Secretary General Tito and his party faced two important events in August 

1939: Less than two weeks before Hitler's attack on Poland and the outbreak of the 

Second World War, the Sporazunl and the Soviet-German Pact were respectively signed 

102 See Maclean, Disputed Ilarricade: ... , op. cit. pp. 96-99. 
I(n Sec ShllUP, op. cit., pp. 5\-56. 
104 A . 86 . uty, op. CIt., p. . 
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on 20 August and 23 August. The YCP accepted the Soviet-German Pact and conformed 

to Moscow, while did not accept the Sporazum that was signed between the Cvetkovic 

government and the CPP led by Macek. However, the Zagreb branch of the YCP did not 

cOldt, ..... to tlte party polky, and slIpported the Spora:t.1I11l which agreed to Croatian 

autonomy and rormed the Cvetkovic-Mncek coalition government. 

Hence, a inner conllict emerged within the YCP hetween the Croatian branch led 

by Josip Kras and the Central Committee led by Tito on the eve of World War ll. This 

conflict was solved in the favor of the Central Committee. Josip Kras, secretary of the 

Croatian branch, was replaced by Rade Koncar, a Serb fi'om Croatia, who was a loyal 

follower of Tito. Rade Koncar guided the Croatian communists under Tito's order; and 

consequently, the Zagreb branch was ordered and controlled by Tito. lo5 

105 Shoup, op. cit., pp. 44-45. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE PERIOD OF WORLD WAR II 

World War I J began on I September 1939 when the German army invaded 

Poland. Then, the British and French govermnents, which had condoned the annexation 

of Austria and Sudets Region by Germany, declared war against Gennany on 3 

September. The Gennan army occupied Demnark in April 1940, Norway, Belgium and 

Holland in May, and a major offensive was commenced against France on 10 May. 

France could resist only until 22 June when a armistice was signed between Germany and 

the Petain government. The armistice brought France under the German domination. 

Another fascist power, Italy, that had invaded Albania in April 1939, occupied 

Somali in August 1940, and following month, in September, entered Egypt. In the 

meantime, the Tripartite Pact was signed by Germany, Italy and Japan on 27 September 

1940. Although Italy launched an offensive against Greece on 28 October, the Italian 

/()J"ces were defeated ami repulsed by the Greek mllly. 

On the other hand, the USSR, that had signed a nonaggression agreement with 

Germany in August 1939, attacked Finland Oil :W Novemher 1939, nnd the Soviet-Fin 

War ended with victory of Red Army on 12 March 1940. After this victory, the Red 

Army turned towards Romania, and forced the Romanian govermnent in June 1940 to 

cede to Ikssarabia and Bukovilla to Russia. 101, 

III. 1. I)es'n.dion of the First Yugoslavia 

As we hnve seen in Ch((I'/£'I" Second, the Kingdom of Yugoslnvin was innuenced 

by German fascism before the breakup of the war. The German influence in Yugoslavia 

was initiated by close economic relation between the two country. Thereafter, the 

German illfluence spread over the political alld ideological lile or Yugoslavia. Especially, 

the impact of German Jascislll has increased sharply since 1935 when the Stojadinovic 

government was established. As a consequence of this effect, fascist-oriented forces' 

power in Yugoslavia increased on the eve of World War II. 

Aller foundation or the Cvetkovic-Macek coalition government in August 1939, 



64 

Y lIgoslavill aimed to diminish the (Jerman illfluence. The Cvetkovic-Macck government 

declared neutrality of Yugoslavia when World War II started on 1 September 1939. 

EspecialJy, after the breakup of the war, the government tried to increase his economic, 

diplomatic and military power and independence against Germany, and at the same time, 

became very careful to not undertake anything that could be interpreted by Hitler as an 

offense. 

The Yugoslav government increased relations with England, France and Greece in 

order to counterbalance the German pressure in spite of its effort to not frustrate Hitler. 

Also, after the occupation of France by the German army and the occupation of 

Bessarabia and Bukovina by the Red Army, the government decided in June 1940 to 

recognize the Soviet Union and to develop relations with it in order to take support 

against a probable German offense. 

That is to say, the Cvetkovic-Macek government, unlike the Stojadinovic 

govemment, inclined toward the Western Powers with aim of diminishing the German 

impact on Yugoslavia. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that all of Yugoslavia'S military 

plans were developed on the assumption of war against the Axis and of collaboration 

with the Western Power and 'Greece. Furthermore, the Cvetkovic-Macek government, 

especially after the faU of France, regarded the Soviet Union as a additional insurance 

against a probable Axis attack UPOIl Yugoslavia. 

The existing German-Yugoslav relations was workable because the relations were 
.. ~ 

in the German interest as long as Ilitier was busy ill the West and Yugoslavia perJormed 

well as a supplier of strategic materials such as copper, chrome, bauxite and food. For 

this reason, when in September 1940 Mussolini was ready to attack upon Yugoslavia, 

Hitler hindered him by insisting that Gennany needed peace in Yugoslavia. However, 

relations between Germany and Yugoslavia changed when Hitler decided (1 )to attack 

Greece in order to help his partner Mussolini and to prevent the British from establishing 

themselves in the southern Balkans, which could damage the German plans, and (2) to 

attack the USSR, which required complete security on Germany's flanks in the south, 

including the protection of the Romanian oil fields. 

To achieve these two aims, Germany started to adjust the political and military 
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situation in southeastern Europe which was economically in the German control. Hitler 

urged and brought Hungary and Romania in November 1940 into the Tripartite Pact and 

some German troops moved into these countries. In the same month, the German 

pressure upon the Cvetkovic-Macek government to join the Tripartite Pact was started 

by summoning Yugoslav foreign minister Aleksander Cincir-Mirkovic to Berschtesgaden. 

In the negotiations, the foreigllminister could not be persuaded to adhere to the Pact. On 

1 March 1941, Bulgaria joined the Pact and the German troops moved into Bulgaria in 

order to attack upon Greece and to pressurize upon Yugoslavia for joining the Pact. 

Thereafter, Germany presented an ultimatum to Yugoslavia to join the Pact. Also, 

Hitler offered three promises with aim of convincing Yugoslavia: (1) Yugoslavia would 

not be forced for participation in war against any country. (2) The Axis troops would not 

moved through Yugoslavia. (3) After the Axis victory, Salonika would be given to 

Yugoslavia. 107 

Finally, Yugoslavia, represented by Prime Minister Cvetkovic and Foreign 

Minister Markovic in the negotiations, joined the Axis by signing a protocol in Viemla on 

25 March 1941 even though great pressure against joining the Pact was brought by Great 

13ritain and the United States. 

Although the Cvetkovic-Macek government and Prince Paul were pro-Western 

Powers, but not pro-German, Yugoslavia adhered to the Axis because of five main 

reason: 

1 )The German army had already occupied Austria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Belgium, 

Holland, France, Denmark and Norway. That is, Germany had achieved a numerous 

success against the Western Powers by March 1941. 

2) Yugoslavia has not enough military and economic power to protect itself against a 

probable German offense. 

3) Great Britain had not hinder the German army in the Western Europe, and there was 

no prospect {or any speedy assistance Irom Britain to Yugoslavia. Also, the USA was 

strong enough but so faraway for a speedy assistance against a probably German attack 

upon Yugoslavia. This reality was stated by Prince Paul in January 1941, when William 

107 Sl' . 755 avnanos, op. Cit., p. . 
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Donovan visited Belgrade as President Roosevelt's representatives to deliver a message 

involving American support, by saying "You big natiolls are hard You talk (~lour hOl1or, 

but you are far away. ,,108 

4) Except Greece, Yugoslavia's neighbor states (Albania, Austria, Romania, Hungary and 

Bulgaria) had already adhered to Italy and Germany, and the German and Italian troops 

had been installed in these countries. In other words, petty Yugoslavia had already been 

besieged by the Axis Powers. 

5) In this condition, the Cvetkovic-Macek government and Prince Paul regarded the three 

promises, offered by Hitler to Yugoslavia, as a chance to protect Yugoslavia against a 

probable occupation and partition. 

As soon as news about the agreement arrived to Yugoslavia from Vienna, mass 

demonstrations started in the Belgrade streets. The Belgrade streets were full of 

demonstrators who were against the Axis Powers. They shot slogan of "better war than 

the pact, betler death than slavery"; and they attacked, damaged and pillaged the German 

shops and property. 109 

The demonstrations against the Axis Powers and the government were supported 

by politicians and officers who opposed any Yugoslav adherence to the Tripartite Pact. 

This demonstrations turned into a coup d'etat against Prince Paul and the government. 

The dissatisfaction of some officers and politicians with the pro-Axis course of the 

government resulted in a successful coup on 27 March 1941. 

When news of the coup was received by Winston Churchill, prime minister of the 

British government, he and his cabinet welcomed the coup with a great pleasure. Prime 

Minister Churchill declared the British support to the coup with his famous statement: 

"now Yugoslavia has found its soil.,,110 But, in reality, the British governnlent did not 

feed and support the "Yugoslav soil". The coup also welcomed by Stalin. On April 5, one 

day before the German attack on Belgrade, a nonagression pact was signed between 

Yugoslavia and the USSR.II1 lIowever, neither Churchill nor Stalin did not protect 

IOH • Lampe, op. CIt., p. 196. 
109 Wolll: or. cit.. p. 199. 
110 I ,aJlllh', tlJl. rit., p. II)H. 
1/ J J I' . 23· " C (lVIC, op. clL., p. . 
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Yugoslavia against the Axis attack. 

The coup of 27 March was led by General Boris Mirkovic. Cvetkovic and a few 

other politician, including Cincir-Markovic, were arrested. Young Peter, still six months 

short of legal age of eighteen, was proclaimed King of Yugoslavia, and former Prince 

Paul was exiled to Greece and then Kenya. The new cabinet was formed under Prime 

Minister and Chief of General Staff General Simovic. The cabinet included leading 

members of the SRP, the SDP and the SAP, Macek, the leader of the CPP and the vice 

premier of the former government, two Slovene clerics, a Bosnian Muslim,. two 

Independent Serb Democrats, and two former premiers of Aleksander's dictatorship, 

Bogoljub Jeftic and Peter Zivkovic. 1 12 

The new government had a broader popular base than any Yugoslav government 

during the interwar period. Macek and Croats were restless at the beginning of the coup 

since they were worried about the Sporazum and the autonomous status of Croatia. 

However, General Boris Mirkovic and General Simovic promised to protect the 

S'porazum that had created autonomous Croatia. After obtaining assurance that the 

Si)orazwn would be continued, Macek and his party, the CPP, entered the government. 

Thus, thc Hew govenllllcnt took over Crualiall supporl. Yugoslav public opinion 

welcomed the coup and the Simovic government as he inclined to the Western Powers 

rather than the Axis. Yugoslav peoples, especially Serbs, have viewed the Germans as the 

main enemy of Yugoslavia since World War I because, in this war, the German-Austro 

army invaded Yugoslav lands, and Yugoslavs fought against the German-Austro alliance. 

Therefore, the public opinion was anti-Gennan and in favor of the coup. 

The Simovic government was became very careful to not annoy and provoke 

Hitler's Gennany. For this reason, the government accepted all existing treaties, including 

the Vienna agreement. He in the same time tried to keep secret his contacts with British 

and Greek military leaders in Greece and with' special British emissaries who came to 

Belgrade for talks regarding defense problems< 

Although the Hew governmellt accepted the Vienna agreement and Yugoslavia's 

adherence to the Pact, the coup and formation of the Simovic government were not 

112 Sec woln: op. cit, p. IYY 
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welcomed by Hitler and the German public opinion. Especially, the pillage of the German 

shops and property on 27 March annoyed the German public opinion extremely. The 

Germans demanded compensation for damage done to the German shops during the riots 

in Belgrade. Also, they demanded the ratification of the Tripartite Pact by the Yugoslav 

government. Thirdly, inunediate demobilization of the Yugoslav army was demanded by 

Germany. The first and second demands were accepted, but the third was rejected by the 

S·· 111 '- 1Il10VIC govcrnmcnt. . 

The acc~ptance of the first two demands by Simovic government was a wasted 

and vain ellort ior Hitler since, according to him, the Belgrade demonstrations and the 

coup demonstrated that Yugoslavs and the Simovic government could not be trusted. An 
I 

unreliable and hostile Yugoslavia was an intolerable threat for Germany during the 

forthcoming campaigns against Greece and Rl~ssia. Finally, on 29 March 1941, Hitler, 

after a meeting with his military and politically advisers, issued his Directive No. 25 that 

prepar(~d the plan fi1r illllllcdinte nUClek upon Yllgoslavia. Also, the Directive involved the 

partition of Yugoslav territory among Germany, Italy, Hungary and Bulgaria: 

"The Fuehrer is determined, without waitil1Kfin· possible loyally declarafions (!l 

the new government, to make all preparations in order to destroy Yugoslavia militarily 

alld as a natiolla/ullity. No diplomatic inquiries will be made nor ultimatums presented 

Assurances of the Yugoslav government, which cannot be trusted anyhow, in the future 

will be faken note (?l The army will attack as soon as the means and troops suitable jor 

it are ready. . . . The war against Yugoslavia should be very popular in Italy, Hungary 

and Bu/garia, as acquisition (~t" territory can be promised to these states, namely the 

Adriatic coasllo Italy, the Banal to Hungary, and Macedonia to Bulgaria." 114 

The Axis offense began on April 6 with the Genmm air attack on Belgrade and 

the main Yugoslav airfields. On the same day, a huge German armored and motorized 

forces moved into Yugoslav Macedonia. Four days later, Hitler struck in great force ii-om 

Austria and westcrn Ilungary against Slovcnia and Croatia, alld Zagreb was occupied by 

Germans on April 10. Also, on the same day, German and Romanian forces moved from 

113 Ih·d . 1., p.200. 
114 SlavriallOS, op. cil.. p. 756 
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Romania through the Banat toward Belgrade. The Italians joined the attack on April 11 

with their la/ld lorce 011 their Alballiall /i"ont and in the lIorthwest, and Hungarians on the 

same day moved against Vojvodina. Furthermore, Bulgadan troops attacked Macedonia 

on April 11. On April 12, Belgrade was occupied by troops coming from Romania and 

Bulgaria. Four days later, on April 16, Sarajevo, where was the Yugoslav Supreme 

Command, was taken by German troops. 

King Peter and the Simovic government left the country by air on April 14 and 15 

for exile, going first to Greece, then to Palestine, and finally to London. An anrustice was 

signed in Belgrade on April 17. In the armistice, Yugoslavia was represented by Deputy 

Chief of Stall' of the Suprellle COlllmand General Jankovic. The armistice provided lur an 

surrender of the Yugoslav Army. Except some Croat officers coming from Croatia, aU 

oflicers were arrested and the Yugoslav army surrendered with all its armaments and 

stores. Total 375,000 soldiers and officers fell into Axis hands. 115 

In the attack, the Axis powers used 52 division involving 870,000 soldiers against 

Yugoslavia; of these, 24 were German. About 1,500 German and 670 Italian aircraft 

participated in the operation. Yugoslavia had only I 10 light tanks of 5 and 10 tons, of 

which 60 were of the First World War vintage, and about 600 aircraft, including 150 

naval airplanes. Also, the Yugoslav arlllY sullered from the lack of radio equipment. 

Thus, communications between the Supreme Command and the main units in the field 

and among the units themselves were extremely poor and largely were severed on the 

first day of the attack. In the war, German losses were 151 killed, 392 wounded, and 15. 

trussing in action. Yugoslav losses of military personal are not known, but the bombing of 

Belgrade on April 6 caused 5,000 Civilian deaths
Jl6 

As soon as Yugoslavia was occupied by the Axis Powers in April 1941, the 

country was dismembered among Germany, Italy, Bulgaria, Hungary and Albania, that 

has been controlled by Italy since April 1939:
117 

Slovenia was divided into two parts, the northern two thirds going to Germany 

115 Judah, op. cit., p. 117. " . . . . 
116 See Tomasevich, Jozo, "Yugoslavia During the Second World War , ill VUCInIch (ed.), op. CIt., pp. 
71-73. 
m Sel~ Ihe Illap Ihal iIIuslrales lite divisioll ol"VlIgoslavia alllonr, Ihe occllpying stales ill April 1941 in 

Klcmcncic & Zagar, op. cit., p. 155. 
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and the southern third to Italy. The Germany followed a policy of denationalization in its 

zone and made a systematic attempt to Germinize the Slovenes. Slovene intellectuals and 

professionals were deported and German settlers were brought there from Bessarabia, 

Bosnia, and Austria. Also, Germans proscribed the Slovene language in the schools and 

the adlllillislration. Slovelle books ill the libraries were burtled, and inscriptions in 

Slovene erased from aU monuments, even the tombstones in the churchyards. The 

Germans spread a systematic propaganda to the effect that Slovenes were in fact of 

German origin, and urged them to abandon their native language and national culture and 

became Germans. About 60,000 Slovenes, including children and women, were sent to 

concentration camps. Their houses and farms were seized by Gelman colonists coming 

from outside. Moreover, the Slovene young was forced to serve in the German army. As 

a result of this oppressive policies, a considerable number of Slovenes fled southward, 

which had been occupied by Italy, as the Italians were not so severe in their zone. liS 

The Vojvodina was also divided by the Axis, the western part going to Hungary 

and the eastern (Banat) to Germany. In Banat, the German force established a special 

administration dominated by the local German minority. The Hungarian army attacked on 

the Serb population in VojvodirJa.At least 10,000 Serbs were massacred by the Hungarian 

army in Novi Sad. 119 

Except western part, Macedonia was taken by the Bulgarians and they applied a 

Bulgarization program. The Bulgarians set up their own schools, library, theater and 

Inuseum in order to Bulgarize Maceuonialls. Western Macedonia and the province of 

Kosovo went to Albania, that has been ruled by Italy since April 1939. In there, 

Albanians made lip a division called as S/({lIIdcrlwg [)il'isiO/1 which massacred Serhs. 

According to Serbian sources, in Kosovo, 10,000 Serbs were killed, and 100,000 Serbs 

were forced by Albanians to left Kosovo. 70,000 of them went to Serbia.
120 

Montenegro was takcn by thc Italians. Italy /ol'mcd a Montenegrin army, called 

Zelenasi ( Greens), in order to separate Montenegro from Serbia. On 13 July 1941, the 

Greens proclaimed an independent Montenegro state with aid of Italy. The proclamation 

118 Wolff, op. cit., pp. 204-205. 
119 1b'd .1 . p. 205. 
120 Judah, op. cit., p. 131. 
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and the Greens were opposed by the Chetniks and the Partisans. 121 Italy also annexed 

large parts of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Dalmatia which gave Italy full control of the 

Adriatic Sea. 

According to the German records, the population of these various occupying 

areas was: 775,000 in the part of Slovenia, annexed by Germany; 380,000 in the part of 

Slovenia, annexed by Italy; 380,000 in Dalmatia and the part of Bosnia-Herzegovina, 

annexed by Italy; 1,230,000 in Montenegro taken by Italy, Western Macedonia and 

Kosovo given to Albania; 1,260,000 in the areas annexed by Bulgaria; 3,810,000 in 

Serbia, occupied by Germany; 640,000 in Banat, occupied by Germany; 1,145,000 in the 

areas annexed by Hungary; and 6,300,000 in the Independent State of Croatia. 122 

The occupation and dismembering of Yugoslavia offered a tremendous advantage 

to Germany: 123 (1) Germany secured its southern flank for operations against the Soviet 

Union. (2) Germany brought Italy, Hungary and Bulgaria into further its control by 

allowing them to annex or occupation parts of Yugoslavia. (3) Germany took the 

Yugoslav military stores and supplies lor its economy. It acquired strategic materials such 

as copper, chrome, bauxite, iron, coal and chemicals for German military industry. Also, 

the German force obtained froni Yugoslav territory several hundred thousand workers for 

German economy. That is, the German economy benefited from Yugoslav manpower. 

Furthermore, it exploited Yugoslav agriculture. Yugoslav food-surplus areas were used 

to feed Germany and especially the German army. (4) Germans benefited from Yugoslav 

transportation opportunities. They secured the navigation of the Danube for vital oil 

shipments to both Germany and Italy. Also, the German occupying force controlled the 

Yugoslav railways, which were very important for the connection with Italy and for the 

connection with German armies in Greece and North Africa. (5) Finally, Germany 

established a puppet state of Croatia and obliged it to finance and to supply the needs of 

the German and Italian troops in its zone. Now, we will study this Croatian puppet state: 

the Independent State of Croatia. 

111.2. The Us(asba Movcmcnf and ~4Im.Jc(Jclldcllt State of Croatia" 

121 I • • " 2()1 '>(P "l1nrc. or, Clt.. rr·· -~-. 
In '" . I ' 7( . OIll<JSCVIC I. op. Cil. r. ). 
123 Sec ibid., pp. 76-77. 
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As we have seen in the Second Chapter, the Us/osha - Ilrvalska Revo/uc;ollarna 
.. " 

Organiz(lc?ia(Uprising-Croatian Revolutionary Organization) was founded by the Zagreb 

lawycr Or. Antc Pavclk, ItH'llIcr Ieadcr uf the Croatian Party uf j{ights, ill haly in 1929. 

The Ustasha Party, that was influenced by at first Italian fascism and then German 

niscislIl, aimed 10 create "Greater Croatia" wilh aid orltaly and Germany. It was at first 

supported by the Italian, Bulgarian and Hungarian governments, which had territorial 

claims and aims on Yugoslav lands, and then by Hitler's Germany. Also, the Ustasha 

collaborated with t.he IMRO which aimed to overthrow Serbian suvereigntyin Vardar 

Macedonia, that has been dominated by Serbia since 1913. 

Thc Ustasha struggled to achieve its ultimate aim, the creation of Greater Croatia, 

by destroying the Yugoslav union; and for this purpose, organized several terrorist 

attacks upon the Yugoslav regime that was dominated by Serbian politicians and officers 

in the interwar period. This Croatian fascist movement's terrorist attacks culminated in 

the assassination of King Aleksander and French Foreign Minister in Marseilles in 

October 1934. The assassination was supported by the IMRO, Italy, Bulgaria and 

Hungary. The Ustasha's prestige and power 'has increased continuously since the 

assassination. 

Ustasha ideology was rooted in 191h century concepts of nationalism in which goal 

was the re-creation of "Greater Croatia" based on the boundaries of King Tomislav's 

medieval Croatia, which had included Croatia, Dalmatia, Siavonija, and much of Bosnia­

Herzegovina. Ustasha ideology, that was affected considerably by the Italian and Gennan 

fascist regimes and ideologies, was anti-Serbs, anticommunist, antidemocratic, and 

antimodern in that it focused on peasant forms of socioeconomic organization. Moreover, 

Roman Catholic identity was central to fascist Ustasha ideology. The Ustasha described 

Catholic Croatia as a historic bulwark of the Christian West against a series of Eastern 

invaders, including Slavs and communists. It claimed that Croats were descent of the 

Goths, but were not Slavs. Hence, Croatian ethnic origin, according to the Ustasha 

ideology, is ditlerent from Slavic ethnic origin of Serbs. Also, the Ustasha ideology 

considered Bosnian Muslims (Bosniaks) as the Bosnian Croatians who had been 

cOllwrkd to h;lalll hy the 0110111:111 r':lIIpirc. SOIllC Bosniaks nCl~cptcd Ihis lJstllshn 
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proposition and took place in the Ustasha and in the Independent State of Croatia. More 

than 12 percent of the Croatian State officials and the Ustasha members were 

Bosniaks.1 24 

Before the occupation and partition of Yugoslavia, Hitler and Mussolini tried to 

induce Macek and his party, the CPP, not to have anything to do with the Simovic 

government and informed them that the foundation of an independent Croatian State was 

envisaged by Germany and Italy. That is, the Germans and Italians promised Macek a 

Croatian state after defeat of the Belgrade regime. But, Macek and his party refused to be 

used as a German and Italian agent in creating an independent Croatia and in destroying 

Yugoslavia. On the contrary, Macek decided to enter the Simovic government as vice 

premier and to work for the preservation both peace and Yugoslavia.125 

For this reason, the Germans and the Italians offered this proposal to Ante Pavelic 

who welcomed and accepted it Independent State of Croatia (NezavislIa Drzava 

j-Irva/ske - NDH) was declared by the Ustasha lieutenant Slavko Kvaternik on 10 April 

1941 when German troops entered Zagreb. Mile Budak and Andrija Artukovic became 

respectively educational and interior lIliuister. Whell the NDII was founded, the Ustasha 

'126 
Party had 12,000 memberships. 

The NOH consisted of Croatia, SJavonija, Dalmatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, but 

excluding Medimurje, part of Gorski Kotar, the coastal part of Northern Dahnatia 

between the river Zrmanja and the town of Split, Boka Kotorska and all the islands 

except Pag, Brae and Hvar. These areas were occupied by Italy. According to the census 

of 1931, the NOH territory had total population of 6,042,306. Serbs and Bosniaks 

formed respectively 30.5 and 12 percent of the population in the NDH.127 As soon as the 

NDH was founded, it adhered to the Tripartite Pact, declared war on the Western allies 

and the USSR, and it was recognized by the Axis states. That is, Croatia became a typical 

Axis puppet, like Slovakia. 

124 Allcock, John B., Milivqjcvic, Marko, Horton, John J. (cds.), Conflict In 1he Former Yugoslavia, 

Cali Ibrnia: ABC-C1.l0, 199R. p. 314. 
125 Tomasevich, op. cit., p. 69. 
126 r >ampc, op. cit., p. 204. ...." 
127 S Ob kn '. Milos "Development of Orthodoxy m CroatIa and the CroatIan Orthodox Church , ee r ezeVlc, . ., 
Croatian Review, June 1979, p. 17 <md Judah, op. cit., p. 124. 
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There were two strong Croatian polilical Ilm.:c apart Ihllll lhc USlasha ill Croatia 

during the War: the CPP led by Macek and Catholic Church led by Archbishop Stepinac. 

The CPP remained largely passive in this period. Although the CPP refused the German 

and Italian proposal for creating a Croatian state and entered the Simovic government 

before the A..us attack upon Yugoslavia, many local organizations of the CPP expressed 

loyalty to the NDH led by the Ustasha fascist government and many members of the CPP 

joined the Ustasha Party immediately after the surrender of Yugoslavia on 17 April. 

Macek, who had refused any collaboration with the Axis powers, was forced by 

hese local organizations and members of the CPP to recognize and to obey the NDH; 

however, he did not do it and withdrew from politics. 128 

On the other hand, foundation of the NOH was welcomed by the Croatian 

Catholic Church, and Croatian clerics supported the fascist Ustasha regime. Certain 

members of the Croat Catholic hierarchy, such as Archbishop Sharich of Sarajevo, 

cndorscd this Ustasha brutality, and some members of the Franciscan order took an active 

part in the forced conversion of the Serbs and also in the massacres. 

The Archbishop of Zagreb, Stepinac, attended the Ustasha ceremonies and took 

place in the cOlmnission for conversion of the Orthodoxy. Although Archbishop Stepinac 

did not support the massacre of Serbs, Jews and Gypsies, he recognized the Ustasha 

regime and supported PaveJic's policy about conversion of the Orthodox Serbs to 

Catholicism. 129 

So, the Croatian Church obeyed the Ustasha Party. Consequently, in this period, 

the control of Croatian politics and of the NOH fell in the hands of Croatian fascists 
";1 

because the CPP'did not resist as a whole against the Ustasha and the Croatian Catholic 

clerics obeyed the Ustasha regime. 

In May 1941, Pavelic visited Italy, and met with Mussolilliand Foreign Minister 

Count Ciano in Rome. Also, he was received by Pope Pius Xli. In the negotiations, they 

decided to nominate Ailllonc, who was Duke or SpolclO and the secolld cousiu of lhe 

Italian King Victor Emmanuel, as the King of the NOH. Duke Aimone assumed the 

m Vucinich, Wayne S., "Nationalism and Communism", in Vucinich (cd.), op. cit., p. 279. 

m See Wol1l~ op. cit., p. 205. 
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"Crown of Zvonimir", and took the name of Tomislav 11, both Tomislav and Zvonimir 

having ruled the mediaeval independent state of Croatia before the Magyar had taken it 

over in 1102. However, in fact, the Italian "king" never visited his "kingdom", the NDH. 

Also, Pavelic was chosen Poglavnik (Fuehrer) of the NDH on 15 May, and Gennan 

Minister Siegfried Kasche was appointed as supervisor of the NOlI. Thus, in practice, 

Pavelic ruled the NDH under control of the German Minister Kasche.I3O 

It is clear that, the Ustasha was supported by Germany and Italy, and the NDH 

was fbunded by them. Italy has supported the Ustasha since 1929 when it was founded in 

Rome. Yugoslavia was very frustrated from Italian support to the Ustasha. Therefore, in 

March 1937, the Stojadinovic government signed Nonaggression and Arbitration 

Areement with Italy. According to the agreement, Italy agreed to end aids for the Ustasha 

and to respect Yugoslavia's territorial integrity.13l 

However, despite the agreement, Mussolini continued to support the Ustasha. 

Finally, Italy played an important role in the foundation of the NOH on 10 April 1941. 

But, Italian annexation of Dalmatia and military occupation of some areas of Herzegovina 

humiliated and thwarted the Ustasha Party which desired such areas. For this reason, a 

conflict emerged between the"m. Because of this conflict, the Italians gradually moved 

into a pro-Serb position to give them a weapon against the Ustasha. 

On the other hand, the Germans, who felt that they had been betrayed by the coup 

or 27 March, became gradually anti-Serbs and pro-l]stasha. As soon as the NDH was 

founded, Germany aided the Ustasha to strengthen the military arm of the Croatian state. 

For this purpose, DOn1ohral1Ci (Home Guard) was formed as the NDH army that was 

trained and equipped by the German army. Germany wanted to form a strong and 

disciplined Croatian army since the main Gel'l~an aim in the occupation was to protect 

the military communication and to obtain raw materials. For this purpose, the Germans 

needed a strong and disciplined army to keep order in the country and to put down any 

resistance to their rule. This need forced the Germans to form, train and equip the Home 

Guard. 

130 Ibid., p. 203. 
131 See Vucinich, "Interwar Yugoslavia", op. cit., p" 49. 
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The Ustasha army, Home Guard, did not only protect military cOlmnunications 

and raw materials for the Germans but also massacred Serbs, Jews and Gypsies who lived 

within the NOI-I. Furthermore, the I lome Guard served Germany as a "guard of the 

German army" against the Partisan and the Chetnik insurrections and it was used by the 

Germans to suppress the Partisan and the Chetnik forces. 

Governmental structure of the NOH patterned Hitler's Germany. Pavelic 

combined the functions of head of State, prime minister of cabinet and leader of the 

Ustasha Party. Pavelic formed a "program of acti?n". His program comprised two points: 

(1) to clean the NDH from alien elements and (2) conversion of Orthodox population to 

Catholicism. 132 

This program used the formula which involved 'one-third of Serbs will be killed, 

one-third will be driven out of the NOH, and one-third will be converted to Catholicism'. 

On 22 June 1941, Budak, in the Krajina, openly announced that "one-third of the slale's 

1.9 million Serbs would be deported to Serbia, one-third cOllverted to the Catholic 

church, and the other third killed.,,\33 

On the other hand, both Pavelic and the Minister lor Justice and Religion, Mirko 

Puk, declared that the Ustasha regime was not against the Orthodox religion and people, 

but against the Serbian Orthodox Church because, according to them, it was an organ 

and representative of the Serbian statehood and an influential actor of creation of the 

Serb nation. Thus, they believed that presence of a Serbian Orthodox Church within 

Croatia meant presence of a Serbian state within Croatia. Hence, they claimed that there 

was no the question of the Orthodox religion but the question of the Serbian Orthodox 

Church. This idea was displayed openly by Pavelic in the session of the Croatian Diet on 

28 February 1942: 

"There is no one in Croatia who has anything against the Orthodox faith. 

Everyone is praying to God according to his OWIl conscience, . .. No one is touching 

Orthodox but there is no room for a Serbian Orthodox Church in the State of Croatia. I 

repeat: there can be no Serbian, can be no Creek Orthodox Church. Why? Because 

132 IIondius, op. cit., p. 115. 
B.l I '1 205 ,ampe, op. CI ., p. _ . 
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evel:ywhere ;n the world Orthodox Churches are nafhmal Churches. The Serbian 

Orthodox Church is parI and parcel of the Serbian Slate. 1'lle hierarchy (?lthe Serbian 

Orthodox Church }1lQS led by the Serbian State. 171is is dependent on the Serbian 

('.\'IO"';S/I1I1£'III. 'IlIi.\' is ill ,...,'erhia, 1II1d has /)('('11 ill Ille IHlsI ;11 1II!/i,rfllllale YII~os/avia, hut 

it may not and will not be in the Croatian Slate . ... We will never permit any Church to 

became a political fool, particularly not one aimed against the existence (?f the Croatian 

l1atiol1 the Croatian Stale. ,,134 

In the light of these quotations, it can be asserted that the Ustasha regime and 

ideology was against the Serbian Orthodox Church since (a) it was a representative of 

Serbian State and a actor of establishment of Serbian Nationality, and (b) its presence in 

Croatia was a strong obstacle for foundation of "Greater Croatia" and "Greater Croatian 

Nationality" which was the ultimate aim of the Ustasha movement. Therefore, the 

Ustasha regime abolished and banned the Serbian Orthodox Churches within the NDH, 

and tried to convert Serbs as much as possible to Catholicism. 

On the other hand, the Ustasha regime, which bamled the Serbian Orthodox 

Church and tried to convert Serbs to Catholicism, established the "Croatian Orthodox 

Church". On 3 March 1942, "Provision of the law about the Croatian Orthodox Church" 

was published in the gazette "Narodne Novine" (National Newspaper) signed by the 

Minister of Justice and Religions, Mirko Puk, and by Ante Pavelic, according to which 

the Orthodox Church in Croatia was established. The fmal organization of the Croat 

Orthodox Church was determined by the constitution of the Church that CaIne to force on 

5 June 1942. Two day later, on 7 June, a Russian Gennogen was elected as the 

Metropolitan of the Croatian Orthodox Church and he took his oath on 8 June. The 

Constitution of the Croatian Orthodox Church guaraIlteed wide autonomy and 

unhindered spiritual activity of the Church. This Church lived until May 1945 when the 

}. G 135 
YCP banned it and arrested, then executed, Metropo Itan eonogen. 

The Croatian Orthodox Church was founded by the Ustasha regime in order to 

(a) pacuy the Serbian Orthodox Church and to crippled its influence upon the Orthodox 

134 Obrknczevic, op. cit., p. 19-20. . . 
135 See for more details about the Croatian Orthodox Church Ibid., pp. 33-43. 
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people, (b) to calm frustration and opposition of the Orthodox Serbian people who get 

very angry about the abolition of the Serbian Orthodox Church, and (c) to control the 

Orthodox population. 

In fact, the Ustasha movement tried to destroy Serb nation, culture and identity in 

order to create "Greater Croatia" of "Greater Croatian Nation" that would be culturally 

and ethnically pure. Pavelic declared this aim openly, in 1942, by boasting "Great deeds 

were done by Germans and Croats together. We can proudly say that we succeeded in 

breaking the Serb nation, which, ajier the English, is the most thick-headed, the most 

stubborn and the most stupid. ,,136 

On April 17, when Yugoslavia surrendered, a decree was issued which established 

courts empowered to impose the death penalty for any person who spoke against regime 

and supported the YCP. On April 25, another decree banned the use of the Cyrillic 

alphabet and designed the Serbian Orthodox church as the "Greek Eastern faith". Also, in 

the same day, Jews were ordered to wear identifYing patches. Furthermore, Jews were 

identified as "non-Aryans" in the decree of April 30 and, on June 4, they were banned 

from public facilities. In the same date, the Serbs in the NDH began to be deported by the 

Ustasha force to Serbia.1.17 

The program of action involved massacre of Serbs, Jews and Gypsies who lived 

within the NDH. The Jews of Zagreb and Sarajevo were killed or sent to concentration 

camps or deported to Poland for extermination. Fascist Ustasha movement also attacked 

and slaughtered Serbs. Like Jews, Scrbs were SCllt to concentration camps. The most 

infamous camp was at Jasenovac on the Sava river, on the border of Bosnia. Today, the 

name Jasenovac has the same meaning for Serbs as that of Auschwitz has for Jews. Serbs 

were offered the choice between conversion from Orthodoxy to Catholicism or death. 

Especially, in the Serb-Croat villages, very brutal violence took place; a lot of Serbs were 

herded into Orthodox churches and burned alive. 

The first massacre carried out on 28 April 1941 in the village of Gudovac, a 

mixed town of Serbs and Croats, where 187 Serbs were killed by the Ustasha. The Glina 

1.16 S' . 77') . lavnano~. op. qe, p. ~. 

III Lmllpc, op. cit., pp. 204-205. 
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massacre was the second massacre that killed 300 Serbs on 10-11 May. This massacre is 

described by Svetozar Babic who was a fourteen-year-old Serb from GUna in Croatia 

when the NDH was proclaimed on 10 April 1941: 

"When the war began I remember the German troops passing through. There 

was no defense, no fighting, they just passed through. Then the Croats nationalized our 

shop and those (~r the other Serbs alld .Jews without any right to compensation. But there 

was no threat to anyone's life. Early in May they took away the jive or six Jewish 

families. We thought 'Okay, they are against the Jews, but we are Christians'. We did 

not thillk they were against us. lhen came the night of the JO-J J May. Uslasha, nol 

locals, men with gUlls came kllocking Oil doors at midllight asking who was ill the house. 

7hey took mY./(II/7er alld my broth('/'. '\I~V motlier lied and said II,vas twelve which saved 

my llie. They said it was for an investigation, and there was already a line o.{people 

outside on the street. On the /lext day we were allowed to bring food to the prisoners, but 

on the 13th they told us that they had all been, taken away to Germany to work A few 

days later we he~rd that they had all been killed. ,,138 

Another witness of the massacre is Professor Milorad Ekmecic, a Serb historian 

who hdpl~d f(Hllldalioll 0 r lhc Scrbiall DClllocrul ic Parly in Bosnia ill 1990. cxplains what 

happened in his village ofPrebilovici in Herzegovina: 

"111 1941 when the great massacre started a lIeighhor killed my.falher, my uncles 

and others. Seventy-eight members of my family were killed The youngest was Ancijelina 

aged jim,. mon/hs alld the oldest HIllS my sevellty-sevell-year-old grandfather. 7110se who 

. d d h t' P' '[ ,,139 remallle create 1 e. Irsl artlsall um . 

Also, Croatian I3ishop Misic of Mostar wrote the massacre in his latter to 

Archbishop Stepinac: 

"Men are captured like animals, they are slaughtered, murdered, living men are 

thrown off cliffs . ... From Mostar and from Capljina a train took six carload., of 

mothers, young girls, and children to Surmanic . ... They were led up the mountains and 

the mothers together with their childrell were throwlI alive oj)" the precipices . ... ill fhe 

tOWI1 (~f"M(}sta" Use/ftlley have been bound by the hundreds, taken in wagons outside the 

138 Judah, op. cit., p. 125. 
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fown and shot dowll like animals. ,,140 

There is no a certain number of people who was killed by the Ustasha regime 

during the World War n but there were some estimates. Estimates of the number of 

Serbs killed vary r.·om 300,000 to more than a million. According to Serbian Orthodox 

Church, between 1941 and 1942, about 800,000 Serbs were killed, about 300,000 were 

driven out, and about 250,000 were converted by force to Catholicism in Croatia. 

Furthermore, the number of Jews killed was about 50,000 and the number of Gypsies 

killed was nearly 20,000. J lowever, according to John Lampe, 26,000 Jews and 300,000 

Serbs were killed, and around 180,000 Serbs were expelled from the NDH to Serbia. 

Jozo Tomasevich asserts that 350,000 Serbs were killed and between 200,000 - 300,000 

Serbs were converted to Roman Catholicism. Vladimir Zerjavic calculates the number of 

Serbs killed during the Ustasha regime as 330,000. Also, according to Noel Malcolm 

12,000 Bosnian Jews were killed by the Ustasha. 141 

I n this bloody work, the Ustasha had the assistance of many of the Bosniak 

population. The majority of Boslliaks recognized the NDH dominated by the fascist 

Ustasha Party, and many enlisted in the service of the state apparatus. For example, 

Nuro£illu Uz£iullica, a Boslliak cultural associatioll, Icd by Fci II IIi Spaho, collaborated 

with the Ustasha and recognized the NOH. Also, Cafer Kulenovic, leader of the 

Yugoslav Muslim Organization, was assigned as vice premier of the Ustasha government 

ill November 1941. J4} 

Furthermore, Bosniak Huska Miljovic fi'om the Muslim district of Gazin in 

Croatia formed a lnilitary group and joined the Home Guard. But he left the Ustasha and 

joined the Partisans in 1943. Huska Miljovic was killed by the Ustasha in May 1944.
143 

More important is that, many Bosniaks assisted the Ustasha fascist policy and played 

active role in the massacre of Serbs, Gypsies and Jews.
144 

That is, SOme Bosniaks joined 

139 Ihid., p. 127. 
140 Ibid 127 
141 See 'f!' these figures Lampe, op. cit. , pp. 206-207 ; Vuckovic, op. cit., pp. 101-102 ; Tomasevi~h, 
op. cit., pp. 78-79 ; Klemencic & Zagar, p. 169 and Malcolm, Noel, I3osna, trans. A~klm Karadagh, 

Istanbul: Om Yaymevi, 1999, p.28!. 
142 Malcolm, op. cit., p. 295. 
143 SI . 67 

k lOUP, op. Cll., p. . 
144 Vucinich "Nationalism and Commwlism", op. cit., p. 276. , 
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in the massacres through establishing alliance with the Ustasha regime against both the 

Orthodox Serbs and the Jews. 

Also, some Bosniaks collaborated with the occupying German army against both 

Chetniks and Partisans. Germany fonned a Bosniak military unit, Hancer, in April 1941. 

The Hancer was commanded by Himmler, a SS leader. [t consisted of 21,000 Bosniak 

soldiers. The German promise for foundation of an independent Bosnian Muslim state 

played an influential role in the establishment of Bosniak collaboration with Germany. 

The Ilallcer was used by Germany and by the NDH in order to suppress Chetnik and 

Partisan uprisings. Also, in spring 1944, the Hancer attacked and massacred Serbs in 

Tuzla, Gradacac, Brcko, Bijeljina and Zvornic. 

But also, some Bosniaks left the HanceI' and joined Partisan troops. For example, 

Hafiz Panca at first lell the /-lancer and formed his own military unit, that consisted of 

poor Bosniak peasants, against the Ustasha and the Chetniks; then joined the Partisan 

troops led by YCP. J n 1944, the number of Bosniak worriers who joined Partisans 

increased considerably, and military discipline in the Hancer was weakened dramatically. 

Finally, the Hancer was disbanded by Germany in the tate 1944.145 

There were also Oosniaks who were against the Ustasha and the Germans. They 

opposed and condemned the massacres of Serbs, Jews and Gypsies. For example, 

Bosniaks drafted resolutions in Sarajevo, Tuzia, Banja Luka, and Bjieljina and protested 

the persecution of Serbs. Also, they, in those towns, hidden 2,000 Jews and rescued them 

from massacre.146 In return, the Bosniaks who opposed the Ustasha regime became target 

of the Home Guard. For example, in July-August 1941, 1100 Bosniaks in Bilece and 

Visegrad were killed by the Ustasha army because of their opposition against the Ustasha 

regime. 147 

On the other hand, the Ustasha brutality and massacre upon the Serb population 

resulted in a division of opinion among German officials. The commander of the 

occupation forces, General Edmund von Glaise-Horstenau, wanted to end the Ustasha 

terrorism and violence upon the Serbs tor he believed that the policy of annihilation oCthe 

145 See for theliancer Malcolm, op. cit., pp. 301-303 and Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. cit., p. 41. 

146 Lampe, op. cit., p. 208. 
147 Malcolm, op. cit., p. 282. 
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Serbs created anarchy that damaged the Germany military interests. Also, he maintained 

that, the Ustasha tyranny on the Serbs provoked and sharpened them to rebel against the 

Germans since Germany supported the foundation of the NDH. For this reason, General 

Horstenau proposed to hinder the massacre of Serbs by the Ustasha. However, he was 

opposed by Kasche, who had close connection with Pavelic and who was convinced that 

the Ustasha was the only Croatian group whom the Axis could rely. Hence, he wanted to 

support the Ustasha regime and its policies as a whole. 148 

This Ustasha savagery upon the Serbs damaged the Yugoslav idea and put it into 

jeopardy, as indeed, the jeopardy of Yugoslavism was aimed and wished by both the Axis 

and the Ustasha. Serbs were maddened by the horrifYing news from Croatia, and they 

blamed not only the fascist Ustasha men who followed Pavelic and who were supported 

by the Axis for savagery on Serb population, but also blamed the Croat nation as a whole. 

In other words, Serbian public opinion and politicians did not only charge the Ustasha 

Party for the brutality and the massacres upon Serb nation but also charged Croat nation 

as a whole. Mad Serbs retaliated wherever they could, and they exacted bloody 

vengeance from Croats. For example, in September 1942, Chetniks under the command 

of the priest Momcilo Djujic killed 200 Croats in the village of Gat a ncar SpliL
I49 

Unquestionably, these mutual massacres among the Ustasha and the Chetniks 

affected negatively and deteriorated relations between Serbs and Croats. The Ustasha 

brutality upon, Serbs and Serbian retaliation against Croats feed and sharpen the Serbo­

Croat conflict and weakened Yugoslavism both on ideological and practical levels. 

111.3. Serbian Nationalism in the Second World War 

After the occupation of Yugoslavia and the surrender ofthe Yugoslav army on 17 

April 1941, Serbian nationalism had three actors: (I) the Serbian puppet state led by 

General Milan Nedic, (2) the Yugoslav government-in-exile that was installed in London 

with aid of the nritish government, and (3) the Chetnik movement that was organized 

and led by Colonel Draza Mihaliovic. These actors were the three representatives of the 

Serbian nationalism in the period of World War n. 

148 .lclavic, op. cit., p. 265. 
14'/ I .1 t . I ')(1) . lIua I, op. t:11., p. _ . 
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Ill. 3. i. The Serbian Puppet State 

Aller the occupation of Belgrade by Gerlllan ami Bulgarian troops, a Serbian 

puppet state was established by Germauy. The territory of the puppet Serb state was 

ahout t.he sallie as that oj" the old Kingdom of Serbia bcfl:H'c the fir!;t. Balkan War, with a 

population of about 4,000,000.150 

This state was governed by the Commissariat between May-August ]941, and by 

the Milan Nedic government until October 1944 when it was destroyed by the cOImnunist 

Partisans. Nedic, the fonner Yugoslav Minister of the Anny, Navy, and Air Force and the 

Chief of General Staff, was appointed by the Gennans as prune minister of the state. The 

cabinet of the Serbian puppet state, that was formed and led by Prime Minister Nedic, has 

competence only in those matters which were "the concern of the Serbs themselves." 

Unlike puppet the NOH, puppet Serbian state had no foreign ministry. However, 

like the NDH, it had a army, the SerMon Slate Guard (SSG), with 30,000 soldiers, of 

whom 12,000 were contingent on fascist Serbian leader Oimitrije Ljotic, leader of fascist 

Zbor (Rally)partyI51 and 13,400 were contingent on Kosta Pecanac, a White Russian 

militiaman. 152 Although the Nedic government and army served Germany, the Germans 

regarded the Serbs as defeated" enemies, but the Ustasha government and the Croats as 

rewarded allies. 

Main task of the Nedic government was to maintain order. This means that the 

Nedic government fought against the resistance that came from Serbian peasants agaulSt 

both the Germans and the NOl-!. Therefore, the SSG was not used to liberate Serbia and 

Serbs from the Axis occupation, but used to suppress the Serbian peasantry uprisings 

although Nedic called his regune the "Government of National Salvation". That is, there 

was a sharp inconsistency between the name of the regime and the policies of the Nedic 

government. 

Nedic and his government, also, was loyal to King Peter who left the country on 

14 April for Greece and now dwelled in London. Ncdic considered himself the temporary 

representative of the exile King Peter, and planned to keep order in Serbia in the name of 

I~O Will' . ?()4 o ,op. Cll., pp. _ . 
151 I . 211 Jampe, op. CIt., p. . 
152 Judah, op. cil., p. 117. 
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King Peter until his return to country. 

r 11 fact, the real rulers of Serbia were the German military authorities, who 

retained final veto in all political, administrative, and economic matters, and who applied 

Gennan and martial law. This law divided the country into fourteen districts, and installed 

a regular central and local military government. Also, in some parts of eastern Serbia, 

they used Bulgarian troops for garrison duty. That is to say, the Nedic govermnent was 

used by the Germans to protect military communication routs, to exploit Serbian 

economy and men power, and also to suppress Serbian peasantry uprisings. 

III. 3. ii. The Serb Peasantry Upl'isings 

After the occupation of Yugoslavia and the collapse of regular Yugoslav 

government, the Axis forces were unable to control the entire territory effectively and to 

keep order. Although the Germans established a puppet Serbian state in order to control 

Serbia, the puppet Nedic government could not keep order in Serbia. On the other hand, 

the Ustasha regime attacked and massacred Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

Therefore, a chaotic and anarchic situation emerged in the country. Thus, the general 

chaotic situation was most favorable for revolt. 

The flIst uprisings and 'resistance against the Germans and the Ustasha began in 

May 1941. These flIst rebels came from rural Serbs of the Krajina, Dahnatia, and Bosnia­

Herzegovina. The rural Serb uprisings were not organized, planned and regular uprisings, 

and were not led by professional Serbian soldiers and by the Chetnik movement. That is, 

the first Serbian uprisings came lI"ulIl the Serb peasantry as a reaction to the German and 

the Ustasha atrocity. The Serb peasant rebels did not only attack on the German and the 

Ustasha /()rccs hut also on Croat peasants. 

Also, the Serb peasantry rebels attacked Bosniaks in Bosnia-Herzegovina and 

Sandzak since, as we have seen, many Bosniaks recognized the Ustasha regime and took 

active place in the massacre of Serbian peasantry. Thus, the Serb peasantry rebels 

attacked Bosniaks in order to take revenge. Over one thousand Bosniaks, including 

f B' 153 
women and children, were killed by them in Foca, a town 0 eastern oSl1la. 

The Serbian rural rebels began to attack and damag the German soldiers in May 

153 1' . 209 ~llinpc, op. CIt., p. . 
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1941. Germany issued a directive on 16 September 1941 as a measure against the Serb 

peasant uprisings. The FUhrer's infamous directive of September 1941 stated that all mass 

uprisings in occupied areas against the Germans must be considered Communist-inspired 

and Moscow-dirccted.1 54 That is, the uprisings that was not organized by the YCP but by 

Serb peasants regarded by Germany as communist uprisings. Also, the directive ordered 

that one hundred hostages were be executed for each German killed and fifty for each 

wounded. This means that, the Germans decided to take very bitter revenge on Serb 

peasantry. 

This directive was actually applied only in Serbia, and produced bloody results. In 

October 1941, ten German soldiers were killed and twenty-six were wounded by Serb 

rebels in Kragujevac, a industrial town of Serbia. In reprisal, the Germans killed 7,000 the 

town's inhabitants, including school children. Following sentences describes the German 

massacre at Kragujevac: 

"Workers and shopkeepers, waiters, taxi-cab drivers and newspaper vendors, 

Jews and gypsies, priest alld doctors, the head-master of the secondary school with his 

leaching slal/alld all pupils of the fifth to eighth class, the entire personnel of the local 

law court ineludillg the 11wgist,:ale, lawyers, clerks, jailers, witnesses alld prisoners - all 

were herded o.lf by German troops 10 the number of seven thousand The next morning 

the mass execuliol1s began. The victims were mown down by machine gunfire ill batches 

(dji)rly. The massacre was only stayed to keep some six hundred as hostages and release 

(lIw/her.!i.'w hundred /0 their IWIIl(,s 10 lelllhe tale (~f'h(}rro,.. ,,1.~5 

III. 3. iii. The ehchlit" Movcmcnt 

The lirst organizcd Scrbian uprising against bOlh thc GerllJalls and the Ustasha 

regime came from the Chetniks led by the former Yugoslav General Staff Colonel 

Draza Mihailovic. The Chctnik movemcnt was the most important and influential Serbian 

nationalist figure in this era. That is, the main re~resentative of the Serb nationalism in the 

war period was the Chetnik movement under leadership of Colonel Mihailovic. 

Chetniks ( in the Serbo-Croat language celnici) means bands of irregular guerrilla 

154 See li)r this direclive Jdavk. op. cit.. p. 26R find TOI1l:Jsevich. op. dt.. p. 9~). 
I~~ Costa, Nicholas J., ~/lUlleret1 illusions: Albania, (Jree(~e amI Yugoslavw, New York: Cohunbia 

University Press, 1998, p. 56. 
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fighters. So, a chelnik is a member of a guerrilla band. The Chetnik tradition originated 

during the time of the Ottoman Empire, when bands ofChetniks were formed to fight the 

Ottoman occupation in Serbia. These bands were first organized into recognizable 

military formations during the Balkan Wars. During World War I, they became an 

integral part of the Royal Serbian Army, often operating as special forces behind 

enemy.156 These nationalist and royalist Chetnik bands in Serbia and Montenegro 

reemerged under the command of Mihailovic in the Second World War. 

When Yugoslav army surrendered, some Serbian commanders did not obey the 

armistice of 17 April 1941 and took to Serbia mountains in order to organize a resistance 

against the Axis occupation. Mihailovic was one of those who did not accept the 

surrender and who withdrew to mountains to start guerilla warfare against the occupying 

armies. When the armistice was signed between Yugoslavia and Germany, Mihailovic 

was in the to~ ofDoboj in north Bosnia. He and his 80 men decided to go Ravna Gora, 

a mountain village in southwestern Serbia. They established a center of their activity in 

Ravna Gora in May. 

Mihailovic's objective was first to establish a center of resistance organization, 

survey and register potential manpower, and assemble some arms; then at an opportune 

moment go in action. His group was soon joined by a number of other officers who had 

avoided capture by the Germans in Serbia and recognized Mihailovic as their chief. He 

called his force "Cetnicki Odredi Jugoslovenska Vojske" (Chetnik Detachment of the 

Yugoslavia). 

·In October contact was established between the Mihailovic's force and the , 
Yugoslav government-in-exile, led by prime minister General Simovic and King Peter, in 

London. Mihailovic declared his loyalty and adherence to the King and the government, 

and the government appointed him the Minister of the Army, Navy, and Air Force and 

the Chief of General Staff in January 1942. After this connection, the name of the 

Mihailovic's force was changed to "Jugoslovenska Vojska u Otadzbini" (Yugoslav Army 

in the I lomeland).157 This army was popularly called and known as the Chetniks. 

156 Allcock, Milivojcvic, Ilorlon (eds.), op. cit., p. 41. . 
I~I See 'I'rew, Silll~)]\, IJrilaill, Mi/wi/ovic (JIII/Ihe Clli'llIiks, lV41-42, Londo1l: Mm:n111hm Press, 1991:1, 

pp. 6-8, 101. 
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The Chetniks were extreme Serbian nationalists and royalist, and the main aim of 

Chetnik movement was to found a "Greater Serbia" ailer the liberation of the country 

iiOin the occupation. The first major programmatic docwnent of the Chetnik Movement, 

"Ilomogelleous Serbia" or "Homogeneous Serbian State", was issued 011 30 June 1941. 

It was written by Stevan Moljevic who was political adviser ofMihailovic. The document 

stressed that the Serbs must first have hegemony in Yugoslavia and then in the Balkans. 

1'01' this purpose, Serbs lIIust be separated /i'01ll neighboring peoples through unification 

of all Serbs within a single Serb State: Greater Serbia. The document explained that the 

Greater Serbia must involve all Yugoslav lands except Slovenia and the north-western 

region of Croatia. Also, it would include some territories to be taken from Hungary, 

Romania~ Bulgaria and Albania. The document aimed to expel Croats from Greater 

Serbia and to convert Bosniaks to the Orthodox Christianity.Iss 

Also, the Chetniks were against the Nedic government as, according to them, 

Nedic and his govertllnent were collaborator and (Tailor. Furthermore, the Chetnik 

movement was radically anticommunist, anti-Croat and anti-Bosniak because all of them 

was obstacle for the f()lll1dation a royalist and nationalist Greater Serbia. 

The Chetniks considered the YCP and Partisans as enemies of Serb nation and 

"Greater Serbia" since they supported a socialist and federalist union of the Yugoslavs. 

Moreover, they blamed Croats for the speedy military collapse of Yugoslavia in April 

1941, that is, Croats were accused as traitors. In addition to this, the Chetniks were 

maddened by the Ustasha atrocity upon Serb population in Croatia and Bosnia­

Herzegovina, and they took oath for revenge. 

Finally, according to the Chetnik ideology, Bosniaks were Serbs who had been 

converted to Islamic religion by the Ottoman Empire. For this reason, they maintained 

that Bosniaks should be reconverted to the Orthodoxy, and if they refused such 

conversion, they should be expelled irom the country or killed. 

"Anti-Croaliallism, all/i-Mohammedanism, and anli-Yugoslal'ism - this is the 

ideology (~f the Serbian Chelniks" said Dr. Zivko Topalovic, who was an important 

I~H Mesic, Sljpall, "Thl~ Road 10 War", ill IJranka Magas & Ivo :I,allic (cds.), '!l,e Wa/' /11 Croatia allil 

lJosnia-lIerzegovina, Lonuon: Frank Cass Publishers, 200 I, p. 4-5. 
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member of the Chetnik Central National Committee and a representative of Mihailovic in 

Italy, "Experience has shown that in addition to mutual exterminatioll the religious­

chauvinistic ideology had one basic consequence - it pushed the Serbs, the Croats, and 

the Mohammedans (Bosniaks) into dependence upon and submission to the foreign 

conqueror. It was only in this fashion that one could save his own people and struggle 

against the members (~l other denominations. The Communists, however, took another 

way, the way of cooperation of all South Slavs (Yugoslavs) and the way of religious 

tolerance. lhey succcedcd ill.!illdillg lIIuJersllIlldillg ./ilr Ihis policy among the younger 

generation of Serbs, Croats, ane! Mohammedans, especially in the multinational and 

multi-religious areas. ,,159 

Although the Chetniks planned to overcome the Axis occupation and liberate 

Serbia, they were reluctant to attack the Germans openly and to organize general popular 

uprising against the German army. Mihailovic feared about the German reprisal against 

Serbs which would decrease Serb population, and therefore, weaken the position of the 

Serbs vis-a-vis the other Yugoslav nations. Especially, the German massacre at 

Kragujcvac of October 1941 frightened Mihailovic and shaped his strategy that refused 

opel! war Hnd popular uprising ~tgainsl the Germall army. Therefore, he decided to remain 

quiet and to keep his resources and power until the day the Allied powers landed in 

Yugoslavia. 

However, the Allies, especially Great Britain, wanted action against the Germans. 

Therefore, the British government, that supported both the Chetniks and the Yugoslav 

government-in-exile in London, forced and ordered the Chetniks to sabotage the German 

supply and communication lines. Both the Yugoslav government and the Chetniks obeyed 

the British order, and the sabotage campaiblll against the German army were launched in 

1942. The sabotages, which were planned by British Special Operations Executive (SOE) 

alld carried out by the Chetniks, became successful ill damaging the German lines of 

communication and supply. For example, between September and December 1942, the 

Bclgrade-Nis alld the Bclgrade-Salollica railways were sabotaged successfully by the 

Chctniks. 

I.W 'I' . 1 . 87 omaSCVlC J, op. Cll., p. . 
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The sabotage campaign damaged greatly the Germans in Serbia. Therefore, in 

1942, the Germans were becoming increasingly worried about the sabotages and the 

Chetniks. On 17 July, Heinrich Himmler wrote this issue in his report: 

"The basis (~r eVe1Y success in Serbia and in the entire southeast of Europe lies in 

the annihilation of Mihailovic. Concentrate all your forces on locating Mihai/ovic and 

his headquarters so that he can be destroyed. Any means may be used to achieve this 

end. J expect the smoothest cooperation between all agencies concerned, from the 

Security Police and Security Service to all other branches (~r the SS and police. ,,160 

While the Chetniks were cooperating with the SOE in the sabotage campaign 

against the German army, on the other hand, they also cooperated with the Italians, the 

Germans, the Nedic government and the Ustasha, which were anticommunist and anti­

Partisan, in the fighting against the communist Partisans. As we have noted that the 

Chetniks regarded the Partisans and theYCP as a bitter enemy of "Great Serbia", and 

consequently, they, in fact, more attacked the Partisans rather than the occupying armies. 

Although Tito proposcd to start negotiations between the YCP and the Chetniks, 

and to establish an alliance against the Axis occupation, Mihailovic and his men refused 

Tito'5 two invita'tions of Scptcli-Iberl 941. 161 Finally, the Chctniks with aid of the German 

army and the SSG led by the Nedic government attacked upon the Partisans in November 

1941 in order to destroy the Partisan troops ill Ilcrzegovina. The Partisans were defeated 

by the Chetnik-German-Nedic alliance and they withdrew toward the Sandzak. 

Also, in 1942, Mihailovic allowed about 12,000 of his Chctniks to be disarmed by 

the Germans and 40,000 by the Italians. Then, tota152,000 Chetniks were rearmed by the 

German and the Italian army ior fighting against the Pa11isans. Furthermore, on 19 June 

1942, the Ustasha government was obligated by Germany and Italy to supply and 

maintain the Italian-organized Chetnik forces against the Partisan. That is, the Ustasha 

and the Chetniks established a cooperation under the command of the Germans and the 

Italiruls against the communist Partisans as they considered the yep and the Partisans the 

"common ellemy". 

160 'I' . 150 rew, op. CIt., p. . 
161 WoW; op. cit., p. 213. 
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Aller thc collapse of Italy in Septcmber 1943, the Chetniks began more actively 

collaborate with ,the Germans. Finally, the occupying German forces in Serbia and the 

various important Chetnik commanders signed a armistice agreement, and came to 

understanding to cooperate against the communist Partisans. The German-Chetnik 

understanding was welcomed and obeyed by the Nedic govemment.162 

This cooperation against the Partisans was stated in the British reports of 6 June 

1943: "It is clear from iI!(ormatiol1 available to the War qlJice that the Chelniks are 

hopelessly compromised in the relations with the Axis in Herzegovina and Montenegro. 

During the recent fighting in the latter area, it has been the well-organized partisans 

rather the Chelnih' who have been holding down the Axisfbrces. ,,163 

This quotation from the report does not show only such cooperation against the 

Partisans, but also shows the British frustration about the cooperation between the 

Chetniks and the Axis. Furthermore, this report indicates that the main power which 

fought against the occupation was not the Chetniks but the communist Partisans. 

Also, the Chetnik movement attacked and massacred Croats and Bosniaks in 

ordcr to take revcnge and to create a "homogenolls 'Greater Serbia" allcr the war. For 

example, the Chetniks under the command of Momcilo Djujic killed 200 Croats in Gata 

near Split in September 1942.164 Pavle Djurisic, the Chetnik leader in Sandzak, attacked 

and massacred the Sandzak Bosniaks, many of them innocent villagers. The most 

infamous Chetnik massacre upon Bosniaks was carried out in Foca, a town in 

southeastern Bosnia. 2,000 Bosniaks in August ] 942 and 9,000 Bosniaks in February 

1943 were killed by the Chetniks in Foca. 165 

However, it is very interesting that, although Bosniak population was attacked 

and massacred by the Chetniks, many Bosniaks collaborated with the Chetniks. For 

example, Gajret (a Bosniak cultural association) collaborated with the Chetniks. 

Furthennore, in January 1943, there were 4,000 Bosniak militiamen, that formed 8 

f h . M'hall ., 166 percent 0 t e army, ill 1 OVIC S anny. 

162 S 'I' . 1 . 91 93 '- Cc omascvlc 1, op. CII., pp. -
163 Stavrianos, op. cit., p. 780. 
164 Judah, op. cit., p. 129. 
165 Malcolm, op. cit., p. 298 
166 Ibid., pp. 295, 299. 
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But also, l30sniak populatioll suppol"lcd alld joilled the Partisans with aim of 

fighting against the occupying forces, the Ustasha and the Chetniks who massacred them. 

For example, the first I10sniak Partisan unit was fiHlned in August 1941 in I1osnia. 

Moreover, the Eighth Partisall Brigade was formed by llosniaks in December 1942 in 

Bosnia under the command of Bosniak Osman Karabegovic. Furthermore, Nurija 

Pozderac, a distinguish Bosniak politician, was loyal follower of Tito and supported the 

Partisan movement although the Bosniak clerics, who had great impact on the Bosniak 

population, were extremely anticommunist. 167 

Ill. 3. iv. The Yugoslav Government-In-Exile 

Another actor of the Serb nationalism during the war was the Yugoslav 

government-in-exile. As we have seen, the Simovic government and King Peter left the 

country on ] 4 and 15 April. They first went to Greece and then Palestine. The Yugoslav 

government finally settled in London in JUlie 1941. The Yugoslav governlllent-in-exile 

was led by General Simovic until January 1942, and by Sloboclan Jovanovic between 

January 1942-June 1943. Jovanovic was succeeded by Milos Trifunovic in June 1943, 

and soon aner Bozidar Puric succeed Trifunovic. All of the premiers and their 

governments were the Serbian riationalists, and supported Mihailovic's Chetniks. Like the 

Chetniks, they refused any effort to come to terms with the Patiisans since they aimed to 

restore the prewar socio-political order and the Karadjordjevic dynasty. 

Also, the Yugoslav government-in-exile was extremely against the NDH. On 3 

October 1942, the Yugoslav government claimed that the Ustasha regime killed 340,000 

Serbs in Bosnia-Herzegovina. For this reason, General Simovic proposed the British 

government to bomb Zagreb in reprisal for the Ustasha action; however, this proposal did 

not accepted by the British government.
168 

The Yugoslav government-in-exile was supported and highly oriented by the 

British government. The two govermnent backed MihaiIovic's Chetniks until 1944. The 

government-in-exile alld Mihailovic callie to agreemellt in creating "Greater Serbia", and 

Ii)!' this purpose, the Chetnik oncnsc UpOI1 the Partisan, Croats ami Bosnillks was 

-------.,--~~~--

1(./ Ibid" p. 297-298. 
I(,H S 'I' . "' " ,cc rcw. 01'. l'.ll.. PI', () -r)", 
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approved and supported by the government-in-exile. Also, this collaboration between the 

Yugoslav government and the Chetniks was supported by the British government until 

1944. For example, on 15 November 1942, General Simovic, broadcasting on the BBC, 

described Mihailovic as "commander of all Yugoslav armed forces that are fighting in 

the country". In the same day, the British government declared that military aid would be 

sent to Mihailovic exclusively, but not to Tito. 169 Both the Yugoslav and the British 

governments used BBC to propagandize the Chetniks. 170 

However, in 1943, the British government's attitude to Mihailovic began to 

change because of his collaboration with the Germans. In December 1943, the British 

government asked the Chetniks to undertake some sabotage operations against the 

Germans in Serbia, however the British demand was refused by Mihailovic. The 

Mihailovic's refusal annoyed greatly the British goverrunent. 171 

It was morc important that, during these months, pro-Partisan sentiment became 

more and more manifest among the Yugoslav military and naval forces of the government 

-in-exile in Egypt and Libya. Some soldiers and officers escaped to Yugoslavia for joining 

the Partisans because they were discontented with Mihailovic who collaborated with the 

cncmy and admired Tito who ioughl against the enemy. Furthermore, General Simovic, 

who had bccn succeed by Jovanovic ill January 1942, publicly announced his support Jor 

Tito. 172 

On the other hand, Mihailovic assembled a meting in Ba in January 1944. This 

meting, the Congress of St. Sava, aimed to liberalize the program of the Chetnik 

movement in order to attract the British government and wider Yugoslav support. For , 

this purpose, the Congress passed a resolution in favor of federalism, constitutional 

monarchy, and social and economic reforms ... In the congress, Mihailovic did not talk 

about "Greater Serbia" but maintained a federal and democratic Yugoslavia.
J73 

However, , 

by this time such resolution was too late. The British government already had discounted 

the Chctniks as a resistance R)rce, while the Partisans were so strong entrenched in so 

169 See Judah, op_ cit., p_ 119_ 
170 S -I' . 167 . ee rew, op. CIt., p. 1 
111'1' . 1 . 1()2 OlllaSeVIC I, op. CIl., p. . 
172 See Wolfl; op. cit., p. 127. 
173 See Stavrianos, op. cit., p. 780 ~U1d Lampe, op. cit., p. 220. 
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many parts of country, and they already attracted the Yugoslav community greatly. 

Ifillally, the British advised Killg Pcler to Ollst Prillle Millister Puric, alld to 

replace him with a moderate. As a result of the British pressuI'C, the King dismissed Puric 

and appointed Croat Ivan Subasic, who was a follower of Macek and who had been Ban 

or the Croatian Uauovilla created oy the SporazulII, prillle millister 01' the govcrnmcnt-in­

cxile Ol\ I Junc 1944. So, Subask becalllc only non-Serb Primc Minister of the Yugoslav 

gov(,rlllllelll ill-exile. Also. Kill/.'. "dcI'. ullder 11Il' BrilislI presslln." l'xpressed his 

admiration I(H those who f(Hlght against the German invaders and who refused 
I 

compromise with the enemy, and ordered the Subasic government to establish contact 

alld I 0 d(~vdop lIegol ial ions wil II all resislalll;e c1elllL'lIls ill Y ugosillvia, illcludillg the 

Partisans. 174 

Thus, the Puric regime, Mihailovic and the followers of Greater Serbia were 

dismissed together and the King entrusted to Subasic the negotiations with Tito. This 

radical revision in the Yugoslav govermnent-in-exile was forced and supported by the 

British government. That is, not only the Yugoslav government-in-exile but also the 

British government ceased its support to the Chetniks, and the British began to support 

the Partisans in 1944. 

It is certain that Great Britain did not desire a socialist revolution in Yugoslavia 

and the YCP sovereignty in Yugoslavia aller the war. For this rcason, the British 

government, at the beginning, supported the partnership of the Chetniks and Yugoslav 

government-in-exile against the Partisan movement led by the YCP. However, at the end 

of the war, the British policy changed and it began to support the communist Partisans. 

There were three main reason why the British government ceased to supply the 

Chetniks cUld launched support to the Partisans in 1944: 

I )The Chetniks fought against the Partisans, Croats and I30sniaks rather than the 

Germans. Ilowever, during the war for the British, the first. enemy was Germany, but not 

the communist Partisans. Therefore, the British government wanted, first of all, an 

efiective and consistent fight against the Germans. But, the Chetniks collaborated with 

Lire Axis anllies ill order 10 deslroy the COllllllllllisLS, alld lhis collaboratioll Ihlslraled the 

174 woln: op. cit., p. 128. 
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British government. In the I louse of Corn mOilS, Prime Minister Churchill declared openly 

why the British government ended its support to the Chetniks: "The reason why we have 

ceased 10 slIpply Mihailovic wilh arms and support is a simple one. He has /lot been 

fighting the enemy, and moreover, some of his subordinates have been making 

accommodatiolls with (he ellemy. ,,175 

2) Although the British government was extreme anticommunist and did not want any 

socialist revolutioll ill the Balkans, it began to supported the communist Partisans in 1944 

since they became more successful than the Chetniks in fighting and damaging the 

Germans during the war. That is, for the British, killing the Germans was more important 

than ideology and politics during the war. "My task" said Churchill "was simply to help 

.find oul who was killinK the most Germans and sUKKesl means by which we could help 

I hem to kill more. Polities l11ust be a seeol1dQlY eonsideralioll. ,,176 

3) The Soviet Union's pressure upon the British government was the third reason for the 

dlHlIgC ill th(! British altitude to th(.~ COllllllllllisl Partisall. The SoviL'l lJnion, which was 

very important alliance against the Germans for the British, criticized extremely both the 

British and the Yugoslav government-in-exile why they supported the Mihailovic but not 

Tito, and furced them to shift' their aid Ii'om the Chetlliks to the Partisans. This Soviet 

pressure upon the British governlllent played an important role ill the chal.lge or the 

I1ritish policy. 

During the war, the three actors of the Serb nationalism had two aims; (1) to 

liberate the country ii'om the Axis occupation and (2) to restore the prewar social, 

po1itical and economic order and to reestablish the Karadjordjevic dynasty on the basis of 

Greater Serbia. Especially, the Millailovic's Chetniks regarded the foundation of Greater 

Serbia as the main task. For this reason, they attacked on the Partisans, Croats and 

Bosniaks during the war, and these attacks were supported by the Yugoslav government­

in-exile and by the puppet Nedic government. Naturally, like the Ustasha savagery upon 

Serbs, the Chetnik savagery upon Croats and Bosniaks affected negatively and weakened 

the Yugoslav idea (Yugoslavism), that aimed the foundation of Yugoslav (South Slav) 

175 Maclean, Fitzroy, Eastern Approaches, I,ondon: Jonathan Cape, 1949, p. 437-438. 
17(, .Ibid., p. 281. 
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union within a single Yugoslav state. Also, unquestionable, the Chetnik massacre and 

brutality upon Croat population deteriorated the relations between the two nation, and 

deepened the Serbo-Croat conflict. 

III. 4. The Yugoslav Communist J>a.·Cy and fhe Parfisan Movement 

The Yugoslav Communist Party (VCP) was the first real Yugoslav party in the 

Yugoslav political history because of three reasons: 

1 )The YCP has extremely opposed nationalism that damaged the Yugoslav union. 

Especially, the party has struggled against the Serbian and the Croatian nationalis111 that 

weakened and paralyzed the Yugoslav idea. 

2) The members of the YCP have come from all Yugoslav nations. That is, it has not 

depended upon a particular nation but upon all Yugoslav nations. 

3) The party has struggled to feed the Yugoslav idea, that has been damaged greatly by 

the Serbo-Croat conflict, and to realize this idea on the basis of a federal and socialist 

Yugoslavia which must recognize the rights of self-determination and secession for all 

Yugoslav nations. 

On the other hand, during the Second World" War, the Partisan movement was 

the real Yugoslav resistance against the Axis occupation owing to four reasons: 

1) The Partisan movement, like the YCP, did not base on a single nation but on all 

Yugoslav nations. In other words, it recruited its warriors irom all Yugoslav nations. 

2) The Partisans fought consistently against the armies of occupation, and they, unlike the 

Ustasha and the Chetniks, has never collaborated with the occupying forces. The British 

Prime Minister Churchill wrote in his report of February 22, 1944 that "the partisans of 

M d . f' I' II G ,,)77 arshal Tifo are the ol1ly people who are oll1g any. Ig lflng . Ie ernwlls now. 

3) The Partisans alsolought against the Ustasha movement, that aimed to create a Great 

('roatin, and against the Chctnik movemcnt, that aimcd to create a Great Serhia. 

4) Finally, unlike the Yugoslav government-in-exile, the Partisan movement under the 

YCP's leadership did not submit to London., 

During the war, this real Yugoslav resistance against the Axis occupation, the 

Partisan movement led by the YCP, showed enormous effort, will, self-discipline and 

177 St' . 782 avnanos, op., CIt., p. . 
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sacril1ce for (a) liberation of the country /l'om the Axis occupation and for (b) creation of 

Yugoslav union. This distinguished effort, will, self-discipline and sacrifice was described 

and admired by Brigadier Fitzroy Maclean, the head of the British Mission to the Partisan 

headq uarters: 

"Living as we did amongst the Partisans, we came to known them well, from Tito 

and the other leaders to dozen or so rank and file who acted as our bodyguard and 

provided j(Jr our daily needs. All had one fhing in common: an intense pride ill their 

movement and its achievements. For them the outside world did not seem of immediate 

interest or importance. What mattered was their War of National Liberation, their 

struggle against the invader, their victories, their sacrifices. Of this they were proudest 

(~r all, that they owed Ilothing to anyone; thaI they had got sofar without outside help . .. 

With this pride went a .'pirif of dedication, hard not to admire. The Itle of everyone of 

them was ruled by rigid se((-discipline, complete austerity; 110 drinking, 110 looting, no 

love-makillg. It was as though each olle 0/ them were boulld by a vow, a vow part 

ideologicaial1d part militalY, jiJl', ill the conditiol1s under which they were jighting, any 

relaxatioll (~l disciplille would have beelt dims/rOlis; itOI' cOllld private desires alld 

feeling be a/lowed to count.fi)r anything."I78 

Also, Milovan Djilas, the commandant of the Partisan troops in Montenegro and 

the leader of Montenegrin branch of the Yep, describes and commends the communist 

Partisan in his book: 

"History does not have many movements that, like Communism," writes Djilas by 

referring to the yep and the Partisan movement, "began their climb with such high 

moral principles and with such devoted, enthusiastic, and clever fighters, attached to 

each other not only by ideas and suffering, but also by seljless love, comradeship, 

solidarity, and that warm and direct sincerity that can be jJl'Oducedonly by baffles in 

which men are doomed either to wine or die. Cooperative efforts, thoughts, and desire; 

even the most intense e.ffort to attain the same method of thinking and feeling, the 

.finding of personal happiness alld the building of individuality through complete 

devotion to the party and workers' collective; enthusiastic sacrificing for others; care 

171! Maclean, l~'astern Approaches, op. cit., pp. 324-325. 
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and prolection for the young, alld tender respect for the old" Furthermore, Djilas 

explaills us I he role () r WOlllell ill I he Pari isall IIII)vClllelll: "( 'Ollllllllllisl WOlllall too is "'Ol'C 

thall a comrade or co:flghter. II call never be forgot/en that she, on elltering the 

movemellt, decided to sacrffice all - the happil1ess (~l both love Gnd (~l motherhood 

LJetweell meJl Ulld WOlllell ill the II/OVemellt, a cleall, modest 011£1 11'£11'/11 re/uliom-/Jip is 

.fi)slered: a relatio/lship ill which comradely care has become sexless passioll. Loyalty, 

11111111(11 a;d, .li·lIl1km's.,· aheJllI (,PCI/ Ihe l1/osl ;1/1;11/01(' IllOuR"ts .... Ihese are ideal 

Communists. ,,179 

When the Second World War began in September 1939, the YCP declared that 

this war was the struggle between the Western imperialist states, such as Great Britain 

and France, and the Fascist powers. Thus, according to the Yep, Yugoslavia should 

declared its neutrality in this war; and the party urged the Cvetkovic-Macek government 

for neutrality. When the government signed the agreement with Germany on 25 March 

1941, the YCP opposed the agreement and enforced active policy in the campaign against 

Yugoslavia's participation in the Tripartite Pact. Also, the coup of 27 March against the 

Cvetkovic-Macek government was supported by the party. After the formation of the 

Simovic government, the party urged the government to recognize and to establish 

alliance with the Soviet Union. 1Ho 

In November 1940, the FiHh Conference of the yep was held in Zagreb. A new 

central committee, including Slovene Edvard KardcIj, Serbian Aleksander Rankovic and 

Montenegrin Milovan Djilas, was elected. The conference described the war as the 

Second Imperialist War between imperialist rivals groups, and favored the policy of 

neutrality. Moreover, the conference emphasized that "everything must be done to stop 

Yugoslavia from being dragged into the conflict. ,,181 

After the occupation of Yugoslavia by the Axis armies in April 1941, the YCP 

organized a meeting in May 1941. The meeting protested the Axis occupation and 

dismemberment of the wUlltry. Also, tlte party Look dedsioll to establish a Popular Front 

179 l~jilas, Milovan, l1w New Class: An Analysis qf the Communist System, London: Thames and 

Iluds!)lI, 1957. p. 153. 
IHO Sec Shoup, op. cil., pp. 4'/.·4H. 
1&1 Mil", ·t p 42 ac C~Ul, I 0: ... , op. CI.,. • 
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against the occupation. 

At the meeting of the Central Committee of the YCP in June 1941 Narodno , 

Oslobodilacki Front (the People's Liberation Front) and Narodno Oslobodilacki 

PurliZUJlski Odredi (People's Liberation Partisan Detachments) were formed, and Tito 

was elected commander of the Partisan detachments. Furthermore, the meeting of June 

1941 ordered to establish Narodno Oslobodilacki Odbori (the People's Liberation 

Committees). 

Thus, the first Partisan detachments led by the YCP were formed in the summer 

of 1941. They aimed fU'stly to liberate the country, and then to achieve socialist 

revolution in the country. Therefore, the Partisans fought against both the occupying Axis 

armies and against the Chetniks, the Ustasha and the puppet Nedic government. That is, 

the Partisan movement conducted its military operations in order to liberate the country 

and to achieve socialist revolution. Hence, the Partisan movement involved both military 

and politically o~iectives during the war.182 

At the same time, the lirst local People's Liberation Committees were established in 

the Serb villages in the summer of 1941. The ConUilittees had seven main duties and 

fUlictiolis durillg the war: (I) tli ullite people ill the light against the occupiers alld their 

local accessories; (2) to supply the Partisans with food and other necessities; (3) to 

supervise rationing and deal with such economic matters; (4) to care for the relatives of 

the Partisalls, for refugees alld homeless people; (5) to built up the necessary operational 

funds and reserves; (6) to conduct local justices; (7) to make appropriations from the 

wealth citizens for the benefit of the liberation movement and to confiscate the enemy 

goods. 

The People's Liberation Committees were established at the village (seoski), 

municipal (opstinski), district (sreski) and regional (zemaljski) levels. As a rule, each 

village elected its own committee. Only active followers of the People's Liberation Front 

would qualifY for the election since the COlmnittees were not only organs ofIocaI power 

but also organs ofthe liberation movement. The members of the committees were directly 

182 Kloncs, N. J., "Tito and the Yugoslav Partisan Movement", in 13crtsch & Ganschow (cds.), op. cit., p. 
125. 
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responsible to the people, who had power to convene a voters meeting (zbor biraca).183 

During the war, the Partisans established the People's Liberation Committees in 

every arcas tilat was captured, alld the communists organized their governments in the 

local areas. The communists called these local committees narodna vlada (people's 

government). The cOlmnittees continued to function even in areas that Partisans were 

forced to evacuate before enemy offensives. According to Vladimir Bakaric, these 

cOlmruttees involved the some characteristics of the system of Yugoslav socialist self­

management, therefore, they formed nucleus of the system of socialist self-management in 

Yugoslavia. In other words, he indicates that the People's Liberation COlmruttees were 

the predecessor of the socialist self-management in Yugoslavia.1 84 

On 26 September 1941, the Conference of the Central Committee of the yep and 

of the Chief Headquarters of the People's Liberation Partisan Detachments of Yugoslavia 

was held in Stolice in western Serbia. The Conference decided to establish a special Chief 

lIeadquarters lor each national area (province) in Yugoslavia and to transform the 

existing Partisan Chief Headquarters into Supreme Headquarters of the Partisan 

Detachments. This decision decentralized the Partisan activity in order to make the 

Partisans less vulnerable to the enemy offense and to left them free to adapt to local 

conditions. Also, the conference declared the People's Liberation Committees as the 

"carriers of the civilian government in liberated territories" and "assistant of the People's 

Liberatjon Frollt". Finally, the conference, took decision to establish Narodno 

Oslobodilacki A~mija Jugoslavije (People's Liberation Army of Yugoslavia). After the 

conference, the first Partisan brigade was established on 21 December 1941; and the 

number of the brigades reached to 28 in Nov~mber 1942, when the People's Liberation 

Army of Yugoslavia was established.
ls5 

During the war, the Axis High Command organized seven offensives on the 

Partisans, and all of them was supported by the Ustasha army, the Chetniks, and the army 

l' N d' IX(, o . puppet e IC government. 

183 I fondius, op. cit., p.12S. .. , .. ,~ ." ~ I' 
1&4 S N b .f I I) yt & S ,. I)c·lrl· (,v's) ('a'<lda~ Bit Onder: 'lIto, (.agda§ Bit Ulke: } ugos avw, . ,cc 0 lrua I, .'C 0 ,c un, , U .. ;u., ., .. b )'. . . 

ISlanhlll: Koza Yaymlan, 1977, p. 26. 
I w, T . I . '''' vy OlllaseVIC I, op. cll., pp. 00-0 • • ,. • 63 82 
186 See I()r the seven Axis oflcnsivcs against the Partisans Maclean, lzto; ... , op. CIt., pp. - . 
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The first offense was conducted in November-December 1941, and drove the 

Partisans out of Serbia and forced them to retreat to Bosnia, Herzegovina and Monte­

negro. The second was in January 1942, when the Axis power attacked the Partisans in 

Bosnia.The third was conducted by the Italians ill April-Jullc 1942 in Montenegro against 

the Montenegrin Pattisan units, and drove them into Bosnia. The Partisan counter­

attacked successfully and liberated the territory along the Bosnia-Croatia border, 

including the city of Bihac, where the Supreme Headquatters of the Partisan forces was 

installcd. That is, after the third offensive, Bihac became the Partisan political center. 

The YCP and the Partisans convened an assembly of fifty-four representatives of 

the People's Liberation Front at Bihac on 26-27 November 1942. At the meeting, the 

Front reconstituted itself into Antifascist Council of People's Liberation of Yugoslavia 

(Anlt/asislicko Vece Narodnog Os/obodjenja .Jugoslavije - A VNOJ). 

At the end of the meeting Tito issued the famous Bihac Manifesto, including six 

points. The first point declared the main aim of the Partisans: "the liberation of the 

countly from the invaders and the achievement of independence and true democratic 

rights.fi)r all the people of Yugoslavia." The sixth pomt, on the other hand, emphasized 

Bratstvo i .Iedinstvo (Brotherhood atld Unity): "111e National Liberation Movement fully 

recognizes the national rights of Croats, Slovenes, Serbs, Macedonians and all other 

regions. It is a movement which is as much Croatian as it Slovene and Serbian. It 

guarantees that the national rights (d'all the peoples (~l Yugoslavia will be preserved.,,187 

The first point shows that the Partisan movement involved both military (the 

liberation of the counlly) and political (true democratic rights for all/he people) aims. 

And, the sixth reveals that the Partisan movement included all Yugoslav nations, and also, 

recognized and guaranteed the national rights of all Yugoslav nations. These aims and 

ideas of the Partizan movement were also declared by Tito in his fatnous article, the 

National Question in Yugoslavia, that was issued in December 1942. In the article, Tito 

openJy declared that the YCP did not fight only against the imperialist powers which 

damaged and threatened the independence and the unity of Yugoslav peoples, but also 

against the Serbian nationalism and hegemony which aimed to suppress and exploit other 

187 • 120 See for the other four points Costa, op. CIt., p. . 
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Yugoslav peoples.18s 

Also, the yep and the Partisan llIovcment were in 1~lvor of the equality of 

women; and consequently, they were able, unlike the Chetniks and the Ustasha, to aUract 

the Yugoslav women's support. Por purposc of organizing the mass support of women, 

the YCP gave the initiative for the establishment of "antifascist women's organizations". 

At the national conference of these organization on 6-8 December 1942 at Bosanski 

Pet ro vac, they founded AllfifclSislicki F'ront Zena Jugoslavije (Antifascist Front of 

Women). During the war, women became equal to men in political and military activity, 

and about 100,000 women went through the ranks of the Pa11isan military forces, of 

whom about 25,000 lost their lives in the fighting. 189 However, the Chetniks and the 

Ustasha regime continued to treat women as citizens without rights, and for this reason, 

they could not attract the Yugoslav women. 

The Bihac meeting was followed by the fourth and fifth Axis offensives upon the 

Partisans. The fOUlth ollcnsive continued from January to March in 1943. The Partisans 

were able to break the fourth offensive and especially to damage the Chetnik troops. The 

Chetniks were eliminated for good as a serious military force. Soon after the fiasco of the 

fourth ofTensive, with additionai forces in which Bulgarian troops were also included, the 

Gennans and Italians mounted the fifth offensive against the Partisans in May and June 

1943. At tIus time the Pat1isan force of about 20,000 men under Tito's personal 

command fought against 120,000 Axis men. The Axis forces aimed to encircle the 

Partisan in northwestern Bosnia and then to destroy. But the Partisans at frrst broke the 

encirclement and then counterattacked into northeastern Bosnia. The Axis objective of 

annihilation of the Partisans was thwarted again. In the following months, the Partisans 

moved to back northwestern Bosnia, maintained their the Supreme Headquarters in 

Bihac. 

The surrender of Italy in September 1943 strengthened the position of the 

Partisans because, aner the collapse of Italy, the Partisans disarmed six Italian divisions 

and captured their weapons and other equipment. I3y November 1943, the Partisan forces 

IHX See Nohlrdah & SCIiIll, op. dl.. pp.RI-K2. 
189 T . . l\7 omaseVIC, op. CIt., p." . 
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reached to 80,000 men and liberated large parts of Slovenia, the Croatian littoral, 

Dalmatia, Macedonia, Bosnia, Herzegovina and Montenegro. 190 

On 29-30 November 1943, aller the Partisan military success against the Axis and 

the quisling armies, the Partisans and the YCP convened the second session of AVNOJ in 

Jajce in Bosnia. Briefly, AVNOJ (1) declared itself the supreme legislative and executive 

organ of Yugoslavia and the supreme representative of Yugoslav sovereignty, (2) 

established the National Committee of Liberation of Yugoslavia as its executive organ, 

with all attributes of a national government, (3) declared void all claims of the Yugoslav 

government-in-exile to being a legitimate government and the claim to the right to 

represent Yugoslavia abroad, (4) declared all treaties and agreements that had been 

signed by the government-in-exile to be subject to reexamination for annuhnent, 

acceptance or renegotiations,( 5) prohibited King Peter from returning to the country until 

the problem of the monarchy should be solved by the people by their own free will after 

the liberation of the country, (6) gave approval to all decisions made previously by the 

Executive Committee of A VNOJ and the Supreme Headquarters of the People's 

l.ihcration Army, (7) expressed gratitude to the People's Liberation Army and the 

Partisan detachments for the struggle against the Axis and the collaborators, (8) declared 

that Yugoslavia had never accepted the dismemberment of the country in April 1941, and 

linally, (9) declared that Yugoslavia would be reorganized on democratic federalist 

prillciples as it slale of'cquaillaliolls. ,fli Also, the sessioll beslowl~d upon Tilo the title or 
Marshal of Yugoslavia. 

In the first session of Bihac, AVNOJ did not declare itself a government, but the 

second session of Jajce did dus. Hence, in the light of these points, it is clear that the 

second session of A VNOJ established a new revolutionary government in Yugoslavia 

which was dominated by communists and which challenged the government-in-exile. 

After the second session of Jajce, G,ermany launched the sixth offensive ill 

December 1943' ill order to destroy the Partisan troops ill Uosnia, Croatia and Oalmatia. 

There were totai360,000 men in the Axis loree, including 200,000 Germans and 160,000 

190 S' . 781 , tavnanos, op. CIt., p. . ..' 5 4 
191 See fi)T the second session of A VNOJ Maclean, Disputed Bamcade: ... , op. CIt. pp. 2 4-2 7 
Iiolldi LIS, op. cit., pp. 129-130 (Ind Nohlrdah & SCIiIll, op. cil., pp. !O-87. 
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13 I . 192 . 
U ganans. Also, the Ilomc Guard, the SSG, and the Chetniks took active role in the 

sixth offensive. 

The strong Axis forces forced the Partisans to abandon most of Dalmatia, 

the offshore islands, and certain inland regions. But, as in the past, the Partisans were 

able to counteraUack, and in January J 944, they regained mllch of the lost territory and 

made advances. The seventh and last offensive against the communists started on 25 May 

1944 with a German airborne attack on Tito's headquarters in Drava. But, as in the other 

oHensive, the last ofIensive could not kill Tito and destroy the Partisan force. That is, the 

communist Partisans were able to protect and to increase their power continuously during 

the war despite the seven Axis offensives that were supported by the Ustasha, the 

Chetniks and the Nedic government. 
, 

On the other hand, as we have seen that, King Peter under the British goverrunent 

dismissed the Puric government and replaced him with Subasic on 1 June 1944. It is more 

illlportallt that the Killg ordered prime lIIillister SlIbask to estahlish contact and to 

negotiate with the Partisans. The Subasic government obeyed this order; and on 16 June 

J 944, Marshal Tito and Subasic signed an agreement at the island of Vis ofT the central 

Dalmatian coast. Tito and 8ubasic came to agreement to unify the two goverrunent, the 

National Committee of Liberation of Yugoslavia and the Yugoslav governmcnt-in-cxile, 

that is, to establish a unified government. 193 

This agreement was opposed and refused by the Chetniks and pro-Mihailovic 

politicians. On 12 September 1944, as a response to the opposition, King Peter issued the 

conunand over Radio London on ordering the Chetniks to leave Mihailovic and to pass 

under the command of Marshall Tito.194 Both the Tito-Subasic agreement and the King's 

colllmand of J 2 September show that the Yugoslav government-in-exile ceased oflicially 

its support to Mihailovic. 

In the same month, September 1944, Tito visited the USSR, and concluded a 

agreement with Stalin. This agreement allowed the Red Army to enter Yugoslav territory 

192 M' I 1"{ ,'t 8() dC can, 1.0: ... , op. CI ., p. . r. '. ' • 

19] Scc I(lr Ih~ Tito-Suhasic ncgotiations ;Jnd agrccmcnts Lanc, Ann, J uRoslavw: When Ideals Col/Ide. 

New York: I'algravc Macmillan, 2004, p.89-90. 
194 '1' . I . 1()7 omascvlc 1, op. CIL, . 
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to pursuit the German armies. According to the agreement, Yugoslav civilian authorities 

would function in areas liberated by the Red Army, and the Red Army would leave 

Yugoslav territory after the completion of its military operation against the Germans on 

Yugoslav soil. Thereafter, Tito went to Romania and held talks with a Bulgarian 

delegation of the Bulgarian Communist Party at the city of Craiova. Tito signed a 

agreement with the delegation. According to this agreement, Bulgarian forces under the 

supreme Soviet command would be allowed to operate in Yugoslav territory as Allied 

forces in the struggle against the retreating Germans. 

As a result of these agreements, Red Army, Bulgarian communist army and the 

Partisans launched a joint operation against the retreating German army. On 20 October 

J 944, Soviet, l3ulgarian and Partisan forces liberated Belgrade. In the military operation, 

the Partisans had lost 2,953 men and the Soviets lost 1,000 men while the enemy had lost 

16,000 dead and 8,000 captured. Some Soviet and Bulgarian troops helped in the 

liberation of other parts of Serbia, while some other fought in Vojvodina against the 

Germans. Finally, the Soviet and Bulgarian troops left Yugoslav territory on 12 

Novemher and continued the pursuit of Germans into Hungary.195 

Ten days later of the liberation of Belgrade, the second Tito-Subasic agreement 

was signed on 1 November. According to the second agreement, King Peter should not 

return to Yugoslavia unless by decision of the people, and that, during his absence, he 

would be represented by a Regency. A new joint government would be formed including 

six ministers for the six federative units and would remain in office until the adaptation of 

a new Constitution. 

The second Tito-Subasic agreement was recognized by Stalin, Churchill and 

Roosevelt in the Yalta Conference (4-11 February 1945). Also, King Peter was 

compelled to conform the Tito-Subasie agreement. On 5 March 1945, the King conferred 

his powers upon the Regency including Serb Srdjan Budisavljevic, Croat Ante Mandie, 

Slovene Dusan Sernee who were nominated by Tito. On the same day, both the National 

Committee and the Yugoslav government-ill-exile resigned, and on 7 March, a unified 

government was formed under Ivan Ribar, member of Presidium of AVNOJ, Subasic and 

195 See Maclean, Tito: ... , op. cit., pp. 83-85. 
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Milan Grolfrom the SDP. Ribar became prime minister, Subasic foreign minister and 

Grol vice-premier. Tito was elected by the members of the new govermnent as President 

of the Council of Ministers of Yugoslavia. 

I-lence, the period of dual govermnent ill Yugoslavia ended. There were 28 

members in the new government. 23 members ofit were followers of Tito, therefore, the 

Government was dominated by the YCP. On 9 March, the new govermnent announced 

its program and the name of the state: Demokratska Federativna Jugoslavija 

(Democratic Federal Yugoslavia - DFy).196 

One month later, on 1 1 April 1945, "Ii-ealy (~/ /ij-iel1dship, Mutual A ill, and 

Postwar Collaboration between the USSR alld Yugoslavia" was signed by the two 

country. In this treaty, the USSR was represented by Molotov, People's Commissar for 

Foreign Affairs of the USSR, and Yugoslavia by Tito, President of the Council of 

Ministers of Yugoslavia. This treaty involved military, economic and cultural cooperation 

between the two country and government. 197 

In the same month, the Partisans led by AVONJ launched the fmal attack upon 

the Chetniks and the Ustasha in April 1945. The Montenegrin Chetnik group under 

command of Djurisic was destroyed by the Montenegrin Partisan troops in April; and 

roughly 12,000 Chetniks in Serbia under command Mihailovic was destroyed on 10-13 

May. Mihailovic could be able to escape from capture until 13 March 1946. After the 

capture, he was tried and sentenced to death for treason and war crimes, and executed in 

July 1946. 

The Partisans also attacked the Ustasha regime and army in Croatia. The Partisan 

offensive forced the members of Ustasha government to left Zagreb on 4 May and Ante 

Pavelic on May 6. Finally, Zagreb was liberated by Partisan troops on 8 May . The 

Germans and the Ustasha forces wanted to surrender to the British commanders in 

Austria; however, their demand was not accepted since according to an agreement 

between Western Allies and the Soviet Union, alllroops or Germany and its allies would 

have to surrender to troops of COllntries against which they had fought. Thus, the German 

1<)(. See IIOJldillS, op. cit., pp. 113-IH. 
197 S J' .1 l'l .... t lh' trc'lly C'IJ'ss')ld StcpilClI (cd) YUCT(}s/avia and the Soviet Union (1939-'. ee or Inore uC aJ S aV\)u c, .. , ,. ., '" 
1973): A Documentary Survey, London: Oxford University Press, 1975, pp. 162-164. 
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and Ustasha troops surrendered to the Partisans on 15 May 1945.198 

On the other hand, the Partisan troops marched into Trieste, Istria and the 

Slovenian Littoral. They controlled the large parts of lstria at the end of April 1945, and 

entered Trieste on 30 April. Hence, the Partisans were able to liberate practically all of 

Istria, Trieste, and the Slovenian Littoral. IIowever, these areas were occupied by the 

Supreme Allied Commander in the Mediterranean, Field Marshal Alexander, and put 

these areas under control of the Allied Military Government on 28 April. 

Aller a series negotiation, all agreement was signed bel ween the Partisans and the 

Allied Military Government in Belgrade on 9 June 1945. According to the agreement, 

Istria and the Slovenian Littoral was divided by the so-called Morgan Line. Except for 

Trieste and the city of Pula, which remained under Western Allied control, all of lstria 

and the Slovenian Littoral was lell undcr Yugoslav control. 199 

Thc liberation of lstria amI the Slovcnian Littoral returned to the Yugoslavia 

bel ween ()OO,OOO Crollis alld Siovelles. The rcllll'll or Ihese areas (0 Yugoslavia was 

welcomed especially by the Croat and Slovene public opinion. Consequently, this success 

of the Partisans and the YCP increased the Croat and Slovene support to the communists. 

So, the Second World War ended Lor ifJe Partisan troops and tor aU Yugoslavia 

on 15 May 1945 when the last German and the Ustasha troops were surrendered. During 

the war, 530,000 Serbs, 192,000 Croats and 103,000 Bosniaks died. 8,000 Chetniks 

escaped to Britain and 12,000 Chetniks went to America, Canada and Australia. Between 

20,000 and 40,000 Ustasha men, who were returned by the British commanders in 

Austria to Yugoslavia, were executed by the Partisans.
20o 

At the end of the war, the 

Partisan force had 800,000 soldiers. During the war, the Partisans lost 350,000 dead and 

198 See Tomasevic, op. cit., pp. 112-113. 
199 In Ihis agreement, Tricslc was not len to Yugoslav control. Until 1947, it was lUlder the occupation of 
Yugoslav army and (he British-American Army. Trieste was handled in (he peace treaty wi(h Italy on 10 
February 1947. According to thc treaty, a "Free Tcrritory of Tricste" was established; Zone A, including 
the dty of Tricstc, was Ulldcr Ilrilish-Alllcricall occlIpalioll. alld ~'()!IC n undcr Yugoslav (.lCcupation. Thc 
final selllcmcnt was signcd betwccn (hc Unitcd Stales, Grcat Bnta,lIl, Ital~ an~ :u~oslavIa. ~I~ ~ October 
1954. This Hnal settlement ended the military occupation 01 the hcc 1 ern tory 01 1 neste and 
incorporatcd 70ne A into Italy (Ind 7nnc B inlo Yugoslavia. Als(~. according to th.e agreemenl, 
Yugoslavia gaincd thc righl to usc a li-cc port area ill Tricstc. (Sec IlolhmUl & Ncal, op. CIl., pp. 76-77, 

420-421 and Lampe, op. cit., pp. 137, 172). 
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suffered more than 400,000 wounded.201 On the other hand, the occupying Axis armies 

lost 447,000 dead and 560,000 Axis soldiers were captured.202 

Naturally, the absolute victory or the Pat-listllls over the Germans, the Chctniks 

alld the Ustasha alld the incorporation of'lstria and the Siovenian Littoral into Yugoslavia 

empowered AVNOJ which was established and .led by the YCP. Unquestionably, at the 

end of the war, the llIOSt illlluential and the strongest political figure was A VNOJ 

dominated by the YCP. 

III the third alld lillal session of' AVNOJ between 7-10 August 1945, AVNOl 

changed itself into the "Provisional People's Assembly of Democratic Federal 

Yugoslavia", and the non-communist members, including Subasic and Grol, were forced 

to resign. The state apparatus was organized undcr cOlltrol of the cOllllllunists. The police 

and other internal security forces were formed by the communists. Militia and State 

Security Administration was under the control of the yep and Tito. 

Furthermore, on 23 August 1945, the Provisional People's Assembly passed 

"Law on Agrarian Reform" which nationalized all big estates and limited peasant holdings 

of arabIc land to fi'om twenty to thirty-five hectares. -This law also liquidated estates 

belonging to banks~ enterprises, land corporations, and other corporate bodies. As a 

whole, the agrarian reform affccted a land area of 1.6 million hectares, half of which was 

distributed to poor and landless peasants, and half went to the state.
203 

The Provisional Assembly that was orientated by the YCP passed the Constituent 

Assembly Act on 21 August for a bicameral assembly. According to the Act, the Federal 

Assembly (Savezna Skupstina) was to be elected on an all-Yugoslav basis at the ratio of 

one delegate to every 40,000 inhabitants. The Assembly of Nationalities (Skupstina 

Naroda) was to be elected by the individual federative units (25 delegates each) and 

autonomous units (15 for the Vojvodina and 10 for Kosovo-Metohija). The draft 

200 Judah, op. cit., pp. 124, 130, 134, . 
201 McClcl\an, Woodford, "P(xstwar Political Evolution", in Vucinich (ed.), op. CIt., p. 120. 
7.02 II .1' i 117 (lIIulllS, op. C I., p. ' . ' . , 
203 McVicker, Charles P., 'J/toislIl: Pattern.tor International COllullun!sm',Ncw York~ SL MarLIll s Press, 
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Constitution required the approval of both assembly with a two-thirds majority. The 

Electoral Act of 22 August gave voting rights to all citizens aged eighteen years and 

older, regardless of sex, and to all soldiers and ex-Partisans, regardless of age. But, 

voting rights were denied to persons who had been members of any of government 

between 1929 and 1939 as well as to those who had collaborated with the Axis. i-Ience, 

about 200,000 people had not voting right. Decree of 1 September 1945 declared the 

Provisional Assembly dissolved.204 

In the election for the Constituent Assembly (Uslavotvorna Skupstina), the ballot 

papers carried only the names of candidates proposed by the People's Front (Narodni 

Frollt).205 Although the ballot papers were completely dominated by the communists, 

they also contained some candidates 11'0111 other parties: the Republican Party, Serbian 

Peasant Party, National Peasant Party, Independent Serbian Democratic Party, Socialist 

Party and Croatian Peasant Party. On the election of 11 November 1945, the opposition 

was represented symbolically by "no candidate" ballot boxes. The People's Front won 

6,725,045 votes (90.48%) against 707,422 votes (9.52%).206 

The Constituent Asscmblydol)1inated by the YCP met on 29 November 1945, the 

second anniversary of the Jajce session of A VNOJ. In the same day, the Assembly 

proclaimed the abolition of the monarchy and of the Karadjordjevic dynasty, and the 

establislunent of Federativna Narodna Republika Jugos/avije (Federal People's Republic 

of Yugoslavia - FPRY). That is, the second Yugoslavia was founded as a "Federal 

People's Republic" on 29 November 1945. On 1 December, Tito was appointed head of 

the government; and also, the Assembly appointed a Presidium consisting a President 

(Ivan Ribar), six Vice-President, two Secretaries and thirty Members. The new 

constitution, written by Mosa Pijade, was unanimously accepted by the Assembly on 30 

January 1946. 

204 f londlUS, op. cit. p. 135. 
205 The People's Front was estahlished hy the yep in 1945. The main duty and lunction ?fthe People's 
Front was to work fix the recollstruction of the cOlllltry that had been damaged greatly durmg the war. In 
1953, ils lIaJlle was challged illlo Socialist Alliance (!f rIlKOs/~.v Work.er People in the Forth C.ongress of 
the People's Front See 1~lkll, Alpaslau, Kuramlar ]J0yullca Ozyonelllll ve Yugoslav lJeneylllu, Istanbul: 

Alan YaYlllclhk, 19X1. pp. 169-170. 
206 lId' . IJ( Oil IllS, op. ell., p. ). 
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Taking everyt.hing into cOllsideration, it is clear that there were eight basic 

reasons for the communist Partisans' victory and for failure of the Croatian and Serbian 

nationalism at the end of the war: 

J) The old regime could not solve the Yugoslav national question. Furthermore, this 

question was deepened by the Serbo-Croat conflict that was sharpened by the Ustasha 

and the Chetnik movements during the war. The YCP promised to solve the national 

question by creating federative Yugoslavia that would recognize and preserve all rights of 

Yugoslav nations. Moreover, the communists proposed to recognize the rights of self­

determination and secession for all Yugoslav nations. The YCP's policy about the 

Yugoslav national question revealed itself in the slogan and principle of "Bratstva i 

Jedinstvo (Brotherhood and Unity)" 

2) The old regime was dominated by the Karadjorjevic dynasty, big land owners and 

bourgeoisie. This means that the old regime based upon exploitation of peasants and 

workers. This exploitation deteriorated economic condition of the Yugoslav people, that 

is, the Yugoslav people lived in the very severe economic condition between 1918-1939. 

The YCP promised to solve economic problems and to increase the working people's 

standard of living through socialist revolution that would involve land reform and 

expropriation of the property of the old regime'S sovereign classes. For this reason, the 

communist Partisans declared war not only on the foreign occupiers, but also on the old 

regime. That is to say, their struggle was the "People's Liberation War (Narvdnv 

Os/obodilacka Borba)" against both the occupying armies and the old regime's upper 

classes which had exploited the Yugoslav working peoples. So, in the words of 

Stavrianos, the YCP and the Partisans were s~lpported by "have-l/ol,\"" who desired to 

destroy exploitative old regime and to create egalitarian society without exploitation, 

while the Ustasha and the Chetlliks were supported by "haves" who wanted to restore the 

old regime based on the exploitation of working people.
207 

Hence, the Partisan struggle 

was not only a war between the Partisan forces and the occupying armies, but also a 

"class struggle" between the Yugoslav upper classes and the lower classes. 

3) During the war, the Ustasha regime carried out ethnic cleansing upon non-Croats with 

207 See Stavrianos, op. cit., pp. 762-764. 
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aim of creating a Greater Croatia, and the Chetnik movement pursued ethnic-cleansing 

upon non-Serbs in order to establish a Greater Serbia. Both the Ustasha and Chetnik 

terror upon innocent people brought about popular rage and opposition against them. 

The people's rage and opposition against the Ustasha and the Chetniks increased popular 

support to the Partisans. 

4) Unlike Chetniks and the Ustasha regime, the Partisans established local organizations, 

the People's Liberation Committees, which carried out political, economical and military 

duties. During the war, a network of the committees spread over most parts· of the 

country and fonned organizational basis for resistance and administration. It is more 

important that the committees formed a basis for the establishment of communist 

government after the war. Thus, in the words of Phyllis Auty, "it would be incorrect to 

speak of communists seizing power at the end of the war, for they had gradually taken 

over authority as areas (?f the country were liberated in the later stages of the war. They 

had also created a rudimentary machinelY (~l central and local government before the 

war ended. ,,208 This 'machinery of central and local government' was a product of the 

People's Liberation Committees. 

5) The YCP and the Partisan movement was not a nationalist party and movement. The 

yep and the Partisans aimed to luumJ a Yugoslav unioll 011 the principle of federalism 

and socialism. Therefore, the Partisans drew their men from all nationalities of 

YugOslavia and operated in all parts of the country. Also, the Partisan movement could 

be able to attract the minority groups of Yugoslavia. A number of Partisan units were 

fonned from the minority groups. The Partisan force included the Italian Pino Budicin 

battalion, the Albanian Zejnel Ajdini unit and the Emin Durak brigade; the Hungarian 

Petofi Sandor unit, the German Ernst Thalmann unit, the Bulgarian Hristo Betov brigade, 

and the Czech-Slovak Jan Ziska brigade.
209 

6) The Partisan movement, unlike the Ustasha and the Chetnik movements, attracted the 

Yugoslav women for the communists supported equality of women to men continuously. 

Also, the YCP promised destruction of the traditional social structure which had 

20S A • 
1\ llty, op. Clf., p. 104. 

10'J S . , hOllr, of). Cll., r. 75. 

\ 
\ 



III 

oppressed the Yugoslav women and implementation of social reforms which would 

improve their social status. Thus, the Yugoslav women supported the Partisans rather 

than the others, and their support empowered the Partisans. 

7) The Partisans have never collaborated with the enemy, and they fought against the 

enemy consistently. This consistent fighting against the enemy attracted not only the civil 

people, but also many soldiers and ollicers who were contingent to the Yugoslav army­

in-exile. Thus, many soldiers and officers left the Yugoslav govermnent-in-exile and 

joined the Pm1isans. Furthermore, during the war, many Chetnjk alld Ustasha militiamen 

joined the Partisan troops as they were attracted by the Partisan resistance. 

8) Finally, unlike the Chetniks and the Ustasha, the YCP and the Partisan movement had 

great appeal for the Yugoslav intelligentsia. Hence, the Yugoslav intellectuals more 

backed the Partisans than the Chetniks, the Ustasha and the Yugoslav government-in­

exile. The intellectuals' support resulted in intellectual, theoretical and ideological 

superiority of the YCP and the Partisans over the other sides. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE SECOND YUGOSLAVIA: THE SOCIAI~IST YUGOSLAVIA 

IV. 1. Foundation of the Socialist Yugoslavia (1946-1950) 

The period of 1946-1950, according to Ann Lane, was the period of 

"Sovietisation,,210 and, according to loze Mencinger and Olga Memedovic, the period of 

''Administrative Socialism".211 Also, George Macesich describes this period as "Period of 

Centralization" which based on the Soviet economic 1110del.2I2 

On the other hand, Branko Horvat, a distinguish Yugoslav socialist theorist, 

divided the Yugoslav Socialist Revolution into three stages. The first stage of the 

revolution was the war period. 111 this stage, the YCP fought against the occupying Axis 

annies for national liberation. The second stage began at the end of 1945 and continued 

until 1950, when started the third stage involving the establishment of se1f-management. 

The second stage, according to Horvat, was consolidation of the first stage. The 

enemy in the second stage was not the occupying armies but the domestic exploiting 

c.lasses. Ilence. the communists /<Hlght against the old regime's exploiting and ruling 

classes in order to establish .socialist society that based on working people's sclf-

management.. For this reason, J Jorvnt ITln;nlains that. the Yllgosinv communists took very 

radical and bitter measures against the enemy (exploiting classes of the old regime) soon 

therealler the war, between 1946-1950.213 

IV. 1. i. The 1946 Constitution 

The most important and comprehensive measure against the old regime's 

exploiting classes was the 1946 Constitution. The 1946 Constitution, the first constitution 

of the Second Yugoslavia, was a copy of the 1936 Stalinist Constitution of the USSR. 

The first constitution of FPRY received its inspiration from the Stalinist Soviet Union. 

210 See Lane, op. cit., pp. 95-99. . .. 
211 See Mencinger, Joze, "From a Capilalist to II Capilalist Econon~y", III Jal~les SlmnllC & Joze Dekleva 
(eds.), Yugoslavia in Turmoil: A.lier Se(rmanagemenl, London: PlI1ter PublIshers, 1991, ~p: 71-72 an~ 
Memedovic. Olga, On The TheOlY and Measurement o.fComparativf? Advantage: An Empmcal AnalYSIS 

a/Yugoslav Trade, Amsterdam: Thesis Publishers, 1994, pp. 108-109: 178-179 .. " . . . 
212 See Macesich, George, "Major Trends in the Postwar Economy of Yugoslavia, In Vucll1lch (cd.), op. 

cit., pp. 203-205. ' .. 
213 See Horvat, Branko, An Essay On Yugoslav Society, New York: International Arts and SCJences 

Press, ]969, pp. 72-75. 
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Also, the comlllunist government cnlc)rced economic policies that was copied from the 

Stalinist Soviet economy. That is, between 1946-50, the Yugoslav communist power 

adapted the state structure and the economy on the Stalinist Soviet socialist model. 

According to the 1946 Constitution,214 political power based on the working 

people and belonged to them. The people exercised this power through elected 

representatives who served in (a)the people's committees at the local level, (b)the 

republican assemblies on the federated republican level and (c )the National Assembly at 

the federal level. All citizens of eighteen years of age and over, regardless of sex, 

nationality, race, religion, had the right to vote. Also, a long list of civil liberties to which 

all citizens were to be entitled was included within the Constitution. 

The Constitution established the Seculld Yugoslav State as a federation that 

guaranteed 'the rights of self-determination and secession for the constituent peoples' and 

'the cultural rights of the natiunal minorities'. Article I uf the Constitution declared that 

the Federal People's Republic of Yugoslavia {FPRY) was "a federal people's Stale, 

republican ill jorm, a community o/pcoples equal ill righfs who, Oil fhe basis 0/ the right 

to se(l-delerminaliofl, including the right o./"separatioll, have expressed their will /0 live 

together in a federative State. ,,215 And also, Article XIH guaranteed to each of the 

national minorities "the right to a protection ofils own cultural development and the free 

use of its own language. ,,216 

FPRY consisted of the six constituent federated republics (People's Republics) 

which had the explicit dght to secede from the federation (FPRY). These 'People's 

Republics' were Serbia (according to the 1948 census, had the population of 6,527,966); 

Croatia (3,756,807); Bosnia-Herzegovina (2,565,277); Slovenia (1,391,873); Macedonia 

(1,152,986) and Montenegro (377,189).217 Also, there were the Autonomous Province 

(AUlol1olnna Pokrajina) of Vojvodina and the Autonomous Region (Au/onomna Ob/ast) 

of Kosovo-Metohija. They were contingent the People's Republic of Serbia and didn't 

have the right of secession. 

--~--------------

214 Sec I(Jr more details ahout th,~ 1946 Constitution Iionditl<;, op. cit., pp. 137-167. 
215 Ibid., p. 13&. 
71(, Vuci.llidl, "NaliolialislII allu COllllllllllislII". op. cit., p. 253. 
m See Memcdovic, op. cit, p.11 O. Also, according to nationalities, in 1948, lh~rc were 6,547, 117 S~rbs; 
3,784,353 Croats; 1,415,432 Slovenes; 810,126 Macedonians; 808,921 Bosmaks; 750,431 Albaruans; 
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Although the six constituent republics had right of secession, they were forbidden 

to maintain their own armed force and to de,al foreign governments. Also, the 1946 

Constitution established a control of the federal state over the republics. For example, 

most republican ministers were to be supervised by the appropriate federal 

ministers. 

Even thoug~ the federated republics were controlled by the federal state 

apparatus, they had their own 'Republican Assemblies' that had power of legislation. 

Unlike the National Assembly of FPRY, the Republican Assemblies were unicameral as, 

according to the constitution, they had no need to consider the nationalities problem 

within federated republic. Moreover, each republic had its own 'Republican Presidium' 

and 'Republican Government'. Republican Presidiums and Governments were elected by 

their Republican Assemblies. 

The National Assembly or FPR Y was created by the 1946 Constitution as a 

bicameral institution involving the' Federal Council', elected by all of the citizens on the 

basis or olle deputy fur each filly thousand inhabitants; and the 'Council of Nationalities', 

composed of thirty deputies from each of the six federated republics, twenty from the 

Autonomous Province of Vojvodina, and fifteen from the Autonomous Region of 

Kosovo-Metohija, each delegation elected by the voters of their respective areas. Both 

the two councils were elected simultaneously for a term of four years. Both had equal 

rights, and no legislation could became law without the full consent of both councils. 

The 1946 Constitution created the Presidium of the National Assembly that 

served as the Assembly'S executive organ. It was elected by the two councils in joint 

session. The federal Presidium was a collective chief of federal state, responsible to the 

National Assembly for its work, and subject to recall either collectively or individually by 

the Assembly. 

496,492 Magyars; 425,703 Montenegrin; 102,953 Vlachs; 97,954 Turks and the others in Yugoslavia. ( 
Vucinich, "Nationalism and Communism", op. cit. p. 254.) 

On the other hand, the 1953 celisus recorded that, according to religion, Orthodox population 
constituted 41.5 percent (about 7 million) of the total 16,OO?,OOO population of Y~oslavia; Roman 
Catholic population 31.8 perccnt (5.4 million); Muslim population 12.3 percent (2.1 mtl~lO~l); Protcst~nts 
0.9 percent (150,000); other faiths 1.2 percent (200,000); and 12.3 percent (2.1 millIon) descnbed 

Ihl"IIISdvl~S as without rdil~i(lll. (1\IIIy. op. cit .. p. 1%.) 
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Apalt Iroll1 the federal Presidium, there was also a federal government that was to 

be the supreme executive and administrative organ of the federal state (FPRY). The 

federal government was composed ofa prime minister, vice-premiers, all heads offederal 

ministries, and the heads of the Federal Planing Commission and of the Federal Control 

Commission. The members of the federal government, who were appointed by the 

National Assembly, were responsible to the Assembly that had power to recall them. In 

practice, most of the member of the federal government were also members or the 

Presidiwn. 

Furthermore, the 1946 Constitution determined the structure, duties and powers 

of the 'People's Committees' which had been established and spread over the country 

during the war. The People's Committees were regarded by both the Constitution and the 

YCP as the highest organ of the state authority within its own local territory. That is, 

according to the communist perspective, they were effective representative bodies of the 

local population in administering communal affairs. 

However, between 1946-50, the committees served in actual practice as the local 

administrative instruments of the central federal authority. Also, they were under the 

restrict control of the YCP and dominated by the party members, As Edvard Kardelj 

declared "some people's committees had showll a tendency to transform people's se(/­

government into a 'pashalik' (if local o./jicialdom".218 That is, between 1946-50, the 

committees were very weak and ineffective on the level of local self-government. 

IV. l. ii .. Ecollomic Measures 

During the war, the Yugoslav peoples and economy were damaged severely. 

Yugoslavia lost 1,014,000 people (5.9 per cent of the total population) in the 1941-1945 

period.219 Roughly, one-sixth of all prewar housing was either destroyed or heavily 

damaged. In Belgrade, more than 40 per cent of the housing was rendered unusable. In 

all, 25 per cent of Yugoslav population was homeless at the end of the war. In December 

1945, production was only 30 per cent of prewar in the textile industry, 40 per cent in the 

218 McVkkc.r. or. cit., p. 147. 
}I'I S~rh losses W~I~ 4S'J,OOO (6.9 rwr cellt or lh~ lolal Serb pop"latioll), Croat 207.000 (5.4 per CClI!), 

Bosllinks Sll,OOO (ll.9 per cent), .Jewish (jO,OOO (77.9 per cell1) and Gypsy 27,O()() (31.4 per cent). (Sec 
l'vii\.:, l'hrislophcl'. "Croalia", ill I >ykcr & V~lvoda (ells.), op. dl., p. 20.1). 
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food processing industries and 15 per cent in the metal industries. Mines were flooded 

and machinery was destroyed by the occupying Axis armies. Also, railways and roads 

were greatly damaged. More than 50 per cent of all rails was either destroyed or badly 

damaged. The damage was equally heavy in agriculture. Farm machinery, equipment, 

animals and livestock were destroyed, damaged or looted. The total reduction amounted 

to between 40 and 60 per cent of total prewar holdings such as 53 per cent of cattle, 67 

per cent of horses, 52 per cent of hogs, 80 per cent of harvesting machinery and 40 per 

cent ofpeasant carts. About 40 per cent of the area under vineyards and fruit trees was 

greatly damaged. The damage in forestry amounted to more than 12 per cent of prewar 

production.220 

It is more important that the war damaged greatly the Yugoslav skilled 

manpower. 90,000 skilled industrial workers and 40,00 highly trained specialists lost their 

lives. Yugoslav war economic losses made up 17 per cent of total losses of eighteen 

Western allied countries.221 The total material damage was $47 billion. GNP of 

Yugoslavia in 1945 did not reach one-half of what it was in 1941.
222 

For this reason, after the war, the Yugoslav communist power aimed (a) to 

recover these damages and I~sses of the Yugoslav ewnomy and also (b)to destroy 

economic power of the old regime's ruling and exploiting classes. For these two 

purposes, thc cOllltllunisL govcrJllIlclll ccntralized the usc or all available human and 

material resources with the fi)lIowing radical measures: 

rn the SUllllllcr or 19t16, the Law on C!H)pcrativcs wns enncted. It ptovided for 

collective planni~g and farming in agricultural areas, established state tractor stations and 

other centers for heavy farm equipment, and designated the co-operatives as the primary 

channels of distribution of industrial products in the village. So, the Soviet kolhoz-type 

collective farms were formed in Yugoslavia between 1946-50. But, the yep did not 

follow standard Stalinist tactics as a whole in its attempts to collectivize the Yugoslav 

peasants.223 

220 Ilo/Hncm & Neal, op. cit., pr. 36-87. 
221 Madl,ar, op. cit., p. 75. 
221 Klcmencic & Zagar, op. cit., 194. 
771 M V' k . '" C 1(, er, op. nt., p. n. 
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A comprehensive Nationalization Law, involving 24 Article, was passed in 

December 1946. Article I of the Law Regarding Nationalization of Private Economic 

Enterprises nationalized total 42 branches of economy and passed them into State 

oWllership.'!}.! Article I () staled Ihal "1V/Wt'I'"'' 1I10y cOll1l11il illly lIel lI'illl 111t~ illlt'l/l;ol/ (!/ 

/hlslralillg or hillderillg lIaliollalizalioll under this Law, alld ill particlIlar whoever may 
., , 

destroy, dama~e" hide, di.\j){)se (?f' or il1 at~y way whatsoever diminish the value (~f 

lIaliollalized properly, . .. , shall be punished under the Law against illegal trade, illegal 

specula/ion and economic sabotage, or under the Law for the protection of People's 

property alld property admil1istered by the l\'tate.,,225 

The Nationalization Law of December 1946 permitted to maintain private 

ownership in the few branches of commerce and industry. This tolerance of private 

ownership was restricted by a supplementary Nationalization Law of April 1948, which 

ordered the nationalization of all private enterprises above the level of artisans and small 

shopkeepers. By the end of 1948, all industries regardless of its nature and size had 

became state properly. The Nationalization Laws of December 1946 and April 1948 

nationalized - with the exception of farming - more than 90 percent of the country's 

private property. Private capital in industry, mining, transport, banking, and wholesale 

and retile trade was nationalized in this period.226 

Also, in spring of 1946, the Law on the State Economic Plan was enacted and 

new institutions were formed in order to enforce a single working plan for entire 

economy. And finally, the rive Year Plan for Industrial Development was proclaimed on 

28 Apri11947. This first plan was prepared by the Yugoslav and the Soviet experts, and 

based on the Soviet aids. The Plan aimed to improve technological capacity, to raise 

economic and social level of the country's less developed republics, to double the 

national income, to increase industrial output to almost five times the 1939 level, and to 

d · . I 227 mo erlllze agncu ture. 

114 Sec liJr the 42 branches Blagqjevic, Borislav T. (cd.), Colle~liofl of Yugoslav Laws, Volume lli: 
Nationalization and /<:.tpropriation. Bdgradc: Institute ofComparallvc, I,aw, 1963, pp. 13-14. 
m Ibid., 20. 
226 Klemcncic & Zagar, op. cit., p. 197. . ' . . 
227 Sec i()r morc dctails WatcrstoIl, Albert, Planning in Yugosial'w: OrgalllzallOn and implementatzon , 

Baltimore: 'nlc John Ilopkins Press, 1962, pp. 9-11, 92-95. 
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IV. 1. iii. Measures Against the Church 

Another bitter measure was taken against the Church. The communist power 

moved against both the Serbian Orthodox and the Croat Catholic churches since they 

supported nationalism in the interwar period and during the war. Most of Serbian clerics 

supported the Royal Coup of 1929 led by King Aleksander and the Chetniks led by 

Mihailovic dill·jng the war. On the other hand, the Croat Catholic clerics recognized the 

NDH and supported the Ustasha regime led by Ante Pavelic during the war. 

Furthermore, they, including Archbishop Stepinac, supported the Ustasha regime's 

conversion policy of Orthodox Serbs to Catholicism. That is, most of Serbian and Croat 

clerics were against the communist Partisan movement led by the YCP although there 

were some clerics who supported the communist Partisans. 

For this reason, the communist government arrested a lot of Serbian and Croatian 

clerics. The most impol1ant trial was the trial of Croat Archbishop Stepinac. He was 

accused of cooperation with the Germans and the Ustasha regime and supporting the 

cOllversion of Orthodox people to Catholicism. Although he was found guilty and 

sentenced to sixteen years in prison, he was released in December ] 952 due to his ill 

health. On the other hand: soon thereafter the trials, the Vatican formally 

excommunicated all those directly or indirectly concerned with the trial.
22H 

Also, the conunullist government limited land holdings of the Churches. Most of 

IhoNe holdillgs were cOllfiHcalcd by the stale. III uddilioll to Ihesc, the regime Jatl1lchcd 

educational reforms which abolished educational functions of the Churches and aimed to 

eliminate religious influences among young people. Finally, some Churches, but not all, 
• )21) 

were closed down by the new rcgllllc. . 

However, the regime did not close all Churches and Mosques and did not ban 

worship. The regime provided tolerance to Orthodox, Catholic and Muslim clerics to 

fulfill their religious mission. But, the clerics were banned from to deal with politica4 

economic and other social issues. On the other hand, it should be emphasized that the 

Muslim clerics were less attacked by the socialist regime. Also, as a consequence of the 

228 See Hofllnan & Neal, op. cit., pp. 94·95. 
229 Ib'd 1 ., p. 93. 
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communist oppression and restriction upon the Serbian and Croatian churches and 

nationalism, Islam religion and Muslim Bosniaks were protected by the socialist 

Yugoslav regime against the Serbian and Croat Churches and nationalism. Thus, the 

protection and development of the Bosniak identity and nation was supported and 

facilitated by the socialist regime. It is more important that the socialist regime aflccted 

and facilitated greatly the secularization of the Bosniak identity and culture. 

IV. 1. iv. The Yugoslav Communist Party 

In this period, the most important and effective governmental and political actor 

of the country was the YCP. The party's upper members controlled the state apparatus. 

The National Assembly, the Federal Presidium and Government, the Republican 

Assemblies, Presidiums and Governments, all of them, were dominated by the upper 

members of the YCP. Also, as Kardelj declared, the Party members dominated local 

government and political life. 

In 1946, the Party had total 258,100 members. 71,000 (27.6) of them were 

workers; 130,000 (50.4%) were peasants; 30,000 (11.7%) were students, military, 

pensioners; and 27,000 (10,3%) were employees.23o 
" 

In 1968, the workers' share in the membership rose to 31.2 percent of the total 

1,146,000, and peasants' share dropped to 7.4 percent. Managers, technocrats and 

military personal formcd I 9.0 perccnt of the membership in 1968. And students' share 

declined to 3.3 pctccnt.7..1l 

Also in 1967, according to national composition of the party, there were 541,526 

(51.77% of the membership) Serbs; 189,605 (18.13%) Croats; 70,516 (6.74%) Slovenes; 

67,603 (6.46%) Macedonians; 65,986 (6.31%) Montenegrins; 37.433 (3.58%) Bosniaks; 

31,780 (3.04%) Albanians; 12,683 (1.21%) Magyars and 28,886(2.76%) others.
232 

These 

figure shows that the YCP was dominated by the Serbian membership, that was led by 

the Minister ofInlcrior Affilirs anti the Chief of~ccret Police Aleksandar Rankovic. 

Aller the expulsion of the YCP from the Cominform on 28 June 1948, the Fifth 

2\0 Ilorval, op. cil., p. 1l)1). ' ". • " 

231 See Tables 4.7 and 4.8 in Dcnitch, llogdan, "Mobility and RecrUitment ()f~ugos!~v L~dershlp: l?c 
Role of the League of Communists", in Allen I I. Barlon (00.), Opinion-Makmg Elltes In YugoslaVia, 

New York: Pracg(,'C Publishers. 1973. pp. 113. J 16. 
2"\2 Vucinich, "Natiollalism and COllllllunism", or. cit, p. 256. 



120 

Congress of the YCP was held in Belgrade in July 1948. At the congress six main 

decisions were taken: 

(I )To industrialize the country and modernize its agriculture. (2) To strengthen the 

Army. (3) To work continuously and consistently to maintain the independence of the 

country.233 (4)To insure national and social equality among all Yugoslav peoples and to 

recognize the rights of self-determination and secession for all constituent republics. In 

the Congress, Tho stated openly that "peoples have a right to self-determination up (0 

the point ofsecession.,,234 (5) The Congress, also, came to agreement to fight against the 

state and party bureaucrats who hindered socialist development of Yugoslavia and 

political development of workers.(6) Finally, the expUlsion of the YCP from the 

Cominform and the Communist Party of Soviet Union's attack upon the YCP were 

protested by the congress. The congress supported entirely Tito's policy against the 
I 

Cominform and the Soviet Union led by the Stalinist regime.235 

IV. I. v. ExpUlsion of the yep from the CominfOl·m 

In this period (1946-1950), the most important event for FPR Y was the expUlsion 

of the YCP from the Cominform, led by Moscow, on 28 June 1948. In the meeting of the 

Cominform of June 1948, the 'Cominform repeated Soviet charges about the YCP and 

announced the expulsion of Yugoslavia, and called on the YCP to replace its leaders 

including Tito, Kardclj, Ojilas alld Rankovic. The Cominform and Communist Party of 

Soviet Union (the CPSU) declared five main pretexts for Yugoslavia'S expulsion: 236 

(I) The leadership of the yep has pursued an incorrect line on the main questions of 

domestic and foreign policy and departed from Marxism-Leninism, that is, it departed 

from the Marxist class theory and class struggle. (2) The leadership of the yep has 

pursued an unfi-iendly policy towards the Soviet Union and the CPSU. (3) The YCP 

leadership has revised the Marxist-Leninist teachings about the party. According to the 

theory of Marxism-Leninism, the party is the main guiding and leading force in the 

country. However, in Yugoslavia, according to the Cominform, the People's Front is 

233 Sec McClellan, op. cit., pp, 130-131. 
234 Vucinich, ''Nationalism and Communism", op. cit., p. 243. 
235 See Noblrdah & Sclim, op. cit., pp. 108-109. 
236 S ('I' Id . 7()7 7()7 • CC ,ISSO , op. CIt., pp, - --- , 
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considered by the YCP leadership to be the main leading Loree in the country. (4) The 

leadership of the YCP abolished inner party democracy. That is, the Cominform and the 

CPSlJ claimed IhM there was 110 elections, no criticism and self-criticism in the YCP. (5) 

Finally, they claimed that the YCP has broken with the internationalism and has taken the 

road of'bollrgeois nationalism'. 

At the end of t.he declaration, the Cominform called the members of the YCP to 

replace the existing leadership, including Tito, Kardelj, Djilas and Rankovic, and to 

advallce a lIew inLcmalionalisl alld socialist leadership or the party. 

However, the Central Committee of the YCP rejected the charges, and declared 

its solidarity with Tito. Its declaration of 29 June 1948 stated that the Cominform's 

charges was "all attempt to destroy the prestige of the YCp both abroad and in the 

country, to arouse c01?(usion amongst the masses in the country and in the international 

workers' movement, to weaken the unity within the YCp alld its leading role. ,,237 At the 

end the declaration, the Central Committee of the YCP called upon the Party membership 

"to close their ranks in the struggle fiJI' the realization of the party line and fiJr even 

greater strengthening of party unity", and called upo'n the working people "to continue 

to work even more persistently on the building of our (Yugoslav working people's) 

socialist homeland. ,,238 

One year later, on 28 September 1949, the USSR ended the 'Treaty of 

Friendship', that had been signed on 11 April 1945 by Molotov and Tito, asserting that 

"the Yugoslav government is completely dependent on the foreign imperialist circies.,,239 

Like the Moscow government, the Cominform accused Yugoslavia of 

collaboration with imperialism: 

"111e Central Cvmmiftee of the Parly and the Government of Yugoslavia have 

merged completely with the imperialist circles against the entire camp of socialism and 

democracy; against the Communist Parties of the world; against the New Democracies 

and the USSR ... The Tito clique transformed Belgrade into an American center for 

237 Ihid., p. 209. 
nR II . I 'J 11 )1(" p. ~ . 
239 Ibid., p. 221. 



122 

e~jJionage and anli-Communisl prolJaganda. ,,240 

These charges of the Cominform and of the USSR were Stalin's pretexts but not 

real causes of the Yugoslavia's expulsion: 

1) The YCP has never pursued unfriendly policy toward the Soviet Union. On the 

contrary, as we have seen clearly in the Second and Third Chapters, the YCP obeyed and 

respected the Soviet Union both in the interwar period and during the Second World 

War. Furthermore, the YCP and the Partisans regarded the USSR as the 'fatherland of 

communist revolution'. The faithfulness of the Yugoslav communists to the USSR is 

described very well by Milovan Djilas: 

"The Yugoslav communists . .. considered themselves to be ideologically bound 

10 Moscow and regarded themselves as Moscow's mo.~t consistenl fiJl/owers . ... For the 

Yugoslavs, Moscow was not only a political and ~1)iritual center but the realization of an 

abstract ideal - the classless society. . . . The yep was not only as ideologically unified 

as the Soviet, but faiJ/?/itiness to Soviet leadership was olle of the essential elements of 

its development and Us activity. Stalin was not only the undisputed leader of genius, he 

was the incarnation of the very idea and dream of the new society . ... Every action of 

the Soviet Government - for example, the attack on Finland - and every negative 

feature ill the Soviet Unioll - jiJr example, the trial alld the purges - were defended alld 

justified ,,241 

In the war time, Stalin was something more than a political and military leader for 

the Yugoslav communists. Stalin, writes Djilas, "was the incarnation of an idea, 

transfigured in Communist minds info pure idea, and thereby into something infallible 

and sinless. Stalin was the victorious battle 0./ today alld the brotherhood of man 

tomorrow. ,,242 

That is, in the interwar period and during the war, both the Soviet Union and 

Stalin were respected, admired and obeyed extremely by the Yugoslav communists. 

2) After the war, the YCP and the Yugoslav government under the leadership of Tito 

24° 1b'd I '.' p. 225. 
241 I~iilas, Milovan, Conversations with Stalin, New York: Ilarcourl, Brace & World, Inc., 1962, pp. 11-

12. 
242 Ib'd I ., p. 57. 
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conI illllcd 10 obey alld rcspect the Soviet. Union. For example, they pursued the Stalinist 

Soviet model of socialism in domestic economic policy. They did not oppose and criticize 

the Soviet style until the expulsion of Yugoslavia. 

3) As we have seen in the Chapter Two and Three, the YCP and the Partisans 

consistently fought against fascism, imperialism and domestic exploitative upper classes 

in the interwar period and especially in the Second World War. This anti-fascist, anti­

imperialist and anti-capitalist attitude of the Yugoslav communists continued after the 

war. Thus, the Belgrade could not be described as 'American center for espionage and 

anti-Communist propaganda'. 

4) Finally, as we have explained, the YCP has struggled against nationalism and 

nationalist parties, and supported internationalism and equality of peoples since the 

establishment of the part in 1919. The internationalist and anti-nationalist attitude of the 

Yugoslav communists continued also after the war. The 1946 Constitution and the 

decision of the Fifth Congress of the YCP were clear evidences of this attitude. 

The main reason for tIlls conflict between the Belgrade and the Moscow, that 

occurred openly on 28 June 1948, was the Stalin's desire and goal to control Yugoslavia 

entirely: 

The YCP and Tito had very high prestige at the end of the war because of their 

distinguish struggle for liberation and socialist revolution. The Yugoslav socialist 

revolution attr~cted greatly other communist parties of the world and the Third World 

countries. 

Furthennore, Tito aimed to establish a Balkan Socialist Federation. For this 

purpose, Yugoslavia improved good and close relations with socialist Bulgaria, Albania, 

Romania. 243 

Also, after the war, Tito's Yugoslavia gave military, economic and diplomatic 

aids to the Greek communists (National Liberation Front/National Popular Liberation 

Army-EAM/ELAS) whofDught against the National Greek Anny-EDES and the Royal 

Greek government-in-exile, which were supported by the British and American 

governments, in order to achieve socialist revolution in Greece. The Yugoslav 

243 See I~akh, op. cit., p. 97 
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government supported the EAM/ELAS because, according to Tito, a "Socialist Greece" 

should be involved within a "Balkan Socialist Federation.,,244 

All of them frustrated Stalin since the high prestige of Yugoslav socialist 

revolution and the Tito's project about "Socialist Balkan Federation" would damage the 

Moscow's undisputed leading position in the socialist world. Thus, Stalin wanted and 
I 

aimed to control and command the communist party and the government of Yugoslavia. 

However, the YCP and the Yugoslav government under the leadership of Tito, Kardelj, 

Rankovic and Djilas opposed the Stalin's plan, that is, they rejected the Soviet 

domination over Yugoslavia. For this reason, Moscow ordered the Cominform to charge 

and to expel Yugoslavia. This situation was expressed clearly by Tito: 

"Slalin wallied fo subordilJate our illdependellce to interests and policies he was 

following. It was due to the aggressive tendencies of the Soviet Union towards 

Yugoslavia. ,,245 

The expulsion of Yugoslavia from the Cominfonn produced eight important 

results: 

1) After the expulsion, the Yugoslav communists, intellectuals, and experts began to 

criticize the Soviet Stalinist model of socialism. They described the Soviet model as a 

'form of state capitalism' which exploited working people in order to sustain its large 

bureaucracy which dominated the state. Also, they claimed that the Soviet Union utilized 

other socialist countries as sources of raw materials and markets for its manufactured 

goods.246 These critics facilitated and supported establishment of self.management 

(samoupravljanje ). 

2) Undisputed leading role ofthe Soviet Union and Stalin in the socialist world began to 

be disputed after the expulsion and the Yugoslav resistance against Moscow. 

3) The Yugoslav resistance against the Soviet pressure increased the prestige of the yep 

and Tito. Especially, in Yugoslavia, the support of public opinion to the YCP and Tito 

increased sharply because the Yugoslav public opinion regarded the Soviet pressure as a 

244 See W(xxlhouse, C. M., "Modern Greece", in W. A. lIeurlley (ed.), A Short History of Greece: From 
Early Times to 1964, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965:,pp' 152-1?O. . 
~45 Auty, Phyllis, "Yugoslavia's International Relations (l945-,~9?5) ,l~l yucillich (00.),. op. CIt., p. 166. 

46 Zaninovich, M. George, "The Yugoslav Variation on Marx, III VUCinIch (cd.), op. CIt., p. 291. 
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policy that aimed to undermine Yugoslavia's economic progress and independence. 

4) After the expulsion, the Titoist government took bitter measures against supporters 

of the Cominform and Stalinists. For example, about 8,400 Stalinists and followers of the 

Cominform were arrested between 1948~ 1951.247 

5) The Five Year Plan for Industrial Development, that was launched in 1947, was highly 

disrupted as a result of the Soviet-Yugoslav conflict since this plan based on the Soviet 

aids. Termination or the Soviet aids and the boycott imposed by Soviet Union and other 

pro-Soviet states made fulfilhnent of the plan impossible. Thus, the break with the Soviet 

Union and the other Cominform countries led to failme of the fIrst Five Year Plan in 

y ugoslavia. )4~ The Soviet t~C()1I0Hlic sanction against Yugoslavia ended in 1955. For t.he 

Yugoslav economy, total cost of the sanction was $400 million. This cost amounted 3.6 

percent of the Yugoslav GDP in 1952.249 

6) Aller the expulsion, the Soviet Union and the pro-Soviet states launched economic, 

military and diplomatic embargo against Yugoslavia. Thus, Yugoslavia developed its 

economic and diplomatic relations with the West. For example, in 1949, Yugoslavia 

received $9 million credits fi'om the IMF, $20 million-from the U.S. Export-Import Bank, 

8 million sterling from Britain; and in $1950, 35 million from the U.S. Export-Import 

Bank.250 In the 1950s, Yugoslavi~ received more than $1,157 million of economic aid and 

$724 million of military aid from the U.S.A.251 Also, amount of Yugoslavia's trade with 

the West has increased sharply since 1949.
252 

7) After the expulsion, the defensive strategy and doctrine of Yugoslavia shifted. The 

main threat was now coming from the Soviet Union and the pro-Soviet states. Thus, in 

1951, Kosa Popovic, Chief of Staff in the wartime and now Minister of Foreign Affairs, 

went to Washington and signed a "US Military Aid to Yugoslavia Agreement".253 That is, 

247 McClellan, op. cit., p. 130. _. . 
248 See DubL)" Vinod (ed.), Yugoslavia: Development With Decentra/zzatlOf7, BaltImore: The John 
Ilopkins University Press, 1973, pp. 28-29. 
249 llookman, Miliea Zarkovic, Economic Decline and Nationalism In VIe Balkans, New York: St. 

Martin's Press, 1994, pp. 127-128. 
250 Singleton, op. cit., pp. 171-172. 
251 I~l' . 133 estma, op. CIt., p. . 
252 See Singleton, op. cit., pp. 173-176. . " . " 
253 Vasie, Milos, "The Yugoslav Army and the Post-Yugoslav ArmIes, In Dyker & VCJVoda (eds.), op. 

cit., p. 120. 
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after 1948, socialist Yugoslavia improved military relations with the West as a response 

to the Soviet threat. 

8) Finally, the Yugoslavia's expulsion from the Cominform and the Soviet embargo 

against Yugoslavia was an important cause of Yugoslavia's non-aligmnent policy. Since 

1949, Yugoslav foreign policy increased relations with the Third World in order to (a) 

decrease its economic dependence on the West and (b) to break the Soviet embargo and 

encirclement. 254 

IV. 2. Foundation of the "System of Socialist Self-management" (1950-

1960) 

In the words of Branko Horvat, the foundation of the system of socialist self­

management (samoupravljallje) was the third stage of the Yugoslav socialist revolution 

which aimed to give full economic power to working people and to eliminate the state 

and party bureaucracy.255 

According to Rudolf Bicanic, a member of the YCP and a distinguish Yugoslav 

socialist theorist, this third stage involved the four Ds : De-centralization, De-etatization, 

De-politicization and De-mocra,tization. That is, according to Bicanic, thefour Ds were 

four principles of the self-management system. These principles, said Bicanic, "endeavors 

to organize production on the basis of workers' self-management, in order to eliminate 

the roots of ex pI oil uti on (lmufl by mull. ,,~.~(, 

Also, Vladimir GJigorov asserts that the maiJl principle and t~ll'gct of the self· 

IllHnagCJ11Cnt was the t nlnsfimnatioll of stale-properly illlo social property. So, according 

to Vladimir Gligorov, the fundamental characteristics of the self-management was social 

ownership ofproperty.257 

On the other hand in 1951 in Mostar, Tito declared that the ultimate aim of the , " ~ 

Yugoslav socialist revolution involving self-management were, at fITst, to minimize the 

power of the state and the party bureaucracy, and then, to abolish them by giving full 

254 See for more details about the cHects of the Soviet pressure in the formation of Yugoslavia's 
nonalignment policy Rubinstein, Alvin Z., Yugoslavia and the Nonaligned World, New Jersey. Princeton 

University Press, 1970, pp. 3-27. 
255 Horvat, op. cit., pp. 75-76. 
256 Bicanic, Rudolf, Turning Points In Economic Development, the Hague: Mouton, 1972, p.243. 
257 Gr . 3 IgOroV, op. CIt., p. 4 . 
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governmental power to the Yugoslav workers and working masses. "Real democracy" 

said Tito in his famous Mostar speech "began when/he governmental jimctions of state 

were abolished." Thus, according to Tito, self-management (samollpravljanje) was a 

'real democracy' which abolishes state and party by giving full political and economic 

power and competence to working masses. That is, the self-management was the self­

govemment of working people in economic, political and social spheres.258 

Sluvene political leader and theorist Edvard Kardclj described the three basic 

peculiarities and aims of the socialist self-management in his book: (1) The self­

management presupposed social and economic equality among working peopJe.259 (2) 

"U1e aliel/a/ioll of surplus labor is a grave obstacle to Ihe./urther development (~lsocie'y 

and to the unity and stability (~r the economic ,\ystem. ,,260 So, he pointed that the self­

management aimed to abolish the alienation of surplus labor (the alienation of workers 

from their own products) which hinders social development. (3) Final1y, according to 

Kardelj, workers were 'se(fmanagers' in the system of self-management. In the self­

management, the "worker - self-managers" said Kal'delj "manage and cOlltrol income on 

beha({ and in/he interest of all working people, that is, in their own name and in that of 

the whole of society for their personal material and creative interests.,,26 I In other 

words, Kardelj stated that the income and social wealth is not controlled by state, party 

or any ruling class but by the workers who are transformed into the 'worker - self­

managers' in the system of self-management (samouprav(ianje). 

In the light of these quotations, we can summarize the principles and aims of the 

self-management in the five points: (l) To give the working people a greater and more 

direct role in decisions and government affecting socioeconomic development. (2) To 

transfer the social ownership of the means of production to the working people. (3) To 

abolish the alienation of producers from product. For this purpose, to put the control of 

enterprises direct1y into the hands of producers by abolishing privet property and state 

258 See Tito, Jozip Broz, Ozyonetimli Sosyaliz/Il, trans. ilhami Emin, Istanbul: Koza Yaymlarl, 1978, pp. 

8-14 and 18-21. 
259 KardeU, Edvard, Contradictions of Social Property In A Socialist Society, Belgrade: Socialist 

'nlOught and Practice, 1981, p. 27. 
260 Ibid., p. 49. 
261 Ibid., p. 95. 
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bureaucracy. (4) To empower local self-government of society. (5) Finally, to ab.olish 

state and party, and to create a classless society.262 

The system of socialist self-management in the second Yugoslavia can be studied 

on the three levels: (]) economic level, (2) territorial level, and (3) organizational level. 

IV. 2. i. Self-management on tbe Economic Level 

Economic level of the Yugoslav self-management based on 'workers' councils'. 

The worker's councils was established by the 'Basic Law on the Management of State 

Economic Enterprises and Higher Economic Associations by Working Collectives' that 

was issued on 27 June 1950. The Basic Law defmed the concept of workers' self­

management based on workers' councils: 

'"Factories, mil1e~~ carries, tramport, trade, agricultural, forest, public utility 

and other state economic enterprises, as the general people's property, shall be 

managed by working collectives on behalf of the social community, within the 

framework of the state economic plan. . . The working collectives shall exercise this 

right (~r management through workers' councils. ,,263 

By October 1950, 6,319 enterprises, with total working force of 974,932 

workers, had established workers' councils. In 1958, there were 135,625 workers' 

council members in 6,618 enterprises.264 In practice, the worker's councils were given 

little real power by the 1950 Basic Law. However, the power of the workers' council was 

strengthened cOlllinu()usly dming the 19508 by the reforms of 1952, 1954, l. 957, 

1958,1959 and 196], and by the 1953 Constitutional Law.
265 

The workers' council was deliberative body, which determined all activities of the 

undertaking and its general policy. Its main functions and powers were those: (1) To elect 

and to remove of members of the board of management of the undertaking. (2) To 

262 lbe theory of self-management and its five aims were not a pure iImovation of the Yugoslav 
communists. 'I11ese idea and aims had deep roots in (a) utopian socialists such as Robert Owen, Charles 
Fourier, Louis DIane, (b) Pierre Joseph Proudhon's economic and politi~ thought. (c) the Marxian 
thought, (d) the experience of Paris Commune in 1871, and (e) th~ RUSSIan revolutions of 1905 and 
1917.(See for more dctails Horvat, op. cil., pp. 27- 31 and I~lklJ, op. CIt., pp. 30-(8). 
263 S' I . 126 mg mon, op. CIt., p. ). 
264 International Labor omcc (11.0), Workers' Management In Yugoslavia, Geneva: La Tribune De 

Geneva, 1962, p. 75. 
265 See I~tkh, op. cit., pp. 123-125. 
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examine reports of the board of management. (3) To appoint and dismiss the director of 

undertaking. (4) To prepare financial and production plans of undertaking. (5) To 

conduct investments of undertaking. (6) To establish new departments or branches within 

the undertaking. (7) To increase or reduce the unqertaking's working capital, net income, 

sale or purchase. (8) To conduct the undcrt~tking's personal policy. (9) To give the final 

decision on individual disputes within the undertaking. (10) Finally, The 1961 Reform 

abolished the power of Federal State to determine the division of net incomes of 

enterprises. This power was given to the workers' councils. That is, in 1961, the 

workers' council were given the right to determine autonomously the division of 

enterprises' net incomes (profit) into personal incomes (wages) and retained funds.266 

According to the Basic Law, the 'working collective' included all those employers 

in an enterprise. In the working collectives with fewer than thirty workers the whole 

workers constituted the workers' council. In the larger collectives, a workers' council 

was elected to exercise the function of self-management. The workers' councils were 

elected at the beginning of each year. Also, elections for the dissolution or recall of the 

council might be held any time of the year. Voting fonhe workers' council took place by 

secret ballot lUlder the supervi'sion of the election committee, that was elected by all 

workers' votes before the election. 

Each undertaking with several workshops or departments could establish 

'workers' councils at the department level'. They can be classified in two main categories 

according to whether they were advisory in character or whether they enjoyed some 

measures of autonomy in management. Advisory workers' council at the department level 

did not have actual power of management and responsibility of their own. However, the 

other had their autonomy power in management. They performed their autonomy 

function under supervision of the central workers' council. 

The workers' council, especially in the large undertakings, established 

'commiltccs of the workers' cuullcils'. The status and puwers of such cOllunittees were 

defined by the workers' council. The chairman 'of such committees should be a member 

of the workers' council, while the other members could be chosen from among other 

266 See fOr the workers' councils ILO, op. cit., pp. 74-88. 
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workers in the undertaking. Also, a council might set up other standing or special 

committees whenever there was a need for them. The Labor Relations Act of 1957 

entitled the councils to empower cOlmnittees to take on and discharge individual workers 

and to set up disciplinary committees. 

Every workers' council elected the 'board of management of undertaking 

( enterprise), at the first sitting of the council. Before the election, the council appointed a 

election committee to supervise the election of the board. In the election of the board, the 

chairman of the workers' council, the director of the lmdertaking, the chief accountant, 

the members of the election cOlmruttee and the persons who had been members of the 

board of management during the two preceding terms of office were ineligible. 

According to the size of undertaking, the board of management involved from 

three to eleven members. At least three-quarter~ of the members of the board must be 

workers directly engaged in the undertaking's essential economic activity. The members 

orthe board could 1I0t be re-elected li)r a third consecutive period of ollice. 

The board of management was the permanent executive organ of the workers' 

council. The board of management was responsible for the management of the 

undertaking in accordance with the policy prepared by the council. Also, it bore 

responsibility for the efficient running of the undertaking. The board had three main 

duties: (1) To prepare reports and proposals to the council on the management of the 

undertaking. (2) To execute the general policy prepared by the council and to take the 

necessary measures to put the decisions of the council into effect. (3) To supervise the 

director of the undertaking and his subordinates. Also, the board directed the undertaking 

when the post of director was vacant. 

The board of management had right to set up committees. These committees 

helped the board in preparing draft rules for. the undertaking, production plans, and in 

maldng some particular studies. Also, workers' councils at department level had right to 

set up their boards of management at department leveL 

Furthermore, in order to strengthen the economic self-management, the Yugoslav 

socialist regime established 'Economic Chambers' and 'Unions of Undertakings'. 

According to the 1953 Constitutional Law, economic chambers were established by all 
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undertakings in a particular branch of the economy, either federally or in anyone of the 

territorial units. Each chamber had its own general assembly composed of delegates from 

lUldertakings, who elect the committee of management and its chairman together with a 

secretariat and a number of specialized sections and cOlmmttees. The executive bodies of 

thc chambers only contaillcd representatives designed by the workers' l~OlU1dls of the 

member undertakings. The main task of the economic chambers was to promote the 

interests and operations of their affiliated undertakings. For this purpose, they formulated 

sOllie plans ami proposals. 

The 1953 Constitutional Law, also, allowed undertakings to form unions (Unions 

of Undertakings) for their particular industry or section of the economy. These unions 

could be formed by not less than a quarter of the undertakings in the following branches: 

industry and mining, building, agriculture and forestry, and transport. The Constitutional 

Law banned the chambers and the union to engage directly in any economic activity. 

However, they could organize meetings to discus economic problems and to make 

recommendations for their members. Moreover, they gave great technical help to their 

members in order to increase productivity. Such chambers and unions were important 

elements of the Yugoslav self-Illanagcment at the economic leve1.267 

Finally, it should be emphasized that the Yugoslav socialist self-management 

system involved two basic principles at the economic sphere: (I) social ownership of the 

means of production and (2) the comprehensive planning of all economic and social life. 

'Social ownership of the means of production' covered the whole of industry, 

mining, building, wholesale, retailing, transport and communications, hotels and 

restaurants, municipal services and cultural facilities such as press, cinema, theater etc. 

Also, banking, insurance, education and health services, that were not regarded as 

productive activities, were covered by public ownership. However, in agriculture in 1960, 

social ownership covered only about 12 per cent of the land. Private peasant holdings, 

according to the 1953 Constitutional Law, were limited to ten hectares and must be 

fanned by the owner himself or his family without any wage-earning help. Also, there 

were about 200,000 self-employed handicraft workers in 1960. They were allowed by the 
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1953 Constitutional Law to employ up to five persons.268 

The second principle (comprehensive planning of economic and social life) llad six 

functions: (l) To harmonize micro and macro economy. (2) To harmonize industry and 

agriculture. (3) To abolish inequality between developed regions (Slovenia, Croatia and 

Serbia) and underdeveloped regions (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia and 

Kosovo-Metohija). (4) To give an estimate of economic activity, taking into account the 

resources available, the needs and the investments. (5) To make financial arrangements 

needed to achieve the targets. (6) To increase productivity of all social figures of 

economic activities.269 

In the light of these six basic functions, the Second Five Year Plan was launched 

in 1957. The plan depended on the "production of consumer goods and finished products 

with the goal of improving standards of living. It aimed a growth in living standards of 

nearly 8 per year, and the elimination of shortages and bottlenecks through a faster 

development of agriculture and industries producing final goods. Thus, investments in 

agriculture were increased both through the newly-foullded Agricultural Bank and 

through investment funds. The increase in agricultural investments led to a sharp increase 

in agricultural output. The other'targets of the Second Plan were to aid the development 

of the country's economically underdeveloped areas, to expand and strengthen the system 

of workers' self.management in economic organizations and i1l10cal self-government, to 

.1 I "1 /. I J- . .... • t no rcuucc l IC va ance 0 paYlllclIlS (C ICll uy JIlcrcaslIIg expor 8. 

The Second Five Year Plan aimed to reduce regional inequality between 

developed regions and underdeveloped regions. For this purpose, the plan instituted the 

'system of guaranteed investments' under the Federal Government. The Federal 

Government guaranteed a certain volume of investment to the underdeveloped regions 

out of the Federal General Investment Fund. During 1957-62, such 'guaranteed 

investments' amounted to between 46 and 64 percent of total investments in Macedonia, 

Montenegro and KOSOVO.271 

268 Ihid., p. 35, 
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IV. 2. ii. Self~management 011 the Te."ritorial Level 

Self:'management on the territorial level was designed by the 1953 Constitutional 

Law that empowered the people's committees. And then, the 1954 and 1957 reforms 

reinforced the self-management at the territorial level. 272 

As we have seen, the 1946 Constitution gave very weak authority and position to 

the people's committees in the governmental and political structure of FPRY. The 

authorities and position of the committees were extremely empowered by the 1953 

Constitutional Law. Article 4 of the Law provided that: 

"Social ownership of means (if production, the selJ:management of producers in 

the economy, alld the se(f'-malwgemc!nt (~l workillg people ill the commune, city alld 

district represent the basisfor the social and political system of the country.,,273 

According to the 1953 Constitutional Law, the territorial self-management of 

Yugoslavia based on four types of territorial unit: (a) the federal state; (b) the federated 

republics; (c) the districts; and (d) the communes. The federal state and the six federated 

republics were defmed as 'organs of the State', while the communes and districts were 

regarded as 'self-governing groupings of citizens' to which political and economical 

functions were entrusted.274 

The federal state had a bicameral 'Federal People's Assembly (Skupstina) , 

consisted of the 'Federal Council (Savezno Vece)' and the 'Council of Producers (Vece 

Proizvodjaca)'. The Federal Council was elected by direct ballot by all citizens who were 

eligible for voting, while the other consisted only direct producers who were elected by 

the district producers' councils. Both of them also established some specialized 

committees for some particular issues. In 1958 in the Federal People's Assembly, there 

were 254 (44%) Serbian deputies, 130 (22%) Croats, 61 (\0%) Slovenes, 41 (7%) 

Macedonians, 33 (6%) Montenegrins, 18 (3%) Shiptars (Albanians), 12 (2%) Magyars, 

and 5 0 thers. 275 

272 Sec l~lkh, op. cit., pp. 143-144. 
27J Dubey (cd.), op. cit., p. 32. 
274 Sec for the political and administrative organi:ration of Yugoslavia according to the 1953 

Constitutional Figure 1 in ILO, op. cit., p. 22. 
275 I Iondius, op. cit., P 203. 
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The Federal People's Assembly was entitled exclusive authorities by the 1953 

Constitutional Law: amendment of constitution; conduct of general referendums; 

enactment of the ,Federal Economic Plan and !Judge, basic decisions on foreign and 

domestic policy, and federal legislation; declaration of war; the conclusion of peace; 

election and removal of the President of the Republic, members of the Federal Executive 

Council, and federal judges, etc. 

The Federal Executive Council and his Chairman were elected by the Federal 

People's Assembly. The Executive Council established specialized committees. In ·1959, 

the composition of the Federal Executive Council, by Republic of origin, was as follows: 

Serbia 10 (29%), Croatia 2 (6%), Slovenia 6 (18%), Bosnia-Herzegovina 4 (12%), 

Macedonia 3 (9%), and Montenegro 9 (26%). That is, there were an over-representation 

of Montenegro (which formed only 3% of the population) and an under-representation of 

Croatia (which formed 22% of the population).276 

On the other hand, according to the Law, the President of the Republic was 

elected from the members of the Federal People's Assembly for the four year term, and 

served as chief of state, president of the Federal Council and commander of anny. 

Like the federal state, each federated republic (the People's Republic) had its own 

People's Assembly, that consisted of 'Republic Council' and 'Council of Producers', and 

Republic Executive Council elected by Republic People's Assembly. Republic Council 

was elected by direct ballot by all citizens within the republic, while the other was elected 

by district producers' councils within the republic. These councils might establish Some 

specialized committees. 

According to the Constitutional Law of 1953, the autonomous provmce of 

Vojvodina had a 'Representative Assembly' consisting of two council, an executive 

council, a president of the executive council, and various administrative bodies, However, 

the autonomous region of Kosovo-Metohija had not a representative assembly, but had a 

'Regional People's Committee' and an executive council as its executive political body, 

ffi ' , K M hi' dOd ' has' 277 While Vojvodina had a 'Secretariat for Judicial A arrs, osovo- eto ~a 1 n t It. 

276 Ib·d I ., p. 204. . .. . 
277 Macesich, George, Yugoslavia: 171e lheory and Practice of Development Planmng, VIrgtma: the 

University Press of Virginia, 1964, p. 8. 
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The third tier of the administrative territorial structure was the District (Srez). In 

1958, there were 91 Districts. The district was a group of communes. Each district 

had its own the 'District People's Committee' that involved the 'People's Council' and 

the 'Council of Producers'. The People's Council was elected' by direct baUot by all 

citizens of the district, while the other was clected by the commune producers' councils 

of the district. Each District People's Committee established special councils such as 

economic council, finance council, labor council. Also, District People's Council and 

District Producers' Council had right to establish some specialized cOlluniLtees. 

The last tier was the Commune (Kol11una). In 1958, there were 1,105 communes. 

Every commune had its own 'People's Council' elected by all citizens of the commune 

and the 'Council of Producers' ekcted by workers of the COllllI1Une. These two councils, 

that had right to establish some special committees, fonned the 'Commune People's 

Committee' that established some special councils for some particular issues. Both in the 

districts and the communes, the People's Committees were representative badies which 

had both regulatory and executive powers.278 

Edvard Kardelj defined th~ communes as "the" dictatorship of the proletariat. ,,279 

This means that, the Yugoslav communists under the Jeadership of Tito-Kardelj regarded 

the communes as "the dictatorship (~fthe proletariat,,280 in Yugoslavia. 

2'/H See Ii.lf the organj-,·;ttional structure of the comlllunl",S Figure 2 in II n. or. cit.. r. 24. 
219 S 'b'·, 26 7 , ce Ilu., pp. -2. 
280 According to Karl Marx's economic and political thought, communist revolution involves two stages: 
"the dictatorship of proletariat" and "the foundation of communist society'. The first stage, the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, will be ilmnded by the proletarians by using force against the capitalist 
class and the capitalist state. This stage is the period of the transformation of capitalist society into 
commlUlist society: "Between capitalist and communist society" writes Marx "lies the period of the 
revolutionary transformation of the one into the other. ITlere correspond v to this also a political 
transition period in which the state can be nothing but the revolution01Y dictatorship of the proletariat." 
(Marx, Karla & Engels, friedrich, Gotha ve Efrut Programlarmm EJe~tirisi, trans. M. Kabagil, Ankara: 
Sol Yaymlan, 1989, p. 41.) Also, they, in Communist Manifesto, explained the task of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat: "lhe proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degree, all capital from the 
bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production in the hand of the State, i.e., of the proletariat 
organized a'i the ruling class; and to increase the total of productive forces as rapidly as possible." 
(Marx & Engels, Communist Manijesto, London: Penguin Books, 19~5, p 1O~.) . . 

These quotations show that, in the Marxian thought, ~he dlctatorsl~lp of the .proletarlat ~s ~e 
revolutionary prolctari(Ul state. Thcrcihre, in the !irst stage Of. the ~om~m~lIst ~cvolutlOn, the s~X:lcty IS 

not a classless society and there was a ruling class: the proletariat. lhat IS, m thIS st~ge, prol~arIan class 
trallsl()rJns hilllself inlo lite rill in!', class alld cslaolisi1cs his own stale ami sovereignly agaJIIst the old 

slx:icty's ruling mId exploiting classes. 
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On the other hand, the 1953 Constitutional Law defined the commune as "the 

basic political territorial organization of self-government of the working people alld the 

fUlldamenlal social and economic community of the inhabitant of the municipal 

According to Marx, tlw prolctari:m dictatorship (or the n .. 'Volutionary proletarian state) should take 
some measures in order to (a) hinder counter-revolution and (b) to prepare the conditions for fotmdation 
of cOlUlUwlist s(x:iety. Of course, Marx emphasizes that these measures, fWlctions and duties of the 
proletarian dictatorship will be dillerent in difiercnt Cowltries and in different times, According to the 
Marxian thought, some of these measures are those: destruction of old ruling and exploiting classes, the 
capitalist slate, and the standing army, foundation of the proletarian guard; abolition of private property 
and rights or inheritance; ceillralization or credit in the hand of the state by means of a national bank 
with state capital and an exciwiive monopoly; celllrali7.ation of the lIleans of cOlrummication and 
transport; enforcement of an exclusive land refonn in the interest of poor peasants; to increase industrial 
and agricultural production; establishment of workers' management in fuctories and in process of 
production; abolition the contradictions Ix:tween agriculture-industry, town-country, intellectual labor­
physical lalxlr; aholition of alienali{)11 oflahor Irom its own product; unilicati<m of individual power and 
social pOWf.-'T; to decrease the working tillle and increase Iree time; distrihution of social wealth according 
to ahility and perlormance of labor; to organize tree education and free health care lor everybody. (See 
i()r these measures, {unctions :ll1d duties or the proletarian dictatorship Marx & Engels, Communist 
MallVes/o, op. cit., 104-105 ; Marx & Engels, Gotha lie l']hll Program/armm Ele.'jlirisi, op. cit., pp. 29-
31 ; Marx & Engels, Alman /deo/tljisi (Feuerbacll), trans. Sevim Belli, Ankara: Sol YUYllllarJ, 1992, 
pp.95,104.105 ; M'lJ"X., Fransa'da ir Salla§, trans. Kenan Somer, Ankara: Sol YaYlIliarI, 1991, pp. 57-
62 and Miliband, Ralph ''Marx and the State", in D. McQuarie (cd.), Marx: Sociology, Social Change, 
Capitalism, London: Quarter Book, 1978, pp, 264·270.) 

Howcver, Marx emphasized that the aim of the dictatorship of the proletariat is not to continue 
its dictatorship and sovereignty hut 10 prepare the conditions 1()f IIK~ JbundaliolJ of communist s(x:icty. 
ThllS, these measures, IlUlctiolls and (Juties of the lirst stage nimed to estahlish communist society. The 
nl~:lli()II or COl III lI11uisl spcidy is also Ihe 1~lld or file dklalorship or proil'l:wial. In olher words, according 
to the Marxian thought, the completion of the IUIlClions of the proletarian dictatorship will aixllish the 
n~v\)llltiolllll'Y proletariun ~llIle and Iht~ SOVl'fl'il!J1ty (If proklat'illll dass, (S~'\~ Marx & Engds. ('Olllll11l11isl 

Mani/(!s{o, op, cit., 1"1. 105.) 
'11111:,. ill III(' Mnrxi.<;1 Jlllliliral Iiloughl. III\' I'lld or III\' proil.'llIrillll dklalorship (Ihl~ proktarian 

revolutiollary state) is ule begilluing of the second stage of the COlllIlIUlJist revoluliou: lite jlJUndafivn (1' 
comlllllllisl society, The COllllllllllisl sociely according, 10 Marx, is a classless society where there arc nol 
state, privdte pr~perty, exploitative economic relations, power relations, hierarchical socio-political 
relations, and <lliell<ltioll. Furiherlllorc, ill the communist society, social wealth will be communal, and 
thus, distributed a('.cording to the needs but not according to the pcrlOrm~Ulce and ability of labor. Also, 
there is not any division between individual and social power; 011 the contrary, there is unification of 
them. In addition to these communism provides free Hrne for the self-realization of human being and 
freedom through d~creasi;}g working time as much as possible. As a result, corruntmist society will 
provides conditions tOr the 'development a/social productivejorces' and for the 'human emancipation' 
because it abolishes the hindrances such as private property, state, alienation, exploitative relations and 
hierarchical socio-political relations which. hinder the hUl~~l emancipation. al~~ the development of 
s(x:ial productive forces. (See for more detaIls Marx, Yahud! SOrlJIlU: trans. NIyazJ Berkes, All~~~ Sol 
YaymlarI, 1997, pp. 41-42, 44-45, 52 ; Marx & Engels, lifi111 ve Gotha Programlarmm Ele§tmsl, <'P. 
cit., 30-32; Marx & Engels, Alman ideolojisi, op. cit., pp. 53-57, 62, 95-96, 105 ; Marx, 1844 
Elyazmalan, trans. Kenan Somer, Ankara: Sol Yaymlan , 199?, 1~8-I73, 184.) . 

In short, according to the Marxian thought, commwusm IS the second stage of the. COInn:~t 
revolution coming after the dictatorship oCthe proletariat (the first sl~e); ~nd, the comm~l1Is~ soclely IS 
a limitless development of productive J()rees ol'socicty and consummatIon 01 hUlllaIl emanclpatlOll. 
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territory. ,,281 

Therefore, in the Second Yugoslavia, the commune was the basic unit and socio­

political organization of the territorial self-management. The reforms dW'ing the 1950s 

reduced the number and increas~d the size of communes and districts. In 1960, there 

were 800 communes with an average population of 22,500 per unit; these were grouped 

into 75 districts with an average population of250,000 per district.282 

Unlike the 1946 Constitution, the 1953 Constitutional Law extremc1y increased 

powers of the communes. Both administrative and economic power of the cOmlnunes 

increased sharply as a result of Ole 1953 Constitutional Law and the other refonns, 

especially the 1961 Reform. 

The communes' very influential activities were those:283 (1) The communes had 

authority to establish their economic plans and budges. (2) They had power to found 

undertaking and some communal institutions - cultural, educational, health and social. 

Also, the commulles had right to inlericre ill the distribution of net incomes within the 

undertakings.284 (3) They applies directly the laws, rules and regulations that was 

prepared by higher authorities. (4) They decided on the organization and operation of 

their organs and institutions. (5) Each commune had its own sources of revenue. The 

conmlUnes had authority to collect taxes iu their territory. Also, they might attract funds 

ii'om the Republic or the Federation. (6) The 1961 Reform entitled the communes to 

found and to manage communal banks. According to this reform, the commWles had 

right to give credits to enterprises through these communal banks.
285 

(7) They conducted 

surveys about economic situation and performance of their territory. These surveys were 

taken into consideration by the Republic and the Federal governments. 

IV. 2. iii. Self-management 011 the Organizational Level 

"The League of Communists of Yugoslavia", "the Socialist Alliance of the 

Working People" and "the Confederation of Yugoslav Trade Unions" were three 

important socio-political organizations in Yugoslavia. These socio-po]jtical organizations 

281 Macesich, Yugoslavia: ... , op. cit., p. 9. 
282 (b'd 

I "p. II. 
283 See ibid., pp. 12-15. 
2R1 Sec 11.0, op. cit., pp. 238-239. 
285 S· 1 . 2 mg cton, op. Cll., p. 15 . 
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formed the organizational/evel oj/he self-management system in Yugoslavia: 

a) The League of Communists of Yugoslavia: 

The most important political organization was the Yugoslav Communist Party in 

socialist Yugoslavia. At the Sixth Congress in November 1952, the YCP changed its 

name to the 'League of Communists of Yugoslavia (LCY)'. 

At the congress, three main decisions was taken: (1) The party's organs witrun the 

State bureaucracy would be abolished. (2) The governmental structure of the party was 

decentralized. That is, the authorities of the party's local and regional organs and 

organizations were empowered. (3)The Sixth Congress declared that the main duty and 

function of the party was not to rule the state, country, and people but to educate 

politically and ideologically working masses. One year later, Kardelj defined the role of 

the LCY: "The League (l Commullists does not pn~/ess 10 rule in place (d'the masses, 

hut 10 inspire and educate the masses so thaI they themselves might be able 10 exercise 

'heir gover/lIlle"I, alld lIIaJlge 'heir }£u:loriesU/ul all their olher sodal bodies and 

organizalions.,,286 Also, in 1953, Tito declared that the LCY had two duties and roles; 

firstly, to protect the revolution against counter-revolution, and secondly to educate the 

Yugoslav working people.287 

After the expulsion of the YCP from the Cominform, the most important and 

harmful crisis within the party emerged in 1954 when Milovan Djilas was expelled fi·om 

the LCY and the government. His expulsion fi·om the party and the government was an 

important event and crisis for the party since he was a very el1cctive and important figure 

in the party and in the Yugoslav politics. 

DjiIas (1911-1995) was a distinguished member of the YCP and a close 

collaborator of Tito in the interwar years. During the war, he commanded the 

Montenegrin partisan troops and occupy a position of one of the inner circle oCthe YCP. 

After the war, he became vice-president of the FPRY and a member of the Central 

Committee of the YCP. Also, Djilas was the leader of the Montenegrin branch of the 

YCP.288 

286 M I' 1 ·?O C 'ar ane, op. CIt., p _ . 
287 S 'I'· . 95 98 ,ce Ito, op. cll., pp. - . , . 77 
288 See Allcock, Horton, Milivojevic, (eds.), Coriflict in the Former Yugoslavia, op. CIt., p. . 
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Sillce 1950, [~jilas, like Tito (lnd Kardelj, has criticized and de/ined t.he Soviet 

Union as 'system of state capitalism' and supported 'socialist self-management of 

working people'. However, he began to apply his analysis of the Soviet system to 

Yugoslavia in 1953. In January ·1954, he issued un article in magazille Nova Misau and 

claimed that there were no any differences between the Soviet and the Yugoslav socialist 

regimes since both of them were ruled and dominated by 'upper state and party 

bureaucracy' .289 

On 16 January 1954, the Central Committee of the LCY met to discuss the 

attitude of Djilas. In tIus meeting, Djilas was criticized, protested and reprimanded. 

Finally, he was expelled from the CenLral Committee and obliged to resign from his 

government postS.290 

Although Ojilas resigned in March 1954, he continued to criticize the Yugoslav 

regime and the League. In November 1956, he published an article in the American 

magazine New Leader and looked forward 10 further political revolutions in the Soviet 

Union, Yugoslavia and other socialist countries. Finally, he was judged and sentenced to 

three. years imprisonment. 

One year later, Djilas published his famous book the New Class (Nova Klasa) in 

August 1957 in New York. He stated in this book that the most severe dangerous for 

communist revolution and for Yugoslav socialist regime was the bureaucratization of the 

socialist regime as it created an upper ruling bureaucrats of the State and the League. 

Djilas defined the upper ruling bureaucracy as the New Class or the Political 

Bureaucracy. "The l1ew class" writs Djilas "obtains its power, privileges, ideology and 

its ('lis/oms .from one .\l'ec!(ic form (!( collective ownership which the (new) class 

administers and distributes in the name (~l the nation and society.,,291 The New Class 

was the most dangerous enemy of the Yugoslav socialism because "the selfish interests 

oflhe /lew class ami ,lie ide%}!,ical character (~ll"l! ecollomy make il impo.\·sible to 

. . I I J l • I ,,292 momlam a leall, am fwmlOI1l0US .\ysem, 

789 M I' I '')~ c 'ar anc, or. CIt., p. - . 
290 M I 1" 't 98 ae ean, lIo: ... , op. Cl ., p. . 
291 l~jilas, the New Cla'is, op. cit., p. 45. 
292 Ibid., p. 113. 
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In his book, Djilas claimed that the bureaucratization and the New Class produced 

six results that were incompatible with communism and that were destructive effects for 

socialist regimes: (1) The party state and the dictatorship of the political bureaucracy, but 

not the dictatorship of proletariat. (2) Abolition of working people's participation in 

politics and economy. (3) 'Tyranny over the mind' and intellectual backwardness. (4) 

Economic dogmatism and awkwardness. (5) Growth of nationalism because of new 

class's support to nationalism. (6) FinaUy, according to Djilas, the bureaucratization and 

the new class resulted in ideological and moral crisis in the socialist countries for the new 

class used 'the idea of communism and revolution' as an instrwnent for its economic 

and political seJf~interests. That is, he maintained that, in the socialist countries, the 

'revolutionary communist ideology' was translonned into a 'special ideological 

instrument' which was used to legitimize the New Class's political and economic 

sovereignty. 

FinaUy, Djlas emphasized that until the destruction of the New Class's power 

"there can be no indication that important, fundamental changes are taking place in 

Communist ,\ystem, af least not ill the eyes (~l Incn Who thillk ,w:riollsly aboul social 

progress.,,293 The end of the Ne'w Class's power, and so, the fundamental changes in the 

socialist regimes, according to Djilas, would be fulfilled only by the workers' 

participation in economy and politics. 

That is, he claimed that development of the revolution and creation of communist 

society is impossible without the workers'. participation in political and economic 

decision-making process. Nevertheless, the New Class at fIrst hindered and then 

destroyed such participation. 

This book and DjiJas' critics against the Yugoslav and the other socialist regimes 

were not welcomed in Yugoslavia. He was found guilty on 5 October J 957 and 

sentenced to seven years imprisonment. 

Ailer the Djilas aDair, the Seventh Congress of the LCY was held in Ljubljana in 

April 1958. This congress warned against two equal dangerous and harmful tendencies: 

'anarchist underestimation of the role of the state and party', and the 'tendency to 

2'1.1 • 
Ibid., pp. 45-46. 
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transform the state into an all embracing force,.294 

The Congress described Djilas as 'petty-bourgeois anarchist' who underestimate 

the role of the state and party in the construction of socialist democracy. At the congress, 

KardeJj supported 'socialist democracy' against 'petty-bourgeois anarchistic democracy'. 

He asserted that socialist democracy based upon social ownership of the means of 

production, and the Communist Party and the revolutionary State played an important 

role in the constl'Uction of social ownership. Thus, Kardelj criticized Djilas and 'petty­

bourgeois anarchistic democracy' that refused the Communist Party's and State's role. 

Moreover, he opposed and criticized those who tried to transform the Party and the State 

into an ultimate force since, according to Kardelj, tIus transformation would hinder the 

construction of social ownership and self-management.295 Also, at the congress, Tito 

reemphasized the educational role of the LCY. Tito restated that the League was not 

ruler but teacher and assistant of the working people?96 

Finally, the Seventh Congress issued a resolution. The resolution declared that 

there were two negative tendendes (bureaucratizatioll and nationalism) in Yugoslavia 

which threatened and hindered the development, of the Yugoslav socialist society on the 

basis of sclf-mamlgcmcnt systeli1. r lence, the resolution called the Ley members and all 

working peoples to fight against 'bureaucratization' and 'nationalism' that were bitter 

enemies of the Yugoslav socialist self-management.
297 

b) The Socialist Alliance of Working People: After the Ley the most important socio­

political organization was the Socialist Alliance of Working People. In 1945, the yep 

and the AVNOJ established People's Front. The main task of the People's Front was to 

work for reconstruction of the country that had been damaged by the war. In the Fourth 

Congress of the People's I'ronl in 1953, its name was changed into the Socialist Alliance 

of Working People (SAWP). 

The SAWP's duty was designed by the Fourth Congress to associate all citizens 

in the working of public life and to support the development of the seIt:management. It 

294 Dubey (ed.), op. cit., p. 31. 
295 See McClellan, op. cit, pp. 141-142. 
296 S '1'" . (''''' 9 C . cc Ito, op. Clt.~.!.- _, 
2'J7). , . 208 ( JO, op. elL, p. 33 and !)houp, op. CI[., p. . 
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includes organizations such as the Ley, the Trade Unions, the Youth Organization, the 

Women's Organ!zation, and the Veterans' Ot"ganization. Also, it involved individual 

mcmbcrshjps. In April 1960, individual membership exceeded 6 million and comprised the 

majority of the adult popUlation. In 1976, the tlumber of total membership of the SA WP 

reached 12,555,000.298 

The organization of the SA WP was centered on the local communes. The local 

communes of the SA WP had four basic duties and functions: (I) To encourage its 

members and other citizens in solving political, economic, social, cultural and other 

problems facing the local community. (2) To cooperate with the commune people's 

cOl1muUccs, the organs or workers' management in undertakings and various social 

management bodies, and to assist them in carrying out their duties. (3) To work in 

municipal services, school board, health services, housing, etc. in order to strengthen 

direct democracy and Socialist social relationships. (4) To organize open mass meetings 

in order to delect and discuss local puhlic nfli'irs.299 

When we consider the SA WP according to participation of occupational groups, 

the most active groups were school teachers, blue~collar workers, civil servants and 

retired people. On the other h~md, farmers, health service employees, housewives and 

craftsmen fonned the least active occupational groups.300 

£1.The Confederation of Yugoslav Trade Unions: The Yugoslav trade union movement 

started in the second half of the 19111 century. Until 1945 there was no a unified 

organization of the trade unions. In Lhis year, the Yugoslav trade unions formed a unified 

organization, the Un(/ied Trade Unions, under leadership of the YCP. Then, it was 

transformed to the Confederation (~r Yugoslav Trade Unions (CYTU) that was involved 

14 trade unions. 

The structure of the CYTU was both industrial and territorial. At the industrial 

base, there were trade union branches in all undertakings. In 1958, there were 21,131 

trade union branches and nearly 2 million workers (72.7 per cent of the total number of 

298 I~lkh, op. cit., p. 170. 
2')9 ~, • 

,.,ce 11.0. op. lOll., pr. 34-35. 
JOO Sec Table 4. 1 in Jambrck, op. cit., p. ISO. 
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the workers) belonged to them.301 

I\t the territorial base, the federal, republic, district and commune assemblies of 

the trade unions were formed. Such trade union assemblies were elected by aU members 

of the trade unions. These assemblies also formed the trade union councils at the federal, 

republic, district and commune levels. The central assembly and the central council of the 

trade unjons were the 'Federal Assembly of Trade Umons' and the 'Federal Council of 

Trade Unions'. 

At the Fourth Congress of the CYTU (April 1959), seven main duties and 

functions of the trade unions were described: (1) To struggle to expand the productive 

capacity of the workers. (2) To strengthen socialist democracy and workers' self­

management in order to eliminate the last traces of master-servant relationships and to 

build socialist social relationships. (3) To mobilize the working masses to achieve the 

economic and social targets of the state plans. (5) To educate and train workers both 

politically and technically. For this purpose, the CYTU established a number of Workers' 

Universities.(6) To hold conferences, public discussions, forums, etc. in order to discus 

economic and social affairs and to produce recommendations for solutions. (7) Finally, to 

represent the workers' joint interests within undertakings and also to deal with local and 

federal authorities.302 

Except these three organization, there were also the League of Socialist Youth 

(LSY) and the Veterans' Federation (VF); however, they were not as important and 

influential as the LCY, the SAWP, and the CYTU in the Yugoslav politics.
303 

The LSY was established in 1948 at the Fifth Congress of the YCP. It had 

1,500,000 members in 1948, 1,700,000 in 1958, and 3,200,000 in 1976.
304 

Its two basic 

targets were those: to work i<)r the reconstruction of the country, that had been damaged 

greatly in the war, and to educate the Yugoslav youth politically and ideologically. On the 

other hand, the VF was fonned in 1947 and aimed to continue tradition and spirit of the 

. I d milli' b 3US YugosJav liberation struggle. The V F lllVO ve . 1 on mem ers. 

301 II ,0, op. cit.. p. 44. 
302 Sec ibid., pp. 45-47. . 
303 Simmie. James, "Self-management in Yugoslavia", in Simmie & Dekleva (cd.), op. CIt., p. 4. 

304 r~lkh, op. cit., p. 180. 
305 lb'd 1°3 I .,p. 0 • 
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IV. 2. iv. Outputs of the Self-management 

After World War II, the Yugoslav regime based on self-management did not only 

facilitate the participation of working people in political and economic life but also 

achieved rapid and distinguish economic and social development. That is, since the war, 

Yugoslavia has been rapidly transformed into industrial society thanks to the system of 

socialist self-management. 

A high rate of investment has been a principle feature of the Yugoslav economy 

since the war. The investment rate averaged 26.3 percent of the national income in 1947-

1952, 21.6 percent in 1953-1956 and 20.4 percent in 1956-1958. In 1960, industry and 

mining accounted for 46 percent of the national income; in 1939 the comparable figure 

was 27 percent. Agriculture's share in the national income declined from 44 percent in 

1939 to under 25 percent in 1960. In 1939, 75 percent of the labor force was employed in 

agriculture, by 1948, the figure had dropped to 68.3 percent. It then declined to 60.9 

percent in 1953 and to nearly 50 percent in 1960. On the other hand, Employment in 

industry and mining rose from 300,000 in 1939 to 615,000 in 1952 and to 1,100,000 in 

1960.306 

"The sustained growth' (?f Yugoslav industrial output during the 1950.'1" 

emphasizes Zagorka Golubovic "wasjasfer than thaI achieved during the same period by 

any other country ill the world, whether in socialist Eastern Europe, capitalist Western 

liurupe or the lhird World ".107 

Between 1948- 1960, the Yugoslav social,ist regime constructed large new plants 

and expanded existing facilities and these new large investments in industry increased 

industrial output rapidly. Industrial expansion in 1960 relative to 1939 and 1953 shows 

that the most notable expansion occurred in the production of electrical equipment, 

petroleum, metal manufactures, chemicals and iron and steel. For example, production of 

petroleum increased from 1,000 ton in 1939 to 152,000 ton in 1952 and tol ,341 ,000 ton 

in 1961. Also, production of iron increased from 101,000 ton to 2,184,000 ton between 

306 Maceskh. "Major Trends in the Post War Economy orYllgoslavia",,(1~. cit.. p, 208:. , . 
"01 (' I l.,' /' k "l' t "Yug\lShv SoddY' A lind Outlinc oj Its (ICIICSIS allli 

10 lhAJVIC ,<Igor a .011 ClIlp\ll<1I Y ,'" • , • 
Charactcristic~", in Allc~k, Horton, Milivojevic (cds.), Yugoslavia in TranslllOn: .. " op. CIt., p. 102. 
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1939_1961.308 

Between 1953- J 964, average annual growth rates of GNP, industrial output, 

agricultural output, employment, labor productivity, personal consumption and gross 

fixed investment were respectively 8.6, 12.7, 7.2,6.3,2.3, 7.3 aIld ] 1.4 percent.309 

Moreover, the Yugoslav socialist regime based upon self-management of working 

people did not neglect health care and public education. That is, large economic 

investments did not restrict the investments in the public health care and education. 

After the war, health facilities were impro~ed and the general health level of the 

population was risen. A steady fall in the death rate was registered. In 1945, it stood at 

14.9 per 1,000, in 1947 at 12,7, and 1958 at 9.2.310 Between 1939-1961, number of 

medical schools aIld physician increased respectively from 3 to 8 and from 4,747 to 

12,699. In the same period, population per hospital bed and population per physician fell 

respectively from 531 to 19 I and from 3,242 to 1,461. Also, number of health insurance 

beneficiaries jumped from 2,616,000 to 9,002,000 between 1939-1961.311 

Furthermore, the Yugoslav socialist revolution based on self-management of 

working people developed considerably the general educational level of the people in the 

short time. For example, illiteracy rate slumped from 25,4 percent to 19.7 percent 

between 1950_1960.312 

These figures show that, between 1953-1963, the Yugoslav economy achieved a 

rapid indust.rial development and the Second Five Year Plan, launched in 1957, became 

very successful. This success and rapid industrial development stemmed from five factors: 

(I) building new factories; (2) raising the productivity of labor; (3) more rational use of 

the resources; (4) improving organil.2tion of production and (5) receiving large foreign 

loans and aids. 

However, despite the rapid industrial development and the success of the Second 

Plan, between 1953-1963, about 278,000 persons emigrated from Yugoslavia to the 

308 See Table 2 in Macesich. "M<\jor Trends in the Post War Economy of Yugoslavia", op .. d.t., p. 2~3. 
309 Bojicic, Vesna, wnle Disintegration of Yugoslavia: Causes and Consequences ofDynmntc In Seml-

COlntnand Economies", in Dyker & Vejvoda (ed".), op. cit., p. 30. ." . 
310 Macesich, "MqjOf Trends in the Post War Economy ofYugoslaVla , op. CIt., p. 209. , 
311 Sec Table 10. ]. in Parrllelcc, Donna E., "Yugoslav Ilcalth Care: Is. the Cup I laIr l~mpty or Half 
Full?", in Allcock, 1 lorton, Milivojcvic, Yugoslavia in '}i"ansilion: ... , op. CIt., p. 309. 
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developed Western European countries in order to achieve higher wages and better 

standard of Iiving.
313 

Most of the emigrants were skilled and educated labor. For this 

reason, this emigration am~cted negatively the Yugoslav economy. Also, it shows that the 

rapid economic development and the success of the Second Five Year Plan could not 

solve all economic problems of the post-war Yugoslavia. 

t.V. 3. The 1963 Constitution and the Eighth Congress of tbe LCY: 

Oecentr°alization and De-etatu--atioll 

IV. 3. i. The 1963 Constitution 

The 1963 Constitution was prepared and implemented in order to (a) decrease 

power and competence of the federal government and of the federal state, (b) increase 

power and competence of the republican and local governments, (c) improve the working 

people's self-management and self-government. That is, in order to develop the system of 

sociaJist sclI:'lIItlJlagclJlcnt, the 1963 Constitution based upon two principles: 

decentralization (reduction of power and competence of the federal government) and de­

efalization (reduction of power and competence of the federal state). 

The 1963 Constitution w~s accepted and proclaimed on 7 April 1963.314 The new 

Constitution was divided into 3 parts, 14 chapters and 259 articles. The Part One, Article 

1 described the state: "The Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia is afederal State 

of voluntarily united and equal peoples and a socialist democratic community based on· 

h · I"' ,,315 1'h . h . . t e power oj working people and on se'j-govermnent. . at IS, t e new constltutlon 

changed the state's name into 'Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia (Socijalisticka 

Federativna Republika Jugoslavije - SFRY) and declared the period of 'socialist 

construction' at an end. 

The 1963 Constitutiort described Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, Macedonians, 

Montenegrins and Bosniaks (Muslim Yugoslavs) as the constituent nations of the SFRY. 

Bosniaks had not been recorded in the 1946 Constitution and in the 1953 Constitutional 

312 See Table 2. 1. in Dubey (cd.), op. cit., p. 53. . . .. . 
3D Mcsic, Milan, "External Migration ill the Context of the Post-W~ rx."Vc\opmcllt of YugoslavlCl , tTl 

Allcock, Horton, Milivojevic (cds.), Yugoslavia In Transition: ... , op. cIl, p. 173. 
314 See for the 1963 Constitution Hondius, op. cit., pp. 244-311. 
315 II ·,f 2 r: 1Ju., p. 4,). 
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Law as constituent nation or Yugoslavia, while the 1963 Constitutioll elevated the 

Bosniaks' position to 'constituent nation'. These constituent nations (nacUe) had the 

right of self· determination including the right of secession. 

On the other hand, the new constitution enumerated national minorities 

(lIacioJ1uIIIU munjillu): the Shiptars (Albanians), the Hungarians, the Italians, the Slovaks, 

the Bulgarians, the Turks, the Romanians, and the Ukrainians. Although the national 

minorities of socialist Yugoslavia did not have the rights of seW·determination and 

secession, the 1963 Constitution guaranteed the freedom of expression of their nationality 

and culture, as well as the freedom to use their languages. Also, the individual had the 

right both to declare, and not to declare, a national allegiance: "The citizen is not obliged 

to reveal to which nationality he belongs, nor to opt jiJr one of the nationalities. "(Article 

41).316 Furthermore, Article 46 of the Constitution expressed that "the members of the 

national minorities shall receive school instruction in their language.,,317 

That is, the national minorities, that had been deprived of education in their 

mother tongue in the First Yugoslavia, had right of teaching in their mother tongue and 

freedom to use their languages in the Second Yugoslavia. Thus, in Socialist Yugoslavia, 

the national minorities had their own schools that employed the languages of the national 

minorities. When the number of children of a national minority was not large enough to 

warrant the establishment of a special school, a separate section in the school was set up 

for the nationality. In 1964, there were 4~851 Shiptar, 1,565 Hungarian, 261 Slovak,222 

Bulgarian, and 177 Romanian schools or school sections in socialist Yugoslavia.
318 

According to the 1963 COllstituliolJ, there were four administrative territorial 

units: (I) federal state; (2) federated republics; (3) districts; (4) communes. That is, self~ 

management at the territorial1evcl hascu 011 these ((Jur types of tcrritoriolunit in the 196J 

Constitution. 

The Federal State had two main duties: Firstly, it had to safeguard Yugoslavia's 

sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity, and that effect, to organize its defense, 

to represent it abr~ad, to conduct its political, economic and other relations with states 

31(, fh'd 240 I "' p. o. 
317 lb'd I ., p. 277. 
3I8 1b'd 1 ., p. 278. 
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and international organizations, to conclude international agreements and to decide on 

matters of peace and war. Secondly, the Federal State had duty to protect the internal 

unity of the Yugoslav federation. For this purpose, it had to protect the sovereign rights 

and equality of the constituent nations, the constitutional order and constitutionality of 

the SFR Y, and to safeguard the unity of socio-economic and political system, the system 

of self-management and the fundamental rights and freedoms. 

The Federal State, that bore these two main duties, had the Federal Assembly 

(Savezna SkufJstina) which was defined by Article 163 as "the supreme organ ofpower 

alld social se/j:government withill the framewurk uf the rights and duties of fhe 

Fcdl'/,ol;oll. ,,11'1 

It involved five councils: the Federal Council (Savezllo Vece), the Economic 

Council (Privredl1o Vece) , the Council of Education and Culture (Prosvell1l1-kulll1rl1o 

Vece), the COlll1c~1 of Social WelHlre and HealtH (Sucijalno-zdravstveno Vece), and the 

Organizational-Political Council (Or)!,anizaciol1o-poliICko Vece). 

The Federal Council was composed of 120 deputies ejected by the assemblies of 

communes, plus 70 delegates elected by the republican assemblies (ten each) and by the 

assemblies of the Autonomous Provinces (five each). The republican delegates could be 

regarded as communal delegates for the republican assemblies were elected by the 

communal assemblies. According to Article 165, when necessary to resolve questions 

concerning nationalities, those members of the Federal Council elected by republican 

usscmblies alld the asselllblies of the autollomous provinces constituteu the 'Council of 

Nationalities'. That is, the main task of the Council of Nationality involving 70 delegates 

from the republics and autonomous provinces to discus and to issue resolution about the 

Yugoslav national question. 

On the other hand, the other Jour Coullcils reprcscnted workillgpcoplc; therefore, 

they could at the same time be regarded as 'the working councils'. Dilly 'working man' 

could bc elected by 'working mall' for these councils. Delegates of the lour Councils 

were elected by those employed by various institutions such as factories, hospitals, 

schools, etc. 

319 Ibid., p. 286 
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The competence and duties of the Federal Assembly composed of five councils 

were those: legislation; planning; budgeting; control; accounting; adoption of policy 

directives and election of the President of the Assembly, the Chainnan of Federal 

Executive Council, the President of the Republic, and the Vice-President of the 

Republic.
320 

Whereas the 1953 Constitutional Law had given power to the Federal 

Assembly to detennine the constitutionality of legislation, the new constitution 

established a constitutional court which alone was to have the power to determine the 

constitutionality of all legislation. 

The Federal State had its own the Federal Executive Council. The Chairman of 

the Federal Executive Council was elected by the Federal Assembly, and then he 

nominated other members of the Executive Council. Also, the chairmen of the republican 

executive councils were members of the Federal Executive Council. Thus, coordination 

among the republican executive councils was conducted by the Federal Executive 

Council. Its other functions were conduct of federal administration; drafting of laws, 

social plans and other acts; enforcement of federal laws and nominations of high federal 

functions. 

The Federal State was represented at home and abroad by the President of the 

Republic. He retained most powers granted to his office by the 1953 Constitutional Law 

such as promulgation of laws, supreme command of the armed forces, etc. He was also 

the Chairman of the 'Council of the Federation (Savel Federacije)'. The Council of 

Federation was established by the 1963 Constitution, and its main task was to consider 

malleI'S or state policy and the work of the political-executive and administrative organs. 

Its members were elected by the Federal Assembly among functionaries of the 

Federation, Republics, local government and other organization. 

The J.'ederal State was constituted by six lcuerated republic:. Serbia, Croatia, 

Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, M~cedonia and Montenegro. The federated republics 

were renamed the 'Socialist Republics (Socijalistcke RepubJike) ' by the 1963 

320 Aller the adoption of the new Conslitution on 7 April 1963, the new ~lections for ~he Federal 
Assembly were held on 3 June. The newly elected Federal Assembly elected TIto as the ~esldent of. the 
Republic, Edvard Kardclj as the President of the Assembly, and Alcksandar RankOVlC as the VIce-

President ofthe Republic. 
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Constitution. Article 108 defined the Republics as "socialist democratic state 

communities.,,321 These 'communities' had rights of self-detennination, secession, and 

sovereignty. Furthermore, republican borders could not be altered without its consent. 

Each republic had its own the Republican Assembly involving five councils: 

Republican Council, Economic Council, Council of Education and Culture, Council of 

Social Welfare and Health, and Organizational-Political Council. Election procedures 

resembled those for the Federal Assembly. Delegates of Republican Council were elected 

by the communal assemblies, and delegates of the four Working Councils were elected by 

the working people. 

The head of state function in the Republics was performed by the President orthe 

Republican Assembly who was elected by the Republican Assembly. Also, the Republican 

Assembly elected the Chairman of the Republican Executive Council, and than the 

Chairman nominated the other members of the Republican Executive Council. The 

number of members of the Republican Assembly and the Republican Executive Council 

diflered from republic to republic. 

Each Republican Assembly prepared and adopted the Republican Constitution 

that had to confonn the Federal Constitution. The Republican Assembly could pass laws 

on matters on which no federal laws had yet been made, and for as long as federal law 

were lacking. 

In the Socialist Republic of Serbia, there were two Autonomous Provinces: 

Vojvodina and Kosovo~Metohija. In the 1946 Constitution and the 1953 Constitutional 

Law, the status of Kosovo-Metohija was 'Autonomous Region'. The 1963 Constitution 

promoted its status to 'Autonomous Province' . 

Vojvodina and Kosovo-Metohija had their own Provincial Assemblies 

(Pokrajinska Skupstina). The Provincial Assembly was composed of five council: the 

Provincial Council (90 members in the Vojvodina, 70 in Kosovo-Metohija) and the four 

other Councils of the same name and function as the four specialized councils of the 

Federal and the Republican Assemblies. All delegates were elected by the communal 

assemblies. 

3211h'd 1 ., p. 301. 
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The 1963 Constitution introduced a 'rotation principle' into Yugoslav politics. 

According to Articles 82 and 83, no person could be twice consecutively a member of the 

same council of the same assembly or of an executive council nor be at the same time a 

member of the Federal Assembly and of the assembly of a republic, or a member of two 

councils of the same assembly. Furthermore, Article 220 ordered that the President of the 

Republic could be elected for a term of four years and reelected for one further 

consecutive term. However, this limitation was not applied to Josip Broz Tito. 

The third territorial unit of the Yugoslav administrative structure both according 

to the 1953 Constitutional Law and the 1963 Constitution was the district (srez). At the 

time of enactment of the new Constitution, there were 63 districts.322 The Republics 

involved districts and district.s involved communes. The number of districts within the 

republics differed from republic to republic, and the number of communes within districts 

diflcrcd from districts to districts. 

After 1955, in the Yugoslav administrative structure, districts were constantly 

losing their prerogatives and importance while getting larger, until they finally 

disappeared. They were first abolished in the smallest republic of Montenegro in 1957, 

and then in Slovenia and Macedonia in 1965. By 1967, districts were abolished 
. I" I throughout Yugoslavia. _. 

J 11 1963 whclI the 1963 Constitution was adopted there werc 561 communes. 

According to the 19()1 COllstitUtiOIl, a COIlJlllllllC was I(Hllldcd I() .. "a /('/'/'i/Ol)' (~l o/le or 

more inhabited places which are united by {he common interests of their citizens and ill 

which conditions exist/or material and social development, for the realization (~f se(l­

government of citizens. ,,324 Article 73 stated that "self-government by the citizens in the 

commul1e is the political./iJlJlldalion (l the ull!form social-political ~yste/11 (of the 

SFR V). 325 Also, Article 96 defined the commune as "the basic socio-political 

community" of Yugoslavia. So, according to the 1963 Constitution, the communes were 

the basic socio _ political units of the Yugoslav self-management on the territorial level, 

322 Ihid., p. 308. 
323 Jambrck, op. cit., 93. 
]7.4 J JOlltiillS, op. ci1., p. 108 . 
. m r' I . 151 'IS ler, op. CIl., p. . 
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and aimed to enhance self-government of the working people and social development. 

Each commune had its own the COlmnunal Assembly (Opstinska SkupsJina) that 

involved two cO,uncils: the Communal CounCil (Opslinska Vece) and the Council of 

Working Community (Vece Radnih Zajednica). The former represented the citizenry and 

the latter represented the working man of the commune. The Council of Working 

Community was composed of delegates elected by the economic enterprises as well as in 

the range of public services and social organizations such as schools and hospitals of the 

COllllllllllC. 

Thc main task or the COIlJIlIUIICS was to organize, supervise and provide funds for 

the social services, to take care or public properly and exercise social supervision and to 

maintain peace and order at the local level. They had competence to enact its own 

statute, to pass regulation, to prepare its social plans and budges and to determine their 

funds and revenue. 

Article 96 described five functions of the communes: (1) to provide the material 

and other conditions necessary lor the operation and development of the productive 

forces; (2) to guide and coordinate economic development and the development of the 

social services; (3) to deternlinc and distribute the means for common communal 

requirements; (4) to create the conditions required to satisfY the material, social, cultural, 

and other common needs of the citizens; and (5) to coordinate individual and common 

. . h h al' 326 mterests WIt t e gener mterests. 

Except the commune, also, the Local Communities (Mesna Zajednica) were 

established after 1963. They were organized as units in rural or urban communities 

through which the citizens could directly cater for their daily services or hnmediate needs. 

That is, the Local Community was the smallest unit of the territorial self-management in 

the 1963 Constitution. 

On the other hand, at the economic level, the 1963 Constitution supported and 

protected workers' self-management. The new Constitution extended the concept of 

workers' self-management to social services such as education, health care and cultural 

services. The workers' self-management in these social services was defmed as 'Social 

"Ill. II '" I I )Iu" p. 5 . 
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SeU:managemenC by the 1963 Constitlltion:127 

Article 19 expressed that every enterprise was independent and self-managing, 

and association of enterprises into chambers, business corporations and joint ventures 

was voluntary. Also, Article 9 stated that "any act violating the right of se(f-management 

of Ihe working people is UIlCO/lsliluliollal."m .In addition to these, Article 6 and 34 

ordered that self-management was working people's inviolable right that must be applied 

in all spheres of economic, social and political lire. 

According to the new Constitution, the Federal State and the Republican States 

were responsible for supporting self-management of the enterprises and for creating the 

most favorable conditions for economic and social development. Also they had the duty 

to provide unity of the economic system based upon the workers' self-management. That 

is, in the 1963 Constitution, the Federal State and the Republican States were not 

managers of the economic life, but the workers and other working masses were the 

JlIanagers. J lellec, the J <)(,3 (~ollstjlllli{)11 regarded the working people as the Illallagers of 

economic life, and the Federal State and Republican States as assistants of the working 

people in the economic life. 

Furthermore, Chapter Vn, Article 5 established the 'Fund of the Federation for 

the Development of the Economically Underdeveloped Regions (FOUR)'. Article 7 

defined those areas as underdeveloped: Macedonia, Montenegro, Kosovo-Metohija , 

South and Southwest Serbia, South and West Bosnia and Herzegovina, and parts of 

Dalmatia, Lika, Banija and Kordum in Croatia. These underdeveloped areas were 

financed by the FDUR, and according to Article 8, the resources of this special fund were 

obtained from the Federal Generallnvesttnent Fund. 

The FDUR aimed to minimize and finally to abolish economic gap between the 

underdeveloped regions and the developed regions (especially Slovenia.and Croatia). For 

this purpose, large sources were channeled through the FOUR to the underdeveloped 

region( especially to Bosnia~Herzegovian,Kosovo-Metohija,Macedonia and Montenegro). 

Between 1967-1970, total 8.2 billion dinars were channeled to Bosnia-Herzegovina (2.52 

billion), Kosovo-Metohija (2.46 billion), Macedonia (2.15 billion), and Montenegro (1.07 

327 S' I . 2 7 mg eton, op. cit., p. 6 . 
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billion) in order to support their economic development. 329 

IV. 3. ii. The Eighth Congress of the LCV 

The adoption orthe 1963 Constitution was followed by the Eight Congress of the 

LCY. The LCY convened its Eight Congress in Belgrade in December 1964. At the 

congress three issues were discussed: Self-management, economic problems, and national 

question. 

At the Congress, Vice-President Rankovic gave political report which discussed 

problems of party and Yugoslav politics. Also, Kardelj delivered economic report which 

explained economic condition of Yugoslavia. The major difference and contradiction 

between the reports was that the Rankovic's report favored more 'centralization' and 

'etatization' in order to solve problems, whereas the Kardelj's report favored more 

'decentralization' and 'de-etatization' both on the economic and political spheres.33o 

At the end of the Congress, a resolution was issued. The resolution involved six 

main points: (1) the LCY should work for full implementation of self-management. (2) 

To work lor abolition economic gap between the developed and underdeveloped regions. 

(3) Economic independence and economic self-management of the nations and the 

republics should be guaranteed by the Ley. (4) To tight against 'nationalism and 

chauvinism' that was fcd by 'ctatism and bureaucracism'. For this purpose, the 

resolution maintained dc-centralization and de-ctatization in political and economic 

spheres. (5) To improve power and competence of republican and regional branches of 

the LC/lguc.(6) Filially, (he COllgn;ss argued that creatiull or the 'Yugoslav nation, 

identity and culture' could not be achieved by assimjJation of the other nations, identities 

and cllltlires, but hy illcreasing cooperation IIIII~JIIg lIations, idclItitics und cultures that 

have lived together in Yugoslavia.
33I 

These six points show that the Eight Congrcss denied 'centralization' and 

'etatization', which hinders improvement of the self-management, and accepted 

'decentralization and 'de-etatization', which facilitates improvement of the self-

328 McClellan, op. cit., p. 146. 
329 Jiondius, op. cit., p. 324. 
1~o SC~~ McCldlan, op. cil., pp. 147-14X. 
331 UOlldius., op. cit., pp. 315-316. 
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management. That is, the Kardelj's report became more influential and dominant than the 

Rankovic's report in the resolution. Also, the Eighth Congress embarked a course 

towards confederalization of the LCY through increasing power and competence of 

republican, regional and local branches of the League. 

Both the 1963 Constitution and the Eighth Congress of the Ley prepared 

condition for implementation of the 1965 Economic Reforms since they based upon two 

principle: decentralization and de-c/alizalioJl. That is, the 1963 Constitution and the 

Eighth Congress reduced the role and power of the federal state and govenuuent, on the 

other hand, increased role and power of republics and communes in order to strengthen 
, 

the working people's self-management and self-government. The decrease in the power 

of the federal state and government and the increase in the power of republics and 

municipalities facilitated implementation of the 1965 Economic Reforms. 

IV. 4. The 1965 Economic Reforms: Liberalization of the Yugoslav 

Economy 

The 1963 Constitution and the Eight Congress were followed by a series of new 

economic reforms issued between 1964-1967. These economic reforms that furthered 

dec,entralization and de·etatisation at the economic level were frequently called as 'the 

] 965 Reforms'. These reforms had six goals: (1) to improve the working people's self· 

tnanagetnent~ (2) to give greater autonomy to enterprises and limit the role of state in the 

economy; (3) to increase economic investments, quality of output, efi1ciency of 

enterprises and labor productivity; (4) to increase competitive power of the Yugoslav 

economy and to integrate it with the world economy; (5) to decrease unemployment; and 

b · . rt t' 332 (6) to remove deficit in the balance of payments y mcreasmg expo a Ion. 

The Federal Social Plan for 1961-65 was the forerunner of the 1965 Refonns. 

This plan proposed to coordinate the Yugoslav economy with the intemational market. 

For this purpose, it recommended to concentrate investments on increasing production of 

commodities which could be made from Yugoslav materials and for which there was a 

ready profitable market abroad. Also, it planed to decrease economic power and role of 

~1] J).. . "34 
)1C<UIIC, op. Cll., p. L • 
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the fcderal government and to incrcase power and autonomy of enterprises within a 

competitive economic relations.333 

The Federal Social Plan, that was adopted 101961, was followed by a series 

economic reforms between 1964-67. These reforms, so-called' 1965 Reforms', curtailed 

the influence of economic planners and other government officials at the federal level. 

The new reforms reduced central planning and control, and placed greater reliance on 

market as a guide to the allocation of resources. Also, the planning function was 

decclltralized to the republics, COlllmunes and enterprises. That is, the influence of market 

relations was increased at the expense of the federal state officials and planners. 334 

In order to integrate the economy with the world economy and to increase the 

role of market based upon economic competition, the foreign trade of Yugoslavia was 

liberalized by the 1965 Reforms. In 1964, import duties were reduced from an average of 

over 23 percent on the value of a commodity to an average of about 11 percent. Also, 

most raw material imports were removed from import-duty lists. Importation was eased 

by the new reforms. Moreover, in July 1965, the official exchange rate of the dinar was 

changed from 750 to 1,250 per dollar with aim of improving export. The new rate 

brought the dinar closer to the open-market rate. 

In order to increase productivity of investments, quality of industrial output and 

enterprises' autonomy, a series reforms were enacted and enforced. The average rate of 

intercst was reduced from 6 percent to 4 perccnt. In some industries such as electrical 

power, transportation, agriculture and fishing the rate was reduced to 2 percent. 

Moreover, the federal tax on income of enterprises was abolished on 1 August 1965. It 

was more important that resources at the disposal of economic enterprises, which they 

were free to employ as they desired, increased from 51 to 71 percent of the income of the 

enterprise. Also, enterprises were allowed to invest their reserves directly via the banks. 

This meant that the reforms made enterprises freer in determining the use of their incomes 

and reserves. 

The refonns reduced tax on personal incomes from 17.5 to 10.5 percent. The 

333 Waterston, op. cit., p. 100. . , , " ,F C" ' 
3.14 K . J t I) t 'J' ,. . lJ Ii . I" Tn <'(}CI'al,\'1 CO/mInes: 71,e I~'K:pencnces (IJ ..Tuna, Jlunxary, Illg 1, C cr ., ~C(}n(JlIlIC 'c 01" •• I, .) - • ' 
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federal government's share was 2.5 percent, and the republics and the communes 

received the remaining 8 percent. This rcfonn aimed to increase purchasing power of 

persons and to reduce the power of the federal government in collecting taxes.335 

In order to improve workers' productivity in work, workers' councils were urged 

by the new reforms to reevaluate their criteria for distributing incomes within the 

enterprise according to the motto 'To each according to his contribution'. That is, no 

guarantee was given that personal incomes (wages)336 would increase for everyone by the 

same amount. Naturally, this economic policy increased inequality among personal 

incomes. 

The 1966 Law allowed to estabHsh private fIrms in the sectors of transportation 

and trade. As a result of the reforms, the number of private enterprises increased, and the 

economic power of private sector improved. For example, The economic contribution of 

private sector to GNP increased from 9 percent in 1964 to 28 percent in 1970. Also, in 

the same period, the portioll or private sector in lolal investmellts climbed to J 8,6 percent 

from 10 percent. 337 

The 1965 Refonns increased power and autonomy of banks in the economic life. 

Banks were permitted to operate more as commercial banks, that is, with a view to 

making a profit on their loans. In accordance with the Banking and Credit Act of 1965, 

commercial banks were established by enterprises and stute organs ('socio-political 

cOlllmunities' at the COll1munes, repuhlicanand fedeml levels) as equal partners who 

contributed the bank's own capital (credit fund) and became shareholders of the bank. 

Thus, since 1965, the bank management has been controlled by the founder members in 

proportion to their share in the bank's capital. That is, the profits made from banking 

activity belonged to these founder enterprises, and they controlled the credit policy of the 

335 See Mlcesich, "Ml~jor Trends in thc Postwar Economy ofYugosl.avia", op. c~t., pp. 22~-2:1. . 
336 According to the Yugoslav socialist rcgime, 'wage' is a economic category HI the capitalist economIC 
relations which bases on exploitation of wdged labor. Therelore, 'worker's wage' ,,:as .deseribed ~ 
'personal income' by the socialist regime in Yugoslavia. \x,'Cau.:e the~e was not .ea~Itahs~ economIC 
relations based on exploitation of labor but socialist ,e~o~lOl.n!~ rel,allOns Wl~ho~~ expIOltat.l~n. olla~r. 
337 Vuskovie, Boris, "Yugoslavya'da Toplulllsal r',~ltslzhk , tr,lIls. Sahrt Yucesoy, BlIlkl111, 4~-43-44. 
Auglisi-Scpfclllbl;r-Oc\ohcr 1971{, p. 114. " 



158 

bank.338 

Also, the role of banks in housing has increased since 31 December 1965 because 

all payments into federal housing funds were eliminated and the accumulated resources 

four housing were transferred to the banks. Moreover,the Law on I April 1966 abolished 

the concept of 'territoriality', which had been.the basic principle of the previous banking 

system. So now, their operation were not limited to the particular geographic area in 

which they were located, and they could fmance projects all over the country. The banks, 

which were rescued from territorial bOllndaries, were allowed by the 1966 Law to 

establish the bank mergers. Naturally, the bank mergers reduced the number of banks 

from 1 J 2 in 1966 to 67 in 1969 and 25 in 1972. These mergers involved banks in all over 
U9 country.-

It is more important that, the banks' role in the allocation of investment resources 

increased at the expense of the federal government's role as a result of the new reforms. 

The 1965 reforms increased share of banks and enterprises in finance of investments and 

decreased the ftnancial share of the federal state.' The shares of the banks in the finance of 

investments were 0.9% in 1961, 44.8% in 1966 and 47.2% in 1968. The share of 

enterprises increased from 29.5% in 1961 to 39.8% in 1966, and then reduced to 31.2 % 

in 1968. On the other hand the share of the state in finance of investments were 61.7% in 

1961, 15.2% in 1966 and 19.9 in 1972.340 These figures reveal that the 1965 Reforms 

opened the allocation of investment resources to the market mechanism, and the banks 

'/ I 'I /'/- . I . I /. f' ".14 I , J(!came Ihe paramollllt ve /lC e (~ . IIUJIICLa III erm(!L La 101/. 

Before the 1965 Reforms, investments in the underdeveloped regions had been 

guaraulced by the Federal GClIeral Jllvcstrucut Fund. The uew refurllls abolished this 

policy and ordered that such guarantee must be made by the investor's own resources but 

not by the Federal Fund. So, ailer the 1965 Reforms, a smaller amount of the Federal 

Fund was allotted to the underdeveloped regions, and the importance of investors 

(economic enterprises and banks) increased. 

338 13rt WI {" " & La 'I K'lZl'lll'lcrz /<i'om Marx to the Market: Socialism in Search of an Economic , O(ZlrnlCrz S<,' ' .. , 

System, OxfiJru: Clarcndon Press, 1992, p, 92 
3.19 ~. I . I "5 11::6 . .1mg ClOIl, or, CIt., pr ... ' - .' . 
. \1(1 [I ',I 54 

llu" p. I . 
341 Un & Lask, op. cit., p. 89. 
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Administrative control of the federal government over prices was restricted by the 

Law of July 1965. This law aimed to free prices from administrative controls, and to 

substitute market forces as the main detern1inant of prices. The 1965 Law was supported 

by a supplementary law in July J 967, and by August 1967, about 40 percent of all 

producer prices were free from administrative control, while only 10 percent of prices 

had been free before 1965.342 However, a direct result of this price policy was a general 

rise in the price of industrial goods of 39 percent, food price by over 50 percent, rents by 

1 00 percent and the cost ofliving by 44 percent. 343 

The Federal Social Plan for 1961-65 was followed by the Social Development 

Plan for 1966-1970. The Social Development Plan (1966-1970), adopted in July 1966, 

had five targets:344 

1) To redistribute national income in favor of personal incomes, so that, to increase 

standard of living of persons. 

2) Jlltensilicatioll o{'socio-econolllic activity ill order to improve labor productivity. 

3) Integration of the Yugoslav economy in the international division of labor. For this 

purpose, production would be reoriented by the world market relations. This meant that, 

the Social Development Plan ordered to produce goods which were profitable in the 

world market. 

4) To permit and encourage foreign investment with aim of attracting modern technology 

and improving efficiency. For this purpose, in ] 967, the country was opened to foreign 

investors. Yugoslav firms was allowed to set up a type of jointly owned subsidiary with 

foreign firms if those ventures transferred modern technology to Yugoslavia, or if they 

resulted in greater productivity in improved products or in increased exports. However, 

majority control of Yugoslav firms by foreign investors was not permitted. That is, 

foreign fIrms were aliowed to invest up to 49 percent of the capital in joint enterprises 

and to repatriate their profits. 

5) To reduce the federal state's rQle in fmance of investments and to increase the role of 

banks and enterprises in allocation of investment resources. For this purpose, the various 

342 Macesich, "Mc'ijor Trends in the Postwar Economy of Yugoslavia", op. cit., p. 225. 
343C'· I . 16() ,~mg ctOll, op. CIt., p. . 
314 Sec Dui'JCy (cd.), op. cit., pr. 39-40. 
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federal investment fimds were removed and the resources transferred to the banks. For 

example, the Social I nvestment Fund, which had been the main instrument of mobilization 

and allocation of investment resources by the state, were abolished and its accumulated 

resources were transferred to the banks. However, the FDUR continued to operate in 

order to decrease the gap between developed and underdeveloped regions. 

In short, we can summarize the 1965 Economic Reforms in four points;345 

1) Transferring a large part of the federal govermnent's responsibility to the republics. 

2) Integrating the economy with intemational division of labor by devaluating dinar and 

by introducing a considerable degree of liberalization of foreign trade. 

3) Transferring responsibility for resource mobilization and allocation from the federal 

sate to economic enterprises and banks. 

4) Increasing the autonomy of enterprises in investments, price formation, and in the 

distribution of enterprise's income to capital accumulation and the personal incomes of 

workers. 

IV. 5. Growth of Economic Contradiction 

Both the 1963 Constitution and the 1965 .Economic Reforms involved two 

principles: decentralization and de-elatizatiol1. These principles were also accepted and 

supported by the Eight Congress of the Ley. Implementation of these principles 

decreased the power of the federal state and government, and increased the power and 

independence of republican and local govermnents, and the autonomy of the banks and 

enterprises. They also liberalized the Yugoslav economy a considerable degree. Thus, the 

implementation of the 1963 Constitution and the 1965 Economic Reforms was the 

decentralization, de~etatization and liberalization of the Yugoslav economy. 

On the other hand, the new constitution and reforms aimed to strengthen the 

socialist self-management, to improve efficiency of the Yugoslav economy, and to 

integrate the economy with the world economy. However, the 1963 Constitution and the 

1965 Economic Reforms (that is, the decentralization, de-etatization and liberalization of 

the Yugoslav economy) generated undesirable economic contradictions and problems 

345 Schrenk. Martin, Ardalan, Cyrus, EI Talm\!)" Nawal A. (ed~.), Yu?oslc:via: Sell-management 
Socialism and Challenges of Development, Baltimore: the Johns HopkIns Umverslty Press, 1979, p. 26. 
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that damaged the regime based upon the working people's self-management. There were 

eight basic economic contradictions and problems that derived from the 1963 

Constitution and the 1965 Economic Refonns: 

I) The reforms and the new constitution decreased power of the federal state and 

government, and increased power and autonomy of the republics. This policy increased 

political and economical competition among the republics. Especially, the competition 

among the republics revealed itself as the economic contradiction between the developed 

rich republics (Slovenia and Croatia) and underdeveloped developed republics (Bosnia­

Herzegovina, Macedonia, Montenegro). This contradiction focused on the FDUR. The 

less developed regions were aided through the FDUR, while Croatia and Slovenia 

opposed the FDUR since they regarded it and aids to underdeveloped regions as 

exploitation of their resources and wealth. Also, they argued that much aid was wasted in 

underdeveloped regions, owing to inefficiency and mismanagement, and that these funds 

would have a much higher output if they were invested in the industrialized republics. 

However, Serbia and the underdeveloped republics maintained that these funds would 

lilcilitate to close the gup between developed alld underdeveloped regions, and there/ore, 

help economic integration of the Yugoslav lands.346 So, Slovenia and Croatis favored 

aboJition of the POUR, whereas Serbia and the underdeveloped republics .f.:1vored further 

operation of the fund and aids. 

2) Liberalization of the Yugoslav economy ina considerable degree naturally increased 
I 

the role of market relations and rules. This evcnt diITercntiatcd personal incomcs (wages), 

and this differentiation of wages increased sOl::io-economic inequalities among working 

people. Naturally, tIlls event hardened competition among workers of different sectors 

and enterprises. More profitable enterprises and sectors were able to increase wages, 

whereas the less profitable ~nterprises and sectors could not improve their workers' 

incomes. Also, the developed republics' working people received higher income than 

others. It is more serious that the workers of the sectors which were more effective in the 

political decision making process received higher incollles than the others who were 

341. Hollinan & Neal, op. cit., p. 481 
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employed in the sectors which were not etTccLive in the po\iticS.347 

Of course, workers whose wages were lower became discontent with the reforms , 
while the others with higher wages welcomed the reforms. Thus, a contradiction emerged 

between 'contented' and 'discontented' workers, and this contradiction weakened 

"bratslvo i jedins,lvo (brotherhood and unity)" of the Yugoslav working people due to 

increasing socia-economic inequalities among working persons. 

Furthermore, such liberalization expanded unemployment. Between 1965 and 

1967, 160,000 workers lost their job and became unemploycd.348 This sharp increase in 

unemployment promoted emigration of the Yugoslav workers to the industrialized 

Western European countries. The number of YugOSlav workers abroad increased from 

4,288 in 1961 to 20,373 in 1965 and 239,779 in 1970.349 By the end of the 1960s, one­

sixth of the adult workforce was employed outside ofYugoslavia.350 This sharp increase 

in emigration of Yugoslav workers was a result of the 1965 Economic Reforms that 

liberalized economic relations, and consequently, increased unemployment. 

This massive emigration also resulted jn a debate and contlict between Croats and 

Serbs. Croatia, both as a republic and as a nation, more suffered from the migration than 

Serbia since its contribution to' total Yugoslav migrant stocks in the 1960s was higher 

than Serbian contribution to the migrant stocks. The Croat contribution to the Yugoslav 

migrant stocks was 56.0 percent in 1960,36.3 in 1965 and 21.6 in 1970. However, the 

Serbian contribution was 7.1 percent in 1960, 19.3 in 1965 and 19.5 in 1970.
351 

This meant that the loss of the Croatian population was higher than the loss of the 

Serbian population. For example, 11 percent of the population of Split emigrated 

between 1961-197es2 Also, between 1971-1981, the number of Croats living in Croatia 

decreased from 3.51 million to 3.45 million. Simultaneously, the number of the Serbs in 

Croatia was increasing due to immigration of Serbs into the region. The Croat public 

opinion, intellectuals and politicians claimed that these Serb immigrants took the places 

347 See Vuskovic, op. cit.. pp. 135-136. . .. . 
11R MaCl:skh, "M:uor Tn:mJs ill the Posl war F!:Ol\llIllY Ill' YugoslaVia , 01'. tJI., p. 222. 
34'1 M' . 106 CSlC, op. CIt., p.o. 
350 I . 133 ,at/C, op. Cll., p. . . 
351 M' . ] 6 estc, op. CIt., p. 8. 
]52 V k' 'j 112 liS <lVle. op. Cl •• p. . .. 
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relinquished by the Croat migrants in Western Europe.353 

Croatia was practically affected by massive labor emigration far more 

because it had proportionately the oldest population (after Slovenia) and a low birth-rate 

(after 1971 the lowest in Yugoslavia). Therefore, the external labor migration became 

one of the IllOst important question on which Croatian nationalism rested. The large 

emigration of Croatian workers to the Western Europe was viewed by Croat nationalists 

as a Serbian plot to move young and skilled Croat manpower out of their homeland. 

Finally, the workers who were annoyed because of increasing unemployment and 

differentiation of wages organized strikes in order to protest the reforms and to solve 

their economic problems. After the reforms, there were a sharp rise in the number of 

strikes. The number of strikes topped from 61 in 1960 to 271 in 1964 and then decreased 

to 148 in 1968.354 This sharp increase in the number of strikes shows that the reforms 

increased dissatisfaction of workers and sharpened economic contradictions. 

3) Autonomy and role of enterprises in the Yugoslav economy expanded as a 

consequence of the decline of economic role of the federal government and state and 

liberalization of the economy. This situation sharpened competition and economic 

contradiction among the enterprises. Competitive market relations increased some 

enterprises' profits, while reduced sOllie enterprises' pro/its. Furthermore, financially and 

tedUlologically unviable enterprises were forced to go bankrupt or to merge with other 

viable enterprises. Also, some insufficient enterprises were closed down by official decree 

and their workers became unemployed. This situation was protested and opposed by the 

trade unions.355 

Moreover, a conflict emerged between large trading enterprise, particularly those 

in foreign trade, and producing enterprises. As a result of the economic reforms, trading 

enterprises became profit centers of the Yugoslav economy. They controlled a number of 

producing enterprises, especially financially unviable producing enterprise. The 1965 

Economic Reforms increased the producing enterprises' dependence on the large trading 

153 Klcmcncic & nlgar, op. cit., p. 229. 
354.ratnbrek, op. cit., p. 193. . " . 22 231 
355 Macesich, "Meijor Trends in the Postwar Economy of Yugoslavia ,op. CIt., pp. 5, . 
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enterprises.356 

4) A bitter dispute and conflict emerged between centralists and de-centralists. Some 

politicians and expcrts supported "cconomic and political centraIi7.ation, while the others 

lklVored further decentralization and liberali7..,ation both in political and economical 

spheres. 

Centralist politicians and experts advocated that the 1963 Constitution and the 

1965 RefolIDs endangered the existence of the LCY and the State, and thus, threatened 

the economic and political integration of Yugoslavia. The advocates of this approach 

were drawn from Serbia and Montenegro. Also, I3osnia-Herzcgovina anJ Macedonia 

favored centralization rather than decentralization because they benefited Ii-om the FDUR 

and a further decentralization would decrease their benefit from the fund. However, it 

should be indicated that although most Serb politicians favored centralization, there were 

some Serb politicians who favored a fhrther decentralization such as the Serbian Prime 

Minister Petar Stanbolic.357 

On the other hand, liberals and de-centralists maintained tlmt more devolution of 

power to enterprises and a further improvement of autonomy of republican and local 

government would improve economic dlic.iency and seU:'rnanagement. The principle: 

supporters of this view were drawn from the prosperous northern republics of Croatia 

and Slovenia.358 However, in fact, they favored decentralization and liberalization since 

Croatia and Slovenia wanted to keep a larger proportion of their incomes U)r themselves 

rather than yield more to the tederal authority in Belgrade to be disbursed to the 

underdeveloped regions. 

That is, almost Croatian and Siovenian politicians and experts favored further 

economic and political decentralization, however almost Serb politicians and experts 

supported centralization. Thus, the j 963 Coiistitution and the 1965 Relorms, which 
I 

fUrthered decentralization and liberalization, were regarded by Serbian centralists as a 
• 359 

triumph orthc dc-celltralist Cmal-Slovene alliance. 

w. Schrcnk, AnJulun, EI 'J'atawy (cds.), Ope cil., p. 29. 
357 Judah, op. cit., p. 144. 
358 S(!C Lane, op. cit., pp. 130-131. 
359 1~lklJ, op. cit., p. 141. 
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5) The economic reforms produced a conflict and competition between industrial capital 

controlled by the prosperous republics of Slovenia and Croatia andjillanciall commercial 

capital controlled by Serbia. Serbia dominated and orientated financial and cOlmnercial 

capital, while Slovenia and Croatia dominated industrial capital in the Yugoslav economy. 

Thus, the conflict and competition between industrial capital and financial/commercial 

capital revealed itself as an economic conflict and competition between Serbia and the 

Croat-Slovene alliance. 

Serbian commercial firms controlled 70 percent of total Yugoslav foreign trade, 

and also, 60 percent of the banks was controlled by Belgrade in 1970.360 Serbian 

superiority and domination in the foreign trade and banking system urged Slovenes and 

Croats to supported decentralization and liberalization of foreign trade and banking 

system. They aimed to restrict Serbian domination in the bank system and foreign trade 

through furthering econolllic decentralization' and liberalization. On the other hand, 

Serbia favored economic centralization in order to control industrial capital and 

illvcstlllcllts, auti so, to lill1it Slovcui;m and Croat superiority ill industry. 

6) Also, a historical conflict between Serbs and Croats continued in the Second 

(Socialist) Yugoslavia: the Ser/,ioll domination ill slale 0l'/Wra/us, Serbs were more 

effective and determinative than Croats in the Yugoslav bureaucracy and government. 

In 1964,51.5 percent of the members of the LCY was Serbs and 18.6 percent of 

was Croats, In 1958, Croat members formed 2.8 percent of the membership of the 

Communist League of Serbia, while Serbian members fonned 26.0 percent of the 

membership of the Communist League of Croatia. In 1963, there were 10 Serbs, 8 

Croats, 6 Macedonians, 5 Slovenes and 3 Montenegrins in the Federal Executive 

Committee; and 44 Serbs, 19 Croats, 19 Slovenes, 14 Montenegrins and 12 Macedonians 

in the Central Committee of the LCY. In 1963, there were 82 Serbs and only 1 Croat in 

the Central Committee of the Communist League of Serbia, whereas there were S5 

Croats and 13 Serbs in the Central Committee of the Communist League of Croatia. 

Furthermore, in the same year, there were 52 Serbs and 12 Croats in the Central 

Committee of the Communist League ofBosnia~Herzegovina, and 7 Serbs and 2 Croats 

36° lb'd I ., p. 142. 
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in the Party Executive Committee of the Communist League of Bosnia-Herzegovina.361 

Serbs also were superior and dominant in the Yugoslav People Anny (YPA). In 1971, 

()OA pcn,:clIl orlhe olliccrs inlhc YPA werc Serbs ami only HA percent were Croats.:II,) 

These figures show Serbian domination in the Yugoslav bureaucracy and 

government. This Serbian domination annoyed and frustrated Croat side although the 

Serbian domination was restricted by federal structure of the Second Yugoslavia and by 

expansion of power and autonomy of the Socialist Republic of Croatia as a result of the 

1963 Constitution and the 1965 Economic Reforms. 

7) Radical expansion of autonomy of republics, communes, banks, and enterprises as a 

result of the ] 963 Constitution and the 1965 Economic Reforms caused regionalism in 

the economic investments and production.363 Consequently, the 1963 Constitution and 

the ] 965 Reforms affected negatively the political alld economical integration of 

Yugoslavia and the idea of Yugoslavism because "the shift of economic power away from 

federal 10 repuhiicall alld regional govern/nelll with the greater role (~l market /i:)rces 

exacerbated regional and national conjlicts".364 

According to Paul Shoup, national conflicts and nationalism in Yugoslavia rose in 

the mid ~ I 960s on the cl.:oJIOI1li~ basi!-l. Ilcnce, he uescr.ibcs the Ilutiullalism ill Yugoslavia 

in the 1960s as "economic nationalism" that strove to develop its own republic's 

economic power.365 This means that, Serbian "economic nationalism" strove for 

economic development of Serbia, and the Croat "economic nationalism" tried to 

strengthen economic power of the Republic of Croatia. 

On the other hand, Milovan Djilas maintained that "the struggle over the 

reputation and power of one (bureaucrat) 's own republic does not go much further than 

,,366 Th t . d' t D'n a desire to strengthen one (bureaucrat) 's own power. .. a IS, aceor mg 0 ~ as, 

every nationalist bureaucrat struggled to increase his own republic'S power since any 

increase in his own republic's power strengthened his self-power. Furthermore, he stated 

.1(;1 St't' ShollP, op. d1.. pp. 270--271 alld 274-278. 
:U.l f' I . 182 ,--0 len, op. CIt, p. . 
361 S' I • 15'" • lIIg CIOIl, op. Cit., p. . ,) . 
.164 Iln & Lask, op. cit., p. 92. 
365 S - SJ . ')47 ')4° , ee • IOIlP, op. elL, p .• , -._ O. 

1/,,, 1 )jilw;. '/1/1' NI"II-' ( '/0.\.\, op. dl.. p. I (I I. 
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and warned that "This (Yugoslav nationalism) is not classical (bourgeois) nationalism, 

but a more dangerous, bureaucratic lIationalism built Oil economic se?l-interest. This is 

how the Yugoslav ,\yslem will begin 10 collapse. ,,367 

In the light of these quotations, this means that, Serbian (or Croatian) "economic 

nationalist" bureaucrats endeavored to increase economic power of Serbia (or Croatia) in 

order to increase their self-power and self-position. Thus, the ultimate goal of Serbian 

and Croatian nationalist bureaucrats was not to enrich and empower their nations and 

republics but to strengthen their self-power and self-position in the economic and political 

spheres. 

8) Finally, the new constitution and the refonns decreased the power of federal state and 

government in the Yugoslav economy. But, on the other hand, they created a 

"managerial elite" or "technocracy", and expanded their managerial power and 

competence in the economic sphere. Naturally, this increasing economic power and 

competence of technocracy transformed itself into political power and competence in the 

Yugoslav politics. That is, the 1963 Constitution and the 1965 Economic Reforms 

brought about a continuos political and economic rise of technocracy in the Yugoslav 

economy and politics because; under the conditions of improving market economy, 

power, illstead of going to the working people, passed into hands of a new social 

stratum: 11U1lwgerial elite or technocracy. Of course, the rise of technocracy increased 

social tension and undermined the social position of working class and power of self­

management. 368 

Rise of technocratic oligarchy continuously weakened the Yugoslav workers not 

only in the economic sphere but also in the political sphere. The workers' portion in the 

Republican Assemblies fell from 9 percent in 1958 to 7 percent in 1963 and then 1 

percent in 1971. In th!; same years, this portion was respectively 8 percent, 6 percent and 

1 percent in the Federal Assembly. On the other hand, between 1963 and 1969, 

technocrats' portion increased from 9 percent to 19 percent in the Republican 

Assemblies, and from 11 percent to 29 percent in the Federal Assembly. In 1974, 

technocratic oligarchy occupied 71 percent of the Federal Assembly. Thus, in the 1970s, 

367 Bookman, op. cit., p. 23. 
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the Yugoslav working people called the Federal Assembly as the "lJouse of 

Mallagers".369 

VI. 6. FI'om t.hc Economic Contradictions to the Political C."isis 

The economic contradictions, that are explained above, produced three important 

political crisis in the Yugoslav politics. These political crisis were (1) expulsion of 

Aleksander Rankovic and his followers from the administration in 1966, (2) the student 

demonstrations of 1968, and (3) rise of Croatian nationalist liberalism, so-called Croatian 

Spring, between 1967-1972. 

IV. 6. i. The Fall of Ranl{ovic: The Defeat of the Centralist-Nationalist Serbs 

Aleksander Rankovic fought alongside Tito both before the war and during the 

war, and was devoted to him. Until 1963, he was minister of the interior and the head of 

the Secret Police (UDBA). In 1963, he was elected the Vice-President of Tito by the 

Federal Assembly. He also was the leader of the Serbian branch of the Ley. 

Rankovic was viewed as the second man of the Yugoslav politics because since 

1963 he has been considered the Tito's natural successor. Rankovic had support of Serb 

nationalists who favored greater economic and political centralization. He and his faction 

regarded the liberalizing and decentralizing tendency as a threat to the power of the party. 

Also, they claimed that a further liberalization and decentralization would give rise the 

disintegration of Yugoslavia. Thus, Rankovic and his thetion were devoted supporters of 

economic and political centralization. Naturally, a bitler conflict emerged betwecn thc 

centralist Rankovic faction and the de-centralist Croat politicians led by Vladimir Bakaric, 

the leader of the League of Communists of Croatia. 

Furthermore, they pursued a Serbian nationalist-centralist policy in the 

Autonomous Province of Kosovo-Metohija; and therefore, they were extreme opponents 

against the increasing power and autonomy of Kosovo-Metohija. They aimed to restrict 

its autonomy and power through further centralizing the governmental structure of the 

Socialist Republic of Serbia. Moreover, the UIJBA (the Secret Police) that was 

dominated and orientated by the Rankovic faction used brutal methods against Shiptars 

368 S I kl' 3C • lX! ~I I, op. CIt., pr. 132- J -'. 
3m Ih'" 157 lu., p. . 
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(Albanians) in Kosovo. 

The activities of the UOBA was protest~d and criticized by the Shlptars. Early in 

1966, the federal' government decided to institute a secret investigation into complaints 

against the activities of the UOBA, especially the treatment of Shiptars who had long 

been the locus of the Secret Police brutality ill the Kosovo. The {ederal government's 

investigation was conducted by the Army Intelligence Service under the leadership the 

Croat General J van Gosnjak. Also, 011 J 6 June 1966, TiLo instituted a formal commission 

of inquiry under the chairman of the Macedonia LCY secretary Krste Crvenkovski in 

order to inquire the activities of the Serbian Rankovic faction and the UDBA.370 

As a consequence of the investigations of the Army Intelligence Service and the 

Crvenkovski commission, the Fourth Plenum of the Central Committee of the LCY 

convened on I June 1966 in the island of Brioni. The Plenwn charged Rankovic and 

Svetislav Stefanovic, the chief of the UOBA and member of the Federal Executive 

Council, with to use the UDBA for gathering information about some hlgh functionaries 

and politicians including Tito alld lur brutal activity against Shiptars. Also, they were 

found guilty of opposing democratic development. Furthermore, Rankovic and his 

followers were charged with 'to use their positions to take investment funds from 

individual enterprises and place them in federal investment in Serbia.
37I 

The Fourth (Brioni) Plenum was headed by Tito. In the Plenum, Tito expressed 

that Rankovic and Stclanovic were cnemics ofthc working peoplc's self-management for 

they supported and led 'etatization' and 'centralization' whlch hindered further 

development of the self-management. Moreover, Tito asserted that Rankovic and 

Stefanovic abused their political posts for their self-interests; and consequently, according 

to Tito, they damaged the development of self-management and the working people's 

interests.372 

The Brioni Plenum decided to expel Stefanovic from the LCY, and to 

recommended to the Federal Assembly to dismiss him from the Federal Executive 

Council and from his post. Thereafter, Stefanovic was dismissed from both the Executive 

370 Ume, or. cit.. 135. 
m MeekJlall. lip. dl.. p. 150. . 
372 Noblrdab & Sclim (cds.), op. cit., pp. 136-137. 
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Council and the Federal Assembly. Also, the Brioni decision involved expulsion of 

Rmlkovic from the LCY. As a result of the Brioni decision, Rankovic, the second man of 

the Yugoslav politics and the leader of centralist-Jlationalist Serbs, was cxpelled from the 

League and dismissed from his post of vice-presidency and from the Federal Assembly.373 

The full of Rankovic and his faction produced debates in the public opinion. The 

Croat sidc welcomed thc Brioni decisions and expulsion of the Rankovic faction from thc 

Ley and from other administrative organs, while the Serbian public opinion regarded the 

faJl of the Rankovic faction as a 'Croat lot against Serbs'. That is, the Brioni decisions 

were viewed by the Serb side as a 'dejiwl oJSerbs' and a 'Croatian triumph'. 

Apart from these different interpretations and perceptions of the Serb and Croat 

sides, the fall of Rankovic generated an economic and political result: a further 

decentralization and liberalizatioll. Expulsion of the Rankovic faction weakened the 

opposition against the decentralization and liberalization. Thus, the process of 

decentralization and liberalization accelerated both on the Party and the State leve]s. 

Alter the expUlsion of Rankovic and his men irom the state and party apparatuses, 

the Fifth Plenum of the Central Committee met on 4 October 1966 in Belgrade. The Fifth 

Plenum decided to tight against"Greater Serbian chauvinism' and to improve inter-nation 

and inter-republican relations. For this purpose, a special commission was established 

under the chairmanship of the Macedoniml Kiro Hadzi Vasilev. Also, the Fifth Plenum 

established a new organ, the Presidium (Pred,\jedllistvo), for systematic examination of 

problems of social development and general politics, and ordered that one person could 

not be at the same time a member of the Executive Committee and the Presidium of the 

LCy.374 

On the other hand, on 9 December 1966, the Federal Assembly adopted a new 

Basic Act on Internal Affairs. This Jaw was based on the presumption of competence of 

the administrative organs in the Republics and in the local government in all matters of 

state security, public peace, fire protection, passports, border control, etc., except those 

matters expressly reserved to the Federation by the Act itself or other federal acts. State 

373 I J .1' " "2 J 127 OllullIS, or. (.I\., p. ,J - -. 
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security was reserved to the competence of the Federation. The UDSA was replaced by 

the State Security Service (Sluzba Drzavne Bezbedl1osti) in the Federal Secretariat for 

the Interior, in cooperation with the Republics.375 

The decentralization and liberalization was furthered by the 1967 and the 1968 

Constitutional Amendments. The Council of Nationalities, involving 70 delegates that 

came from Republics and two autonomous Provinces, met on 27 January 1967 in order 

to discuss and prepare new amendments. On 19 April 1967, the Federal Assembly passed 

41 amendments to the 1963 Constitution. The 1967 Amendments changed the status of 

the Council of Nationalities and expanded its authority in several ways. Fot' example, the 

Council of Nationality became equal partner of the Federal Council in the Jaw-making 

process. 1 t was also entitled to discuss and participate in decision making about all issues 

of vital importance of the country. The following year, in December 1968, new 

amendments were passed by the Federal Assembly. The 1968 Amendments abolished the 

Federal Council, and the Council of Nationalities became reconstructed as the Council of 

Delegates jiJI' fhe Republics and Aulvllomvus Provinces, therefore serving as the body 

with basic responsibility lor legislation. n6 

Furthennorc, the I W)t( COlIslitutioll:lI !\ilIClltllm.'lIts deVilled the status of the 

Autonomous Provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo-Metohija, and expanded their political 

and economic power and autonomy. For example, according to the 1968 Amendments, 

Vojvodina and Kosovo were represented by their own delegations in the Council of 

Delegates rather than through wings of the Serbian delegation. Also, Kosovo was 

allowed to choose its flag as the black eagle.on the red background, which was the 

emblem of the I Albanian republic. Moreover, on the educational level, the 1968 

amendments increased the educational autonomy of Kosovo. An Albanian university was 

founded in Prist ina to replace the faculties of Belgrade University which had previously 

provided higher education in Pristina. Visiting professors of Albanian language and 

literature came irom Tirana to the Pristina University in order to develop awareness of 

375 Ibid., p. 323. 
376 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 120 and .lamhrck, or. cit., pp. 115-116. 
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national culture ortlle Albanian people in Yugoslavia.J77 

On the other hand, the Hili or Rankovic /;Iction "flected positively the status of 

Dosniaks. In 1968, the League of Communists of Bosnia-Herzegovina recognized 

Bosnian Bosniaks as a constituent nation of the Socialist Republic of Bosnia­

J kl'zcgovilla. Thus, thc Bosniall Leaguc of' COIllIlIUllislS accepted that Uoslliaks had their 

own et.hnical and cultural identity that was dilferent from the Croat and Serbian 

identity .. m That is, the Bosnian League ratificd the 1963 Constitution that had defincd the 

Bosniaks as a constituent nation of the SFR Y. 

Finally, one year ailer, in 1969, the Ninth Congress of the LCY convened. At the 

Ninth Congress, the dcmallds fbI' llIore /i'cedolll and greator autonomy for republican 

governments were discussed. At the end of the Congress, a resolution was issued. The 

resolution accepted the dcmand lor more freedom and greater autonomy to the republics. 

Also, a new Executive Bureau of the League was established at the congress. The new 

Executive Uureau composed of two represelltatives Jj'Olll each of the republics and one 

from each of the two autonomous provinces.379 Hence, the congress accepted the de­

centralist approach and supported the 1967 and 1968 amendments. 

In short, the defeat o(the centralist-nationalist Rankovic faction weakened the 

position of centralists, and facilitated further decentralization and liberalization that were 

favored by the Croat-Slovene alliance. Hence, the expulsion ofRankovic faction from the 

administration was followed by the 1967 and 1968 Constitutional Amendments which 

loosed the federation through increasing the power and independence of the republics and 

of the autonomous provinces. These amendments were prepared and supported by 

centralist and liberal Croat and Slovene delegates. Also, the LCY backed and reinforced 

such amendments. As a consequence, nationalist and centraljst Serbs considered the 

constitutional amendments a 'Croat and Slovene victory over Serbs '. 

IV. 6. ii. The Student UPlising: The Socialist Student Ol}Position ag:linst the 

Bureaucratic-Technocratic Domination. 

At the beginning of the 1960s, the Yugoslav intelligentsia began to criticize the 

In I . I 7 ,;mc, op. CII., p. 3 . 
378 Babuna, op. cit., p. 75. 
379 Maclean, 1Ito: .,,' op. cit., p. 108. 
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party and state bureaucracy. The opposing socialist intellectuals defined themselves as 

'New Leji' and discussed new concepts such as 'creative Marxism', 'Marxist humanism' 

and 'Hu.manist Intelligentsia'. Their bible was the Zagreb-based journal Praxis. The 

Praxis was founded by the opposing socialist intellectuals in 1964 in Croatia. The Praxis 

also was published in the Westel'll European countries. Thus, it rapidly became the 

international forum for innovative Marxian critiques of the modem world.380 

The New Len and their journal, the Praxis, criticized and opposed the 1965 

Economic Reforms that liberalized the Yugoslav economy and increased market 

relations. According to them, the 1965 Reforms did not improve the working people's 

self~management but improved power of monopolies and teclmocracy at the expense of 

the working people. They were not only anti-capitalist but also opposed to the 

bureaucracy and technocracy. That is, they criticized both 'the fetishism of commodities' 

and 'the fetishism of party and state apparatuses' because, according to them, both 

'capitalism' and 'the party and state bureaucracy' hindered the human emancipation that 

had been described and supported by Karl Marx.38J The New Left and the Praxis claimed 

that the sate and party apparatus mllst he removed in order to establish 'real self­

management' since they hindered its establishment and development:
1
l!2 

The Yugoslav university students were extremely afiected and attracted by the 

New Left and the Praxis. Hence, like the New Lell and the Praxis, the students criticized 

and protested the bureaucracy, technocracy, and the 1965 Economic Refonns because, 

according to the students, they deteriorated and weakened the socialist self-management 

of working people. 

Especially, the Belgrade University became the center of the critical university 

students and played leading role in the student movement in Yugoslavia. The Belgrade 

students issued a critical socialist paper, the Student, which criticized the bureaucracy, 

technocracy and the 1965 Reforms. Like the Praxis, the Student discussed the concepts 

of 'creative Marxism', 'Marxist humanism' and 'Socialist Democracy'. Both the Praxis 

3S0 r . 138 ,ane, op. CIt., p. . 
JRI McFarlane, op. cil., pp. 7 J -72 cUll! Lampe, op. cit., p. 295. 
382 Bora, Yugoslavya: ... , op. cit, p. 80. 
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and the Student described the bureaucracy and technocracy as 'the Red Bourgeoisie,383 

who was a new ruling class in Yugoslavia and which hindered the development of self­

management. The Student was also supported by many distinguished academicians of the 

Belgrade University such as M. Markovic, N. PecuJic, L. Tadic, etc. Furthennore, they 

lJIade links with I.hc 'New lJudapl'st I,(if' alld the '(zed, Dissidents' .:lH4 

Finally, the student opposition and critics against the bureaucracy, technocracy 

and the 1965 Reforms transformed itself into the student demonstration in Belgrade 

University on 2 June 1968. The demonstration quickly spread to the universities of the 

Zagreb, Ljubljana and Sarajevo. During the demonstration, the demonstrators clashed 

with the police and the Youth Brigades, which was coutroUed and orientated by the Ley 

and which supported the existing govemment.38S In the clashes, nearly 169 students were 

wounded.386 

It should be emphasized that such demonstration were not against socialism or the 

self· management system, but against the bureaucratic-technocratic domination in the 

Yugoslav poHtics and economy. Also, the demonstrators protested the 1965 Reforms 

since, according to them, the new reforms increased the market relations and decreased 

power of the working people's ·self-management. During the demonstration, the students 

shouted slogans of"Workers, we are with you!", "Sack the politicians!", "Down with the 

Red Bourgeoisief', "Fewer cars, more schoolsf"m 

It is morc important that the rebellious. students called the workers lor general 

strike against the "Red Bourgeoisie (the bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class)". But, the 

students' calling lor a gencral strike was not fulfilled by the workers. On the other side, 

the government took measures to isolate student protest from the workers and factories, 

and to prevent any probable cOIHad and cooperation between the students and the 

383 Barbara Verlic Deklevd described the political and managerial elite as "the Red Bourgeoisie". 
ACI..'ordillg 10 J X-kIev". the Red R(}I1,.}.!('(}i.~il'. ruling class \~I' Y\lgn ... la~.ia, .consisted or ~IlP pl~rty .Ica~lcrs, 
sodo ... politkal lilllctiunarics, tup administrators cUld projc..'iSIOI~aI stan III tCde~ctl ur re~l?nal l~lSLllut1\)nS, 
leading managers in the ecollomy, mass media, public. servl(;CS, ~lr1l1Y: )X)hCC, et,c. I hey lormcd 2-5 
percent of the total populati(m and benefited Ii-om extCllSlve econol~lc p~IVllegcs. (See DcklevH, B~bara 
Verlic, "Jmplications of ECOIH)lIlic Challgcs to Sodal Policy", ill SIIIIIlIIC & IlI;klt:va (cds.), op. CIt., p. 

112.) 
384 M I' J • 26 c 'ar ane. op. cIL, p. ). 
385 Jalllbrck, op. cit.. p. 200. 
386 I kl . ~1 I, op. cIL, p. 181 
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workcrs.IX~ 

While the authorities were debating what to do, Tito appeared on television on 9 

June, and annollllccd that he WIJS 011 the side of the students. Tito criticized and accused 

the government, and supported the students' demands. He addressed that the government 

was at fault and the ministers must review their policies, get the economy moving and 

help the lower paid workers. Tito concluded his speech on the television by following 

words: "If 1 am not capable of solving these problems, 1 have 110 business to be where 1 
,,389 am. 

The Tito's speech and promise to the rebellious students calmed down the 

demonstration in that day, and the students began to play harmonika and dance the kolo 

in the streets by displayed portraits of Marx and Tito, and by shouting slogans for Tito 

and 'Socialist Democracy'. However, the 'socialist student uprising against the 

bureaucratic~technocratic domination' was followed by a 'nationalist liberal Croat 

uprising against the Socialist Yugoslavia'. This nationalist and liberal Croat uprising was 

generally described as 'the Croat ian Spring' . 

IV. 6. iii. The C.·oatian Spring (1967-1971): The Resurgence of the Croat 

Nationalist Liberalism 

A series of so cio-po lit ical events conducted by Croatian nationalist politicians, 

intellectuals and students between 1967-1971 was described by the Croatian nationalists 

as maspovni pokret (masvoni pokrel or mass movement). On the other hand, the Western 

terminology described the maspovni pokret as "Croatian Spring" or "Croatian 

Rcnaissance".390 This 'Croatian Spring or Renaissance' in fact was a 'resurgence of 

Crout natioJlalist liberalism' that challenged Lhe socialist ullification of Yugoslavs. This 

Croatian nationalist-liberal challenge (Croatian Spring) against the Socialist Yugoslavia 

had rools in the economic contradictions that have been discussed above. 

As we have seen above, the Socialist Republic of Croatia was discontent with the 

FDUR and the Serbian domination in the foreign trade, banking system and bureaucracy. 

387 M I ']'. . 1 ()7 HC can, llo: ... , op. cIL, p. . 
388 McFarlane, op. cit., p. 26 and Lampe, op. cit., 296. 
389 See Maclean, Tito: , .. , op. cit., p. 107, I~lkh, 01'. cit., p. 181 and Lampe, Yugoslavia a~ History, op. 

cit.. p. 2%. 
:l9(J1 'l 13" ,aIle, op. CI ., p. '7. 
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Also, most Croat politicians, bureaucrats and intellectuals favored Hlrther decentralization 

and liberalization, that is, further economic and political independence for the Croatian 

Rt'Jmblic. Thcse Croatiall demallds gellcrat.ed 'the Croatinn Spring' or 'the Crout ian 

Renaissance' which was a 'resurgence of Croatian nationalist liberalism' against the 

Socialist Yugoslavia. 

The Croatian Spring began with' 1967 Declaration'. In March 1967, seventeen 

leading cultural organizations in Croatia, including the literary society 'Matica Hrvatska' , 

published a manifesto, cntitlcd 'Declaration OJI t/1e Name al/d Positio/l (~lthe Croatiall 

Literary Language', demanding a change of the Constitution to provide better protection 

for literary languages of Yugoslavia, particularly the Croatian language. The Declaration 

pointed out that the principle of sovereignty and equality of nations should not only 

secure economic and political existence of the nations but also their cultural existence. 

The Declaration considered that a nation was entitled to have a language with a proper 

name. Also, it alleged that the Serbian literary language threatened to impose itself upon 

Yugoslavia as a 'state language', due to Serbia's preponderant position as the center of 

the Federation, while Croatian language was regarded to the position of regional dialect. 

Finally, the 1967 Declaration proposed that Article 131 of the 1963 Constitution, which 

mentioned "the languages of the peoples of Yugoslavs are Serbo-Croatian, Croato­

Serbian, Siovenian and Macedonian", should be changed to '~lhe four literary languages 

of Yugoslavia are Serbian, Croatian, Sloven ian and Macedonian".391 

That is, they demanded to differentiate 'Croatian language' fyom 'Serbian 

language', and to use Croatian language in the schools of Croatia. This demand had 130 

signatories including the great Croatian writer, intellectual and member of the Ley 

Miroslav Krleza and the director of Zagreb's Institute for the History of the Worker's 

Management Dr. Franjo Tudjman. The signatories presented the Declaration to the Sabor 

(the Republican Assembly of Croatia), the Federal Assembly and to the public opinion. 

This proposal for the change of Article 131 was not accepted by the Sabor and 

the Federal Assembly. Also, Tito and his followers opposed and criticized the 

Declaration, and accused the Croatian intellectuals and politicians who supported the 

.1'11 i I .1' '3'J(j OllullIS, op, CII., p. ~ l. 
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Declaration with chauyinism. Moreoyer, Bakaric, the President of the Croatian League of 

Communists, rejected and criticized the Declaration. On the other hand, the Serbian 

intellectual community did not welcome friendly the Croat demands. They, as a response 

to the Declaration, demanded to use of Cyrillic script for the 700,000 Serbs living in 

Croatia.392 

The Federal Assembly prepared and adopted the Translation Rules on 11 May 

1967 in order to cahn nationalist Croats. The Article 229 mentioned that "evelY delegate 

has the right to speak in the sessions of any organs of the Federal Assembly in the 

language of the people to which belongs." Also, according to the Article 230, "a speech 

held by a delegate in a session of any organ of the Federal assembly in any of the 

language o/the peoples or natiollal minorities of Yugoslavia shall be translated into the 

languages (~l the other peoples (~l Yugoslavia.,,393 Hence, after the Parliament of 

Switzerland, the Yugoslav Federal Assembly became the second multi-lingual parliament 

in Europe to provide simultaneous translation facilities. 

However, the Transitional Rule could not calm down the Croatian nationalist 

liberalism. In spite of the Hcrcc opposition coming from Tito, Bakaric, the Federal 

Assembly and the Serbian intellectual community, nationalist-liberal Croat intellectual and 

politicians continued their nationalist liberal dissent attitudes. 

Two years ailer the 1967 Declaration, Peter Segedin, the president of the Croat 

Literary Society, wrote the Croatian nationalist liberalism's proposals and complaints in 

his articlc isslIcd in K% (a Croatian bimonthly journnl) in 1969. The chief claims and 

complaints were: (1) the Croats were treated as illegal residents in their own country; (2) 

Croat interests were subordinate to the interests of Serbia; (3) to feel Croat under current 

circumstance was to be worthy of pity; (4) to lose one's language was to lose one's 

separate ethnic identity and the Belgrade regime tried to annihilate the Croat language ; 

(5) the Croat nation was portrayed as criminal; (6) Croatia was still being equated with 

the Ustasha; (7) the existing regime dominated by Serbs was attempting to Serbize the 

Croats; (8) Croat intelligentsia was exterminated in order to exterminate the Croat 

culture and science; (9) Croatia become a non-man's land, a land that other groups were 

392 Lane, op. cit., p. 137. 
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The Croatian Spring, that was launched by the Croatian nationalist-liberal 

intelligentsia, was also supported by the nationalist-liberal politicians such as Miko 

Tripalo, the Secretary of the Croatian League of Communists, Savka Dapcevic-Kucar, 

the Prime Minister of Croatia and a former economics lecturer at Zagreb University, and 

Pero Pirker, a former mayor of Zagreb. They were the political leaders of the Croatian 

Spring, and in the words of Fitzroy Maclean, they "inclined to play the nationalist card 

as a means of gaining popu[arity".395 Another figure of the Croatian Spring was Franjo 

Tudjman who declared that the Croats could not be satisfied any longer with a federal 

state and that Serbo-Croat relations could be managed only within a 'confederal 

system,.396 

This nationalis-liberal approach was also supported by some Croatian journals 

such as the Kritika (Critics) issued by Matica I-lLrvatska and I-ilrvatski Tjednik (Croatian 

Weekly). A number of nationalistic articles which praised and sublimated the Croatian 

Peasant Party and the Ustasha Party and their leaders Radic, Macek and Pavalic were 

issued in these journals. They favored confederal system since, according to the 

nationalist-Hberal jouruais, the federal structure damaged the national interests of Croats. 

Also, the Kritika focused on discussion of the disadvantageous position of Croat 

minorities in other republics, particularly 1l0snia.
397 

That is, the conductors of the Croatian Spring favored reconstruction of 
, 

Yugoslavia on the basis of conlCderation. For they, a further decentralization of 

Yugoslavia's governmental structure meant a ~confederal reconstruction of Yugoslavia'. 

They believed and propagandized that a confederal system would enrich the Croatian 

Republic and strengthen Croatian nations. 

The Croatian Spring also included students. Croatian nationalist-liberal students 

both protested the Serbian domination in bureaucracy and opposed the New Left and the 

1968 socialist student demonstration. That is, there was a sharp distjnction between the 

393 Hondius, op. cit, p. 328. 
394 I' . 230 K emCllcJc & Zagar, op. CIt., p. . 
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Croatian socialist students, who collaborated with the New Leji and participated in the 

1968 socialist student uprising, and the Croatian nationalist-liberal students, who 

supported the 1967 Croatian Declaration. 

The Croatian nationalist-liberal students, led by Marko Veslica and Dragan 

Budisa. gloried in RatJie. Macek and Puvc1k:, ,lIml viewed thelllselves as heirs of the 

Croatian Peasant Party and the Ustasha Party. Also, they highly respected the Croatian 

Catholic Church and regarded it as a representative of the Croat nation. They demanded a 

separate national bank, national annyand separate representation in the United Nations 

for the Republic of Croatia.398 It is more important that nationalist-liberal students of 

Croatia demanded a revision of the Republic of Croatia's boundaries at the expense of 

Herzegovina and Montenegro. They desired to absorb Herzegovina and coastline of 

Montenegro.399 That is, the demands of Croatian nationalist-liberal students were more 

radical and <lggrcssive then the demands of the 1967 Declaration. 

In October 1971, the nationalist-liberal students organized a meting in Zagreb by 

singing nationalistic songs. On 29 October 1971, a conference of university students of 

Zagreb University's Philosophy Faculty argued for an autarchic Croatia with its own 

economic policy and control 'over its own international economic relations. At the 

discussion, a leading role was taken by Dr. Hrvoje Sosic and student protector Cicak. On 

22 November, roughly 30,000 students crune out strike in Zagreb and tried to provoke a 

general strike against the 1ederal government. Also, the Zagreb University's nationalist­

liberal students issued a Croatian student paper Nasi Dani (Our Days). In this paper, a 

number of nationalistic articles, that praised the Croatian Peasant Party, the Ustasha Party 

and the Croatian Catholic Church, were issued by the students of Zagreb University.400 

Also, the Croatian War Veterans inclined to Croatian nationalist liberalism. A 

Croatian veterans' representative of Split, Mate Matkovic, said at the Plenum of the 

Croatian War Veterans in October 1971 that the Belgrade regime dainaged the Croatian 

political and economic interests. Moreover, Ivan Sibal, the President of the Croatian War 

J9R I ,ampc, op. cil.. p. 301-302 and Jalllhrck, op. cil., pp. 201-202. 
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Veterans, delivered a speech accusing the Belgrade media and the Serbian intellectual 

community. The Plenum demanded further decentralization and autonomy for Croatian 

Rcpuhlic.401 

Another actor of the Croatian Spring was the Croatian Catholic Church. 

Especially, Catholic clergy in Rijeka, Split, Zadar welcomed the Croatian nationalist 

liberal resurgence. Also, Franciscan priests of Bosnia-Herzegovina became involved in 

the Croatian Spring.402 

On the other hand, the Ustasha remnants at abroad carried out some activities 

against the socialist Yugoslavia. The Belgrade media and politicians claimed that there 

was a cooperation between Croatian politicians and the Ustasha remnants abroad. The 

Ustasha activities abroad culminated in April 1971 when two Croatian terrorists managed 

to break into the Stockholm Embassy and assassinate Yugoslavia's ambassador to 

Sweden.403 This assassination stroked the Yugoslav public opinion and increased political 

tension in the domestic politics. 

Of course, the Croatian Spring (resurgence of Croatian nationalist liberalism) and 

the assassination of Yugoslav ambassador harassed and annoyed greatly Tito. Tito, who 

was extremely discontent with t'he rise of nationalist liberalism in Croatia, swnmoned the 

leaders of the Croatian League of Communists in Zagreb in July 1971. He told them 

nationalism was running wild, and'the most serious problem was the increasing Croatian 

nationalism. The Croat leaders, said Tito, had served nationalism and separatism. Also, 

Tito ordered them to take strict measures in order to prevent the rise of Croatian 

nationalism.404 

Also, 011 2 December 1971, Tito .aPf>eared on the national television and radio to 

deliver a fierce attack on the nationalism and liberalism. He blamed the nationalist 

elements and tendency in Croatia, Serbia and Slovenia. Also, he stated that the main 

cause of nationalistic unrest across society was (a) the bureaucratic-technocratic clique, 

(b) the backwardness of proper Marxist education in the schools and universities, and (c) 

401 M (' ( . 02 C 'fir ane, op. CIt., p. 6 • . ' ~ 
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the liberal ideas which have improved since the early 1960s. l'inally, he called the LCY 

and the Yugoslav working people to fight against the bureaucratic-technocratic clique, 

nationalism and libcra1ism 405 

Soon thereafter the Tito' s fierce critics and attack on nationalists and liberals, the 

Croat Central Committee met in Zagreb on 12 December 1971. The meting decided to 

arrest the leaders of nationalist students. Also, in the meting, Croatian nationalist-liberal 

leaders Dapeevie-Kucar, TripaJu and pjrkcr were lorccd to resign.406 Also, they wcre 

declared as 'agents of imperialism' by the LCY that defined the Croatian Spring as 

'conspiracy of international imperialism,.407 

In the same time, Tito ordered the Serbian and Slovcllian Leagues to expel 

nationalist members from the League. This order was implemented under Tito's pressure 

and control. Action was taken against liberal amI nationalist elements in Slovenia. The 

most notable measw'e against liberal and nationalist tendency ill Slovenia was tile removal 

of the Slovenian Party leader, Stane Kavcic, at the end of 1971. After the purge of 

Kavcic, the Sloveniall League was domina led by those stich as France Popit WllO were 

loyal to the post-war Yugoslav regime and bitter opponent ofliberalism. Also, in October 

1972, the chainnao and secretary of the Serbian League of COJumwlists and the fOfll;1(4 

Yugoslav foreign minister, Marko Nikezic, was expelled from the League because of his 

nationalis attitudes.408 

Apart from Dapcevic-Kucar, Tripalo, Pirker, Nike~ic and Kavcic, a number of 

nationalist-liberal figures were dismissed from the Ley. During 1971~72, nearly 50,000 

members of the League of the Communists of Croatia were purged from the League. 

Furthermore, 12,000 enterprise directors and engineers lost their positions because of 

their nationalist altitudes, and about 5,000 persons were imprisoned. Among those 

. d F . l' d' 409 arrested and sentenced were Marko Veshca an ranJo u ~man. 

Even though the wholesale purge of nationalist-liberal figures from the LCY and 

the enterprises could not liquidate nationalism and liberalism in Yugoslavia, the Tito's 

405 Lane, op. cit., p. 141. 
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measures and attack against nationalist and liberal elements ended the Croatian Spring 

and delayed the resurgence of nationalist liberalism in Croatia, Serbia and Slovenia. Also, 

as a result ofwholesalc purge of nationalist and liberal Croat figures from the League of 

Communists of Croatia, position and power ofthe Croatia's Serbs jn the Croatian League 

was promoted.410 

or course, empowermellt of Serbs ill the Croatian League annuyed Croatian 

nationalism. According to Christopher Cviic, the wholesale purge of Croats from the 

party and the state apparatuses, did not abolish the Croatian nationalism. On the contrary, 

he indicates that the long~term ellecls of Tito's 1971-72 purges were the strengthening 

pro-independence and anti-Yugoslavia sentiments in Croatia and the deepening mistrust 

between the Croats and the Scrhs.411 

In conclusion, the 'Croatian Spring' or the 'resurgence of Croatian nationalist 

liberalism' had two negative impacls ill the Yugoslav politics: (1) 11 damaged 

development of the socialist self-management system, the unification of Yugoslavs, and 

the formation of YugosJuv identity. (2) H silmpcllcd tJlC Serbo-Croat contradictions and 

deteriorated the Serbo-Croat relations. 

I V. 7. The 1971 Constitutional Amendments and Decentrali7..atioll 

Even though Croatian nationalist liberalism favored further decentralization and 

the Croatian Spring, that damaged the regime greatly, depended upon the principle of 

decentralization and confederalizm, Tito and Kardelj did not reverse the trend towards 

decentralization and did not blamed decentralization of economic and political stmctme 

because they believed that the development of socialist self-management required 

decentralization. That is to say, according to Tito and Kardelj, curtailment of economic 

and political power of the federal state, the federal government and tJ}(~ party was a 

necessary provision for development of the working people's self-management. For this 

reason, they continued to support decentralization of tile regime in favor of the working 

411) Bc~nclt, Christopher, Yugoslavia's Bloody Collapse: Cau.\·es, Course and Con.reqwncej·, London: 

Hurst & Company, 1994, p. 78. 
411 C .. . n .Vlle, or. "~II.. p. Ch. 
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people.412 

Consequently, the 1971 Constitutional Amendments, that based on the principle 

of decentralization, were adopted despite the challenge of Croatian nationalist liberalism 

which aimed 10 decentralize the state and the country towards confederalizrn. The 1971 

Amendments decreased power of the federal state and government, and expanded power 

and autonomy of the republican governments, enterprises and the workers' councils with 

aim of improving the self-management. The ultimate target of the 1971 Amendments was 

to prevcnt thc corrosion of socialism aIld seJJ:'managcl1lcnl by bureaucratic and 

technocratic encroachment.413 

Thc ] 971 Amendments can be sLlmmarized briclly in eight points;414 

1) The Amendment XXXV provided for the estabIislunent of a 'collective presidency', 

composed of three mcmoers from eaeh repuhlic and two from each autonomous 

provmces. The twenty-two members of the presidency were to be elected by the 

republican and provincial assemblies to serve for five years. A president and vice­

president were to be elected by this body to serve liJr one year. These o1liecrs were to be 

chosen according to a predcterlllim~d ordcr. Ilowcvcl', all exception to the principle of 

annual 1'0 tat ion of o01ce of president was made fiJr Tito. Amendment XXXVI made the 

exception and referred to THo's historical role in the national Liberation War, the 

socialist revolution, the creation and development of the SFRY. That is, both the 

Alllelldlllelits and the Yugoslav public opinioll viewed Till) <IS ullquestiolluble Ieuder, 

figure and symbol of the unification ofYugosJavia and the Yugoslav socialist revolution. 

2) Kan.lelj conveyed that the fi.mdamcntal priucipJe and goal of the 1971 Amendments 

was to give more power and competence to workers in the management and control of 

the remaining income of 'basic organization of associated labor', and so, 10 curtail the 

state's power in this fieJd.415 

The 1971 Amendments defined a group of workers within a enterprise 'Basic 

412 Dyker, David A., "The Degeneration of the Yugoslav Corn~unist Party as a Managing Elite - a 
Familiar East European Story?", in Dyker & Vejvoda (005.), op. CIt., pp. 54-55. 
413 • 31 Schrenk, Ardalan, El Tatawy (eds.), op. clL, p. . . 
414 See for the 1971 Constitutional Amendments Singleton, op. CIt., pp. 268-274 and Dubey (cd.), op. 

cit., 41-42. 
415 Kardelj, op. cit., p. 50. 
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Organization of Associated Labor (BOAL),. Every BOAL was managed by a workers' 

council, that was elected by all workers in BOAL, and by a executive board that was 

elected by the workers' council. According to the new amendments, BOAT I was the basic 

unit ofthe self-management on economic level. 

Amendments XXl and xxn affirmed the right of workers to dispose of the 

wealth they had created through their 'associated labor'. In other words, workers' 

councils were given greater powers in deciding how to allocate the surplus funds of their 

BOAL among personal incomes (wages), investment, social and welfare funds, and other 

purposes. 

3) Also, the 1971 Amendments increased power, competence and autonomy of the 

enterprises at the expense of banks and federal and republican governments. 

The new laws slated that if all enterprise invested money in a bank, the profit made by 

the bank must eventuaUy retwn to the investor enterprise. This was intended to prevent 

the emergence of a capital market which was manipulated by the banks which made a 

profit at the expense of the investor enterprises. That is, the Amendments ainlcd to curtail 

the power of banks which controlled financial capital and gained considerable strength as 

a result of the ] 965 Economic Jtefonns. 

In addition to this, the new laws enhanced the enterprises against the federal and 

republican governments. The republican governments were not able to erect barriers 

between enterprises to obstruct the free flow of capital, Jabor and goods. The federal 

government was charged with responsibjjity for national defense and foreign policy and 

for assisting the economically backward regions, and the new amendments curtailed its 

power and control over the enterprises and the workers' cowlCils. 

4) The republics and autonomous provinces had more economic responsibilities and 

power, while the authority ofthe lCJerai government was narrowed as a consequence of 

the new amendments. Major economic (particularly fiscal) responsibilities were 

trans/erred to the republics and autonomous provinces. The ledera] governmellt rculjncd 

executive and coordinating functions for foreign trade, monetary policy, the control of 

prices of basic commodities and services, certain lax and expenditure policies. However, 

the extent of the federal competence in these 1ic~ds was limited by the necessity to secure 
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agreement of the republics and autonomous provinces before new measures could be 

lUldertaken by the federation. 

5) The Amendments founded five 'Inter-republican Committees' in order to establish an 

etlective cooperation and coordination among the republics whose power and autonomy 

expanded. These committees dealt with (a) development policy, (b) foreign trade and 

foreign currency system, (c) the monetary system, (d) internal market matters and (e) 

financial matters. Each committee was chaired by a member of the federal government. 

Apart from these five committees, also, 'Federal Coordination Committee' was 

established by the new amendments. It consisted of the president of federal govemment
7 

the presidents of republican governments and autonomous provinces, and five members 

of the federal government. 

6) The 1971 Amendments created a system of 'social agreements' and 'self-management 

agreements' as a lIIajor new technilJue Illl' coordinating the economic bchllvior of 

enterprises. The social agreements were acted and conductcd between the state, the trade 

unioll and the l~nlcrpriscs. whilc Ihe scll:'lIIl1nagclllcllf <lgre(~llIcnls was acted amoug 

ent.erprises in the same braJlch of activity. The. system of social agreements and sc]f~ 
, 

management agreements was used nl first mainly 10 develop and implement ;'10 incomes' 

policy. The agreements bound the enterprises that entered into them, and according the 

new laws, the enterprises could nol be forced to enter these agreements. 

7) The new amendments established the 'Community ofJnlerest (COl)'. COIs provided a 

forum of negotiation and bargaining for all suppliers and conSWl1crs of the service or 

commodity. Both groups made decisions on aU matters affecting supply and demand 

(including prices) as well as on investment mallers. The eOIs were initially introduced 

for social services such as health, education, science, social insurance, etc. The concept 

was then extended to public utility services such as electric power generation and 

distribution, water supply and sewerage, railways and highway construction, etc. Usually, 

the eOIs operated at the communal level for social services and at Ole repubJican level for 

economic services.416 

8) FinaUy, the peak of the price liberalization was reached in 1971. Producer prices for 

41('K·, . (6 11Ig It, op. cit., p. -:j • 
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about 57 percent of industrial output and 76 percent of commercial turnover were freed 

by the 1971 Amendments.417 

In 1971, KardeJj supported and praised the 1971 Constitutional Amendment in his 

speech il\ the Io'edcml Asscmhly: 

"Contemporary Yugoslavia is no longer a classic federation, nor can it be a 

classic c01?lederation but rather a socialist, ,<je(r-man{]~inJ{ community (?f nation.\', which 

to a great extent introduces simultaneously an essentially new category in inter-ethnical 

relations. The independence of nation ... in such a community grows greater than in 

classic federations and con/c!derations, but, at the same lime the processes af integral ion 

are opened wider in all areas where the common interest 0/ the nations and working 

people is made manifest and where the conditions.for equality are assu.red. ,,418 

The 1971 Amendments were followed by discussions about a new constitution. 

Some politicians and experts, including Tito and KardeJj, maintained that tile 1963 

Constitution, that had been reinforced by the 1965, 1967, 1968, and 1971 reforms and 

amendments, was 110t cnough adequate and appropriate to develop the working people's 

self-management and to solve some economic and socio-political problems that 

challenged the regime hascd UpOIl the working people's self-management. Hence, 

according to Tito and Kardelj, the socialist Yugoslavia needed a new constitution which 

should facilitate and help further development ofthe self-management s and which should 

fight against bureaucracy, technocracy, nationalism and liberalislu 

The Tito's fatuous letter ofScptcmber 1972 was a milestonc Oft11C debatcs for a 

new constitution. In September ] 972, Tito sent a letter to the Executive Bureau of the 

LCY. In the letter, Tito emphasized that there were four bitter enemies of the Yugoslav 

working people: the bureaucrats, the technocrats, the nationalists and the liberals. He 

pointed that the bureaucrats were etatist and centralist forces which sought to strengthen 

the central power of the state apparatus. The teclmocrats, who often allied with the 

bureaucrats, sought to undermine the system of self-management by concentrating the 

power in the hands of managerial elite both in industry and banking. The tbird group were 

417 Ibid., p. 96 
418 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 120. 
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the nationalists, who sought to undermine the brotherhood and unity (bra{SIVO i 

jedinstvo) of the Yugoslav peoples. FinaUy, the liberals tried to tmdermine the role of the 

LCY under the cloak of spurious democratic slogan. Their democratic slogan was 

spurious, said Tito, because the liberal democracy involved the dictatorship of capitalist 

class. According to Tito, all the enemies (the bureaucrats, the technocrats, the nationalists 

and the liberals) had a common goal: to destroy the system of socialist self-management 

and to devalue the role and power of the working people in society.419 

Also, on the eve of the adoption of 1974 Constitution, Kardclj expressed in his 

ruiicle that constitutions could not solve all economic, political and social problems. 

Therefore, "we don '{ endeavor", wrote Kardelj, " to create a constitution which will 

solve all problems" but a constitution which would protect the self-management 

socialism against the enemies of self-management. 420 

IV. 7. The 1974 Constitution: Precaution against the Enemies of the 

Socialist Self- management 

The debates, works and searching for a new constitution, which would protect the 

socialist sclr:·management agai~st the enemies (bureaucrats, technocrat.s, natjonalists, and 

liberals), produced the 1974 Constitution that was the last constitution of the Second 

Yugoslavia. According to Jovan Djordjevic, a distinguished political scientist and 

authorily on constitutional law in Yugoslavia, the 1974 Constitution had six objectives: 

(I) Strengthening the equality and unity of the Yugoslav nations; (2) developing the 

social ownership of property and the worker self-management; (3) democratizing political 

process and the political system as a whole; (4) broadening the rights ofthe republics and 

decreasing the federal state's power and competence; (5) increasing the autonomy of 

Vojvodina and Kosovo; and (6) reforming the Collective Presidency ofthe Yugoslavia.
421 

The last constitution of the SPRY was accepted in the Federal Assembly in 

February 1974. The 1974 Constitution guaranteed citizens a number of rights: Citizens' 

equality regardless of their nationality, race, sex, language, religion, education and social 

------,---"'-~"---
419 Scc NobmJaJr & Selinl (cds.), op. cit., pp. 140-142 and Singleton, up. cit., p. 2.13. . 
420 See Kardelj, Edvard, "AnayasaJ Dlizcnimi;r.in Siirc.kliligi", in Noblrdah & Sehm (OOs.), op. CIt., pp. 
2()()-26'1. . 

421 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 122. 
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status (Articlc 154); right or petition (Articlc 157); (i'ccdom of opinion (Article 166); 

freedom of the press, association and assembly (Article 167); freedom of movement and 

abode (Article 183); inviolability of home (Article 184); confidentiality of mail and other 

means of communication (Article 185); etc.422 

The new constitution relormed the 'ColJective Presidency oftlle SFRY', 111at had 

been introduce in the Yugoslav politics by the 1971 Constitutional Amendments. The 

1974 Constitution reduced the number of members of the Collective Presidency from 22 

to 9, while expanded its power and competence. The Presidency composed of one 

representative from each of the republics and the provinces, and the .President of the 

LCY. The president and vice-president were elected by the Presidency. The office of 

president based 011 the principle of annual rotation. 

Under the 1974 Constitution, the main function of the Presidency was to fullill 

and maintain the equality of the nations and to achieve adjustments in the common 

interests of the republics. For this purpose, it made decisions on the basis of the 

adjustment views and interests of the republics. Other important duties of the Presidency 

were those: the nominatiun of thc president of the Federal Executive Council; the 

appoinLment of senior judicial, 'military officials and ambassadors; the representation of 

thc SI'R Y Ht home and abroad; ami tu present proposals to thc Fedcral Assembly on aU 

pulicy matters. In the Presidency, certain decisions were adopted by a simple m~oriLy, 

whilc others required a two-third majority.42J 

According to the 1974 Constitution, the self-management system 011 the territorial 

Icvel had three administrative units: (]) the federal stale, (2) the federated republics, and 

(3) the commwlcs.424 

The fClkral state (the SFRY) had 'Federal Assemhly (the SFI~Y Assembly), 

consisted of two councils: the 'Council of Republics and Provinces' amI the '.Federal 

Council'. The f(mncr involved 88 members chosen from the fcdernt.ccl (republican) 

assemblies, with 12 members from each of the six republics, and from the provin.cial 

----_. __ -_~.!~"'r'''' ..... ''*_ 

121 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 122. 
422 McFarlane, op. cit., p. 41. 
423 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 123 and Singleton, up. cit., p. 276. 
424 Se r' 2' S' J f 'f) 266 arId Figure 3 I in Schrenk, Ardalan, EJ Tatawy (cds.), op. e 'Igure If1 mg e on, or. CI ., J. ) •. 
cit., p. 46. 
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assemblies, with 8 members from each of the auLonomous provinces. The 'Federal 

Council' had 220 delegates chosen from the communal assemblies, with 30 members 

from each ofthe six republics and 20 from each ofthe two autonomous provinces. 

The 'Council of Republics and Provinces' was the successor of the 'Council of 

Nationalities'. That is, it represented the republics and nations on the federation level. 

Thus, the main task of the 'Council of Republics and Provinces' was to conduct inter. 

national and inter-republican bargaining. However, the 'Federal Cowlcil' represented the 

working peopl~ and the organized sociatist consciousness (the socio-political 

organizations).425 

The Fedcral Assembly, including tw() council, had extensive and important 

authorities. The 1974 Constitution defmed it as "the highest expression of the self­

management system and the supreme organ of power within the jiwllework of foderal 

rights and duties. ,,426 The Federal Assembly, the supreme legislative body- of the SFRY, 

elected the 'Federal Executive Council', the supreme executive body ofthe federal state 

(the SFR V). lts president, who was prime minister of the federal state, was proposed by 

the Presidency and elected by the Federal Assembly. 

Moreover, the Federal AssembJy had power to eject the President of the SFRY. 

On 15 May 1974, the Assembly elected Tito the lifetime President of the SFRY. 'rhis 

decision and election based on Altide 333 which stated that "the SFRY Assembly (the 

Federal Assembly) may, on the proposal of the Assemblies of the Republics and the 

Assemblies of the Autonomous Provinces, elect '/osip Broz Tilo President of/he Republic 

for an unlimited term of ojfice".427 

Apmt from the Federal Assembly involving two councils, the 1974 Constitution 

also established the 'Council of the Federation (Savel Federacija)' involving 105 

members who were nominated by the Collective Presidency and elected by the Federal 

Council. Its members were well paid for their past services and their good behavior. 

Thus, the 'Council of Federation' was described as a Yugoslav equivalent to the British 

'House of Lords'. The fIrst 'Council of Federation' was elected on 26 December 1974, 

425 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 125. 
426 Ibid., p. 124. 
427 S' I . 76 109 eton, op. CIt., p. 2 . 
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and included famous writers like Ivo Andric and Oskar Davico, the retired anny 

commander GeneraJ Goslljak, the JC)fJuer Slovene president Miha Marillko, the 

Macedonian scholar Blaze Koneski, and a nwnber of ex~partjsans who had retired from 
. I" 4211 active po Illes. 

The second type of administrative unit was the federated republics. Like the 1946 

and 1963 Constitutions, according to the 1974 Constitution, the SFRY was consisted of 

the six Socialist Republics: Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro 

and Macedonia. The Socialist Republic of Serbia involvcd two autonomous provinces: 

Vojvodina and Kosovo. 

Each Republic and Province had its own the 'Republican or Provincial Ac;;sembly' 

consisting of three councils: the 'Council of Associated Labor', the 'Council of Local 

Community', and the 'Socio-Political Council'. 

The Council of Associated Labor's members were elected by the delegations who 

were elected by (a) workers in the social sector, (b) peasants and faIm workers, (c) Jjberal 

professions, and (d) the state and the LCY officials and soldiers. The Council of Local 

Community's members were elected by the delegates who were elected by the all 

republican or provincial constjt~ency. Finally, the Socio-Political Council was elected by 

the delegates of the socio-political organizations slich as tho Ley, the SA WP, the Trade 

U . 429 
mons, etc. 

Also, each RepublicaIl and Provincial Assembly elected its own 'Republican or 

Provincial Executive COW1Cjj' as executive body of the republics or autonomous 

provinces. The President ofthe Repub1ican or the Provincial Executive Council, who was 

the prime minister of the republic or province, was elected by Republican or Provincial 

Assembly. 

According to the 1974 Constitution, like the 1963 Constitution, the 'Commune' 

428 Ibid., p. 277. .. . . . 
429 In 1974, there were 4.3 million workers in the social sector In 21,000 organ!7..atJons; 3.9 mdhon 
peasants and farm workers; and 300,000 liberal professions such ~s .doctors, dentists, lawyers, etc. 4.3 
million workers in the social sector elected 457,810 delegates, 3.9 million peasants and farm workers and 
300,000 liberal professions elected total 69.733 delegates. In the same year, 37,847 deJc~atcs .":crc 
elected by the State and LCY officials Gnd soldiers, 117 ,334 dele~ates by the. soclo-poiztlcal 
organizations and 156,837 delegates by the territorial constituencies. (Smgleton, op. cIt., p. 274 and 

1~lkh, op. cit., ]51-152.) 
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Wl.lS basie administrative unit or Ihe socialist self-management at the territorial .Icvcl in 

Yugoslavia. In 1976, there were 512 communes which involved 21,504,000 people.430 

Each Commune had its own the 'CommlUle Assembly' consisting of three 

Commune Councils: the 'Councj] of Associated Labor' elected by delegates of workers in 

the social sector, peasants and farm workers, liberal professions, and the state and the 

LCY officials and soldiers; the 'CouncU of Local Community' elected by delegates of the 

Commune territorial constituency; IDKI the 'Socio-Political CounciI' eJectcd by delegatcs 

from the socio·political organizations. 

According to the 1974 Constitution, each Commune Assembly ejected its own 

'Commune Executive Council' a'i executive body of the Commune. The president of the 

Commune Executive Council, who was elected by the Commune Assembly, was also the 

prime minister of the Commune. 

On the economic level, the 1974 Constitution continued tIle arrangements of the 

197 J Amendments and maintained thc principle of economic dccentrali7..ation. Thc 1974 

Constitution also introduced a new framework for economic and social planning, 

designed to reconcile decentralized decision making with consistent and coordinated 

actioll. The system of plallniJig aimcd to cstablish a national conscnsus on tI1C most 

important mediulU-term goals for the economy. For this purpose, plan formulation was 

hased upon pnrticipatiolJ on a non hicrarchicnl hasis of all economic and social units, 

. I d· l d· 431 me u mg government )() ICS. 

Furthermore, the 1974 Constitution extended the concept of COl, that had been 

introduced by the 1971 Amendments, to Jorcign cconouuc relations. It established the 

'Community oflnterest Jor Forejgn Economic Relations (COlFER)' at the republican and 

federal levels. They were composed of enterprises representatives organized by industrial 

branch, and constituted the forum for articulation and coordination of views and plans on 

matters about foreign economic relations. The COIFERs distributed available foreign 

exchange among member enterprises in accord wjthself~management agreements among 

member enterpri~es. 432 

430 I~lkh, op. cit., p. 151. 
431 K . I . 11Ig II, or. CII., p. 94. 
112 lb' .• lu., p. 100. 
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Adoption of the 1974 Constitution produced debates about it. Tito and Kardclj 

extremely supported and praised the new constitution. Tito claimed that "the new 

Constitution has effected radical changes in the political system - the pUlpose of these 

changes is to assure the working class and the working people generally of their 

dominant position in exercising the functions (~r power and, in managing social affairs, 

to develop further the relations between the nation and nationalities of this country. 

Socialist se(f-management is exerting itself as a specific form of dictatorship of the 

proletariat. ,,1)) 

Also, Kardclj asserted that the J 974 Constitution increased the power of workers 

in the systcm of income distribution. "The our new constitution" stated KardcIj "assures 

to the maximum possible extent thai income based on greater labor productivity does 

not flow away from the workers, from the people, but rather towards them. ,,434 

These quotatiolls show that, acconJing to Tito, the socialist. self-management 
.. , 

was a specific form of the dictatorship of proletariat. A1so, both Tito and Kardelj 

regarded the adoption of the 1974 Constitution as development of tllc socialist self:' 

management and reinforcement of the economic and political position of the working 

people. However, the Croatian and Serbian nationalists became ext.remely discontent with 

the new Constitution. 

The Croat side of nationalism had three complaints: (I) resources of the 

Federation continued to be wasted on war pensions, army and non-effective investments 

in the less developed regions; (2) thc lcdcral stale was greatly influenced by tlle Belgrade 

institution controlled by Serbs; and (3) the federation operated a..<; a system of interest­

group in a struggle with tile regionaJ interest groupS.435 

On the other hand, the Serb side of nationalism complained that the 1974 

Constitution weakened the unity of Yugoslavia by furthering decentralization towards a 

'Confederation of Republics'. That is, the 1974 Constitution institutionally and formally 

transformed the Yugoslav Federation into the 'Co.nfcdcration of Yugoslav Republics'. 

This radical decentralization towards a 'confederal system' annoyed nationalist-centralist 

11) M I' I . 37 c 'ar aile, op. CIt., p. _ . 
434 lb·d I ., p. 38. 
435 1b·d 

I ., p. 55. 
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Serbs. Especially, they became very discontent with the expansion of the power and 

autonomy of Kosovo and Vojvodina at the expense of the Republic of Serbia's power.436 

Nationalist-centralist Serbs argued that the 1974 Constitution was a conspiracy of 

the Croat Tito and the Slovene Kardelj against Serbia and Serb nation. According to 

them, the constitution divided Serbs among three states - Croatia, Bosnia and 

lIerzegovina, and Serbja - and made them into a minority in their ancestral land of 

Kosovo while this province acquired a status equal to that of Scrbia.437 

Soon therealier the adoption of the new constitution, the League of Communists 

of Serbia formed a commission under chairmanship of Dragoslav Markovic. This 

commission prepared a report, so-called 'Blue Book'. 1t bitterly criticized the expansion 

of autonomous status of Kosovo and Vojvodina. The Blue Book regarded the 1974 

Constitution as weakening of Serbia and Serb nation since it empowered Kosovo and 

Vojvodina at the expense ofSerbia.438 

Thc adoption of the new constitution was followed by the Tcnth Congress of Ole 

Ley that met in May-June 1974. At the congress, Tito delivered a report and reasserted 

that bureaucracy, technocracy~ liberalism and nati~nalism were four enemies of the 

workers and the socialist self-management. He called the all working people and the Ley 

to light llgainst the bureaucral.s, the teclmocrats, the nutionnlists ruuJ tJlC libcmls who 

aillied to minimize econolllic, polil.ical alld social power ami role of Ihc Yugosluv workers 

and to destroy the system of sociajist seU:management.
439 

At the end of the congress, a resolution was issued. The resolution decided to 

cJlhallcc the party disciplinc based on the principle of 'democratic ceutraJi7.ation' ill onJer 

to fight against the liberals and nationalists who chaUenged the system of socjaJist self­

management and the LCY. The expansion of self-management system was accepted and 

436 1b'd 
I ., p. 57 

437 Pavkovic, op. cit., pp. 88-89. 
438 Bora, Yugosim'ia: .,., op. cit., p. 99. 
439 See Tito, op. cit., pp. 149-153. 
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supported in the resolutioll.44o Also, the congress, elected Tito the lifetime President of 

the League ofCommunists.441 

IV. 9. The Associated Labor Law of 1976 

On 26 November 1976, the Federal Assembly adopted the 'Associated Labor 

Law (ALL)' consisted of six parts. It was also known as the 'Worker Law' or the' 1976 

Constitutional Amendments'. The ALL reinforced tile 1974 Constitution that maintained 

and continued the basic principles and arrangements of the 197 J Constitutional 

Amendments. Like the 197 t Amendments~ tile ALL aimed to empowered the economic 

role and position of workers by furthering economic dccentralization.442 

According to the ALL, there werc ] 0 self-managed organization at thc economic 

level:443 

l)Basic Organization of Associated I,abor (BOAL): The basic self-managed organi7.ation 

and unit at the economic level was the BOAL. In 1976, there were 16,402,000 BOALs 

that included aU workers who jointed in an 'association oflabOl" .444 The ALL defmed the 

BOAL as "a component parI of an organization of associated labor which makes up a 

technologically rounded whole, an indepen.denl economic and self-managing unit which 

can have the character of a legal entity.,,445 Its main function was to atomizes economic 

decision making to the smallest technical1y distinguishable unit producing a marketable 

output. 

Within every BOAL, there were tIlfee layers of management: 'workers' councils' 

elected by secret ballot from within the workers; 'cxecutive organs' elected from among 

the members of the workers' cOlmcil; and 'management organs' composed of one or 

more professional managers. The workers' council, the communc assembly, and the 

union of organization of work units selected jointly managers from among candidates for 

the position. The management organ had the right to give directions to workers for 

HO Sec Samary, Catherine, Pan;alanan Yligoslavya: Bosna'da Etlmik SavaI, trans, Billent Tanatar, 
Istanbul: Yazm Yaymclhk, 1995, pp. 156-157 and 1~lkh, op. cit., p. 168. 
441 Singleton, op. cit., p. 276. 
442 See Hasan, Velki, Ozyiil1etim, Vsktip: BirIik Yaymlun, 1984, pp. J J H 13. 
443 See Table 3.1 in Schrenk, Ardalan, EI Tatawy (eds.), 0\). cit., p. 51 
444 I~lkh, op. cit., p. 128. 
445 Singleton, op. cit., p. 278. 
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implementation of the organization's plan and business policy that was adopted by the 

workers' council. Although it was normally appointed for four years and they might be 

reappointed, the management organ was subject to recall at any time for negligence, 

incompetence, legal misconduct or the failure to maintain good relations with other 

bodies orthe enterprise. Dismissal proceeding of pro Ie ssiona I managers could be initiated 

by the workers' council, the assembly ofthe commune, or the trade union. 

2) Enterprises: They involved BOALs. Their main flUlction was to link associated 

BOALs that jointly realize income in an 'associated of labor and resources'. They were 

given extensive authorities and autonomy in policies of income distribution, investment, 

employment and trade. 

3) Associations: They involved enterprises in an economic branch. They created forum 

for discussing common matters, horizontal· coordination, and decisions binding 

consenting member enterprises. 

4) The Economic Chamber: It included associations and established a forum for 

discussing common matters and for broad vertical coordination among associations. 

5) Reproduction Entity: VerticaUy linked enterprises formed 'reproduction entity' that 

was not a legal entity. 

6) Composite Organization of Associated Labor: H was a legal entity formed by 

vertically or hori~oJllally linked enterprises. Bo(h 'reproduction entities' and 'composite 

organizatiolls of asso<.:ial.io/l hlhor' illl.<.:gntl.cd enterprises' mediullI-term plans li)J' output 

and capacity. 

7) Community of Interesl.· Enterprises and other social sectors founded 'communities of 

interest'. Their basic function was to link suppliers and users of social or productive 

services for the joint regulation of supply, demand and fmancing. 

8) Cooperative: In order to link private individuals for joint productions in agriculture, 

. crafts and productive services, individuals in the private sector established 'cooperatives'. 

In the cooperatives, private individuals and enterprises retained rights of private 

ownership over their assets. 

Private ownership were important in agriculture where a process of de­

collectivization initiated in 1953. The Yugoslav socialist model based on the working 
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people's self-management permitted privatc holdings of up to 10 Jlcctarcs in agricultural 

sector. In 1970, the private agricultural sector employed 43 percent of the total labor 

force, and 96 p~rcent of the agricultural worktrs held 70 percent of the total .iiumland, 

and produced 71 percent of the agricultural product and 56 percent of marketed 

produclioll. TCII years lall~r, ill I ()XO, the priwlte agricliitural set;t"f' pl'OdUCl~d 71 pl':recllt 

ofthc agricultural production and contained 92 percent oCthe jobs in agriculture. 

Outside of agriculture, small-scale activities employing up to five salaried workers 

were allowed in allY area of adivity. Private nonagricultural employmenl rose from 3 

percent to 4 percent of the tolal Yugoslav labor (orce betwccn 1970 and 1981. On the 

other halld, sodal scclor c.~lJIpl()ylJ1cflt cli/llhed from 4] percent to 61 percellt ill the same 

period. The social sector accounted for 85 percent of GDP in the Yugoslav economy in 

1981.446 

9) Contractual Organization of Associated Labor (COAL): The COALs linked private 

workers and owner-operators with social resources in hybrid private and social 

enterprises. So, they bridged the social and private sectors. In the COALs, individuals 

pooled their financial resources with each other and with social owned resources. That is, 

the COALs were formed in order to establish a coordinatjon between private and social 

sectors. 

10) Bank: Banks involved enterprises as depositors and borrowers. The frnlction of the 

banks was to work for pooling the resources of enterprises for financing the enterprises' 

investments. The 1976 ALL regarded the banks as service organizations for enterprises 

rather than autonomous profit-making entities. Thus, they were owned and managed by 

their members (enterprises that used the service of the bank as depositors or as 

borrowers). The banks performed services for their members and had no authority to 

generate a profit in their own right. 

In addition to this, the ALL extended the 'system of social agreements and self­

management agreements', that had been introduced by the 197] Amendments in tile area 

of income policy, to the areas of price, employment, foreign trade, social plans and capital 

accumulation. That is, according to the ALL, the economic policies about price, income, 

446 K . I . 86 mg It, op. C.lt., pp. 85- . 
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employment, foreign trade, social plan and capital accWllulation were determined by the 

social and self-management agreements.447 

The 1976 ALL was followed by the Eleventh Congress of the LCY in 1978. The 

Congress praised and supported the ALL, and described the LCY as the leading fOrce of 

the Yugoslav working people. Also, Tito explained that the LCY was the helper of the 

Yugoslav worlcing people but not a manager. Thus, he emphasized that the Ley must be 

in the struggle against the enemies (bureaucracy, technocracy, nationalism and liberalism) 

in order to develop the working people's self-management.448 

So, according to Tito, the working people's se1f-management could not develop 

without extermination of the fOUf enemies. He believed that the fIrst necessary provision 

{or the development of self-management was destruction of 'bureaucratic-technocratic 

oligarchy' whose ideological basis was 'nationalist liberalism'. 

447 See ibid., op. cit., pp. 92-93 



198 

CHAPTER V 

DESTRUCTION OF THE SECOND YUGOSLAVIA 

V. 1. The Yugoslav Economy in the 19808: Economic Decline ~lnd 

n.econstructioll of Capitalism 

Between 1950-]980, the Yugoslav economy was characterized by rapid economic 

growth and impressive structural transformation. In this period, GDP grew at an average 

annual rate of about 6 percent in real terms. The share of investment in GDP was about 

30 percent in throughout the period. Inasmuch as population grew only 1 percent a year, 

real per capita income more than doubled during the period.449 During the period, the 

Yugoslav economy achieved a rapid industrialization; and consequently, social structure 

and characteristic of the Yugoslav society changed extremely. Also, the system of 

socialist self-management achieved an important development at the educational level. 

For example, illiterate rate ofthe Yugoslav population was 44.6 percent on the eve of the 

World War II. After the war, this rate dropped to 21.0 percent in 1961 and to 9.5 percent 

in 1981.450 

However, this economic and social development of the Socialist Yugoslavia was 

disrupted and stopped in the 1980s. Although the Yugoslav economy was the £'1stest 

growing in Europe in the second half of the 1970s, the economy entered a period of 

economic dec1ine after 1980. The Yugoslav economy deteriorated, and the Yugoslav 

society sutlered severely from the economic dccline during 1980s. 

Economic indicators of 1980s show a very severe economic decline of Yugoslavia 

throughout the 1980s: 

Annual growth rate ofOOP declined from 7 percent in 1979 to 0.5 percentage in 

1982 and to -1.6 percent in 1988. Inllation rates were 9 percent in 1976, 30 percent in 

1980 and 199 percent in ] 988. Also, real wages declined 11.7 percent in 1980, 12.1 

448 1~lkh, op. cit., p. 169. 
449. • 

Kmght, op. CIt., p. 82 . 
450 Yugoslavya'nm Genel Ekonomik Durumu ve Turkiye~Yugoslavya Ticari lli§kileri 1987 Ydbk Raporu, 

Belgrade, March 1988, p. 7. 
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percent in 1983 and 8.0 perccnt in 1988.451 

The aggregate volume of investment activity in 1987 was 47 percent of its 1979 

level. The investment/GDP ratio fell over the samc period from 27.3 percent to 18.8 

percent. Consumption decreased iroll) 60.5 percent of GDP in 1982 to 58.8 percent in 

1987. The average rate of expenditure on education decreased from 5 percent of GDP in 

the 1970s to 3.5 percent of GDP in the 1980s. Over the period 1978-1989, the absolute 

number of people living in poverty grew fi'om 3:1 million (17.2 percent ofthe population) 

to 5.4 million (23'.6 pcrcent).452 

By 1985, it was estinlated that some 40 percent of social sector workers were 

living near the poverty line. Real wages (personal incomes) in the social sector feU 

continuously, :from an index of 100 in 1980 to 76 in 1985.453 Also, wlemployment 

increased significantly during the 1980s. Unemployment rate peaked to 37.61 percent in 

1988. There were 2,527,000 unemployed people in 1988.454 In t11e sanle time, the labor 

productivity declined in the 1980s. Average annual growth rate of labor productivity in 

the public sector was 4.8 percent between 1956-1964,4.3 between 1965-1972,2.7 

between 1973-1979, and -2.0 bctwccn 1980-1984.455 

Furthennore, standard of Jiving feU nearly 40 percent between 1982-1989. The 

country's foreign dept rocketed from under $3.5 billion in 1973 to $20.5 billion in 1981 

and $24 biJIion in 1982.456 Finally, GD]> per capita declined from US$ 3,000 to US$ 

2,400 between 1985-1988.457 

In addition to Illis, the J 980s was a period of economic scandals and corruption. 

A series of financial scandals culminated in August 1987: the Agrakamerc Scandal. 

Agrokomerc was one of the largest finns in Yugoslavia; located in the towns ofBihac and 

451 See Tables 10.1 and 10.3 in Dole, Vclimir & Gaspari, Mitja, "The Yugoslav Path to High 
Inflation", in Michael Bruno (ed.), Lessons of Economic Stabilization and Its Aftermath, London: the 
MIT Press, 1991, pp. 363, 365. . 
452 Radosevic, SJavo, "The Collapse of Yugoslavia - Between Chance and Necessity", in Dyker & 
Vejvoda (cds.), op. cit., pp. 71~72. 
453 Bartlett, Will, "Foreign Trade and Stabilization IJolicy in a Self-Managed Economy: Yugoslavia in 
the 1980s", in Allcock. Horton, Milivojevic (eds.), Yugoslavia in Transition: ... , op. cit, p. 239. 
454 M' . 82 encmger, op. ell., p. . 
455 See Table 1.2 in Coben, op. cit., p. 31 
456 Bennett, op. cit., p. 69 and Plestina, op. cit., p. 151. 
457 Plcstina, op. cit., p. 152. 
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Velika KJadusa in northwest Bosnia. In August 1987, the investigations disclosed timt 

Aglokomerc had issued promissory notes equivalent to 500 million US dollars without 

collateral. The investigations into scandal revealed a clientele network leading to the top 

Bosnian communist leader, the Bosniak Hamdija Pozderac, which enabled the firm and 

local bank to issuc a limiUcss amount ofpromissory notes. Pozderac was loreed to resign, 

while the director of Agrokomerc and a member of the Central Committee of the League 

of Bosnia-Ilcrzcgovina, the Bosniak Fikrct Abdic was given only a suspended 

sentence.458 

The economic scandals, such as the Agrokomerc Scandal, received wide pUblicity 

m all Yugoslav media and undermined the legitimacy of the oflicial political and 

economical institutions of the Yugoslav scU:management system in the eye of the 

Yugoslav working people. Also, such scandals show that the bureaucratic-technocratic 

ruling class damaged ~Uld weakened the system of socialist self-management :t{)f their scIf­

interests. 

According to Janez Smidovnik, the causes of Yugoslavia'S economic decline in 

the 19808 derived from the 'structural characteristics of the system of socialist self~ 

management based OJ] social' ownership'. He argucs tbat tI1C self-.management of 

enterprises suffered from four main problems: (1) The performance of Yugoslav 

enterprises was limited by the fact that they had no real owners of any kind concerned 

with efficient capital investment. That is, there were not real owners who felt 

responsibility for efficiency of enterprjses.(2) The enterprises were managed by the state, 

the directors and the workers. All of tbem had an inclination to use the enterprises for 

their own ends, but not for the enterpriscs' ends. (3) Under this system (self­

management) it was very difficult to make authoritative decisions in the light of any 

independent economic or management assessment. (4) Communal system caused regional 

fragmentation of enterprises and constant state intervention ill them.
459 

So, according to Smidovnik, the Yugoslav economy's decline stemmed from 

458 Pavkovic, op. cit., pp. 78-79 
459 See for more details Smidovnik, Janez, "Disfunctions of the System of Self-Management in the 
EconolllY, il) Local T{~lTilorial Communities and in Public Administration", in Silllmie &. Deklevn (ods.), 

op. cit., pp. 17-32. 
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these four problems of the self-management system. These problems resulted in at fIrst 

inefliciency of enterprises, and then economic decline. Smidovnik's explanation and 

proposals based on liberal economics. According to liberal approach, economic efficiency 

depends on competition and this 'competition' depends on 'private property', that was 

described by Smidovnik as 'real ownership'. Thus, liberals and Smidovnik claim tlmt "the 

Yugoslav economy based on 'self-management' and 'social ownership' went bankrupt 

since it prevented 'private property (real ownership)' and 'economic competition' which 

are two necessary provisions for economic efficiency". 

Smidovnik's explanation, which based on liberal approach, about the Yugoslav 

economy's decline is inadequate and simple because ofthree reasons: 

1) Yugoslavia under the system of working people's self-management based 011 social 

ownership achieved extreme economic, social, cultural and intellectual development in 

the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. So, if it is impossible to increase economic efficiency 

without 'private property (real ownership)' and 'competition', why and how did the 

Yugoslav socialist self-management based on social ownership achieve rapid 

development not only on the economic level but also on the social, cultural and 

intellectual levels? Liberal approach and Smidovnik can not answer and explain this 

question. 

2) Liberalism and SllIidovnik call Hot explain why the core and periphery capitujist 

economics el1tl..~rcd a 'period of drastic ecollomic crisis' aller the J 974 economic crisis if 

'real ownership' and 'competition' are two factor for economic development and 

efficiency. That is, not only the Yugoslav enterprises, which based on the workers' seJf­

management and social ownership, but also the core and periphery capitalist countries' 

enterprises, which based on 'real ownership (private property)' and 'competition', 

entered economic crisis in the 1980s as a result of the 1974 global crisis of capitalism. 

3) Finally, Smidovnik's explanation, that based on liberal approach, is inadequate and 

simple because it does not take into account the class relations~ contradictions and 

struggles between the 'Yugoslav working people' and the 'Yugoslav bureaucratic­

technocratic ruling class', and the effects ofthis relations on the economic decline. 

if we want to explain the Yugoslavia's economic dccl.iue ill the 1 980s, we must 
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take into account and explore (a) the 1974 global economic crisis of capitalism, (b) the 

reaction of the core capitalist states to the 1974 crisis, and (c) the Yugoslav bureaucratic­

technocratic ruling class's objectives and attitude. 

The Yugoslavia's economic decline coincided with the wave of structural change 

in the world economy at the beginning of the 1980. The wave involved neo-liberal 

economic policies and globalinltion of such policies. The structural change of the world 

economy on the basis of nco-liberalism was launched by the eore capitalist states and 

supported by the TMF and the World Bank that were controlled and orientated by the 

core capitalist states. Alter the 1974 global crisis of capitalism, in order to recover the 

1974 crisis' losses, they launched, propagandized and supported the nco-liberal policies 

that involved (a) comprchcllsive privlltiznlioll, (h) cstnhlishll1cnt of fh~c markets or 
capital, labor and goods, (c) curtailment of social services and investments, and (d) 

decreasing wages. The core capitalist. states;,the TMF and the World Bank especially 

recommended the nco-liberal policies to the periphery countries in order to (a) create new 

profitable markets for their capital and goods, and (b) to find and exploit cheaper labor 

and raw materials for progressive reproduction of surplus-value.460 

Yugoslavia was one' of the countries that were recommended by the core 

capitalist states to implement the neo-liberal policies. At the beginning of the 1980s, tIus 

neo-liberal recommendation was welcomed and accepted by the bureaucratic­

technocratic ruling elass in Yugoslavia since bureaucrats and technocrats desired to 

elevate themselves from 'managers of economic means' to 'owners of economic means'. 

That is, they aimed to transform themselves to a capitalist elass or , in the words of 

Smidovnik, to 'real owners'. Thus, after the 1974 crisis, the Yugoslavia's economic 

decline in the 1980s coincided with the implementation of neo-liberal policies in 

Yugoslavia. As a result, for Yugoslavia, the 1980s was a period of 'econonuc decline' 

and 'liberalization'. In other words, this period (1980-1990) for Yugoslavia was a 

reconstruction of capitalism and integration of the Yugoslav economy into international 

capitalist relations. Also, this period was a transfc>n1Jation ofthe 'Yugoslav bureaucratic -

460 See for more details Ann. Ti.ilay. "Kapitalist DGzenleme, Birikim Rejimi ve Kriz: Geli~mi~ 
Kapitali:I.IIJ", I/. '/(~Z, I., pp. J 22~ 138 nlld Ann, TOlay, "Kupilillisl DOzcnlclIlo, Uil'ikilll Rcjillli vo Kriz: 

Azgeli~mi~ Kapitalizm ve Turkiyc", 11.l'ez, 3, pp. 86·105. 
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technocratic ruling class' to the 'Yugoslav capitalist class'. 

The 'reconstruction of capitalism', the 'integration of Yugoslavia to the 

international capitalist relations' and the 'transformation of the bw·eaucratic-technocratic 

ruling class to capitalist class' was a product of 'cooperation between the Yugoslav 

bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class and the core capitalist states'. That is, the core 

capitalist states' economic interests and the Yugoslav bureaucratic-technocratic ruling 

class' economic interests intersected (Uld coincided. Both of the two sides had economic 

and political interests in 'reconstruction of capitalism in Yugoslavia' and in 'integration of 

the Yugoslav economy into the international capitalist relations'. 

However, this process could not be fulfilled without destruction of the 'system of 

self-management' and the 'social ownership' because they were incompatible with the 

nco-liberal policies and the mode of capitalist production. That is, self-management and 

social ownership were fierce obstacles for implementation of nco-liberal policies and 

reconstruction of capitalism in Yugoslavia since they were hindering (a) privatization of 

economic means and (b) establishmcnt ofthc free markets of labor, capital and goods.461 

For this reason, the 'alliance of the Yugoslav bureaucratic-technocratic ruling 

class and the core capitalist states' aimed to destroy ·the 'system of sc1f,ullUlagemcllt' IDld 

the 'social ownership' in order to reconstruct capitalism in Yugoslavia and to integrate it 

into international capitalist relations. This aim was fulfilled by a ser.ies of economic 

reforms involving neo-liberal policies. Implementation of neo-liberal policies and 

reconstruction of capjtaljsm ill Yugoslavia was openly backed by powerful international 

institutions stich as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund.462 

The first neo-liberal economic reform was adopted in 1980. Yugoslavia agreed 

with the IMF to a three-year program of economic stabilization. It included cxchange­

ratc adjustmcnt, devaluation of the dinar, strengthening of the market mechanism, 

liberalizing foreign trade and credit markets, restrictive monetary and fiscal policy that 

461 Kovac, Bogomir, "Entrepreneurship and Privatization of Social Ownership in Economic Reforms", 
in Simmie & Dekleva (eds.), op. cit., p. 93 and Simmie, James & Dckleva, Joze, "General Lessons from 
the Yugoslav Experience", in Smmie & Deklcva (cds.), op. cit., p. 152. 
162 Williams, John, Legitimacy ill International Relations and the Ri.fc and Fall of Yugoslavia, London: 
Macmillan Press, ]998, p. 88. 
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decreased real personal incomes (wages) and social services.463 1n 1983, the 'Krajger 

Commission' was formed. The cOnmllssion prepared the 'Report for Economic 

Stabilization ofYugos]avia' and recommended the 1iberalization OftJIC economy with full 

implementation of market principles.464 Following year, the 'Long-Term Stabilization 

Program' was started. Its main targets was to improve market relations and to reduce 

role of self-management institutions.465 

The 1980 and 1984 reforms were admired and rewarded by the core capitalist 

states in 1985. In April 1985, Yugoslavia received a credit of $300 million fi'om the 

Western banks.466 This reward was followed by the 'Law on Financial Re-Organization of 

Enterprises' that introduced penalties and withdrawal of subsidies and credits to 

ullsuccess{ill enterprises. This law allowed WId resulted in bankruptcies of some 

enterprises, and increased unemployment. Also, in 1986, wages were frozen by a decree. 

Bankruptcies and the wagc-I1'cezc annoyed workers and led to strikcsin 1986. In March 

1987, the government was 10rced by the strikes to agree to lift the wage-freeze in 

successful fums, tourism and seasonal industrials.467 

Federal government in 1988 created a ncw Commission (Mikulic's Commission) 

which launched a new 'Program of Economic Reforn]'. It required the creation of an 

integral market consisting of product, labor and capital markets. The constitutional 

conditions for the program were created by a sct of Amendments to the 1974 

Constitutio~ adopted in November 1988. The 1988 Amendments aimed to increase the 

efficiency of the economy by taking decidedly 'pro-market direction'. Thus, the thirty­

nine amendments lined all limitations to private ownership (except that of land, where the 

limit was set at 60 acres), allowed the formation of joint-stock companies in which 

decision-making power would he conunensurate with the partners' investment. Also the 

.Co '1' . 468 1988 Amendments decreased government support to .lill mg enterpnses. 

One month later, in December 1988, the 'Enterprise Act' was passed. It abolished 

463 13arllett, op. cit., p. 242. 
464 Plestina, op. cit., p. 151. 
465 M' . 80 encmger, op. CIL, p ... 
466 n I . art cll, op. CII.., p. 244. 
41.7 McFarlalle, op. cit., pp. 143-144. 
468 PI' . 1 estma, op. CIt., 54. 
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the work organizations of the 1976 Constitutional Amendments, and re-established 

enterprises as a legal entity engaged in economic activities and fully responsible for its 

business operations. Four new types of ownership were introduced: social ownership, co­

operative ownership, mixed ownership, and unlimited private owncrship.469 

Economic reforms involving neo-liberal policies culminated in establishment of 

the Markovic Government that prepared and applied the 1989 Reforms. The new 

government was 10rmed by Croat Ante Markovic and involved tec1mocrats. So, the 

Markovic Government was a 'tec1mocratic government'. 

When the Markovic Government assumed office on 16 March 1989, Prime 

Minister Ante Markovic announced three targets: first, the establishment of integrated 

markets of goods and services, capital and labor; second, the opening of the country to 

the world, that is, the internationalization of the national economy and culture; and third, 

the strengthening of the legal system, including the expansion of human right.470 

The first target indicated reconstruction of capitalism, the second target aimed 

integration of Yugoslavia to the capitalist world, and the third target involved creation 

and expansion ofliberal ideology under the pretext of 'expansion of human rights'. 

Soon thereafter establishment of the MarkoVic government. President Drnovsek 

and Prime Minister Markovic traveled to the United Slates to explain their economic 

targets to the Bush administration, to the US.Qusiness representatives and to the IMF. 

Also, lIIedillgs were hekl wilh Europeull l"rcl~ Trade Area rcprcscJltativcs wtd with the 

General Secretary of the OECD. Fwthermore, Jcflc1)' Sachs, a famous liberal economist 

fi'om Harvard University, became advisor of thc Markovic government.47I 

During the travel, the newly founded Yugoslav government's economic plans and 

targets were welcomed, praised and supported by the core capitalist states and their 

international organizations. 

After the negotiations with core capitalist states, Dmovsek and Markovic 

returned the country and prepared a new economic reforms. On 18 .December 1989, 

Markovic ffiUlounced his economic program in the Federal Assembly. The Markovic's 

469 M' 't 81 cnclIlgcr, or. CI .• p. . 
4/0 Pregl, Zivko, "Programllle of He leJl"lJlS in Yugoslavia", ill Sillllllie & Uekleva (cds.), op. cit., p. Xl. 

471 Plestina, op. cit., p. 162. 
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Economic Program, that involved radical nco-liberal economic reforms, was voted by the 

Assembly and accepted by two-thirds majority in the same day_ This neo-liberal program 

was welcomed and supported especially by the Croatian and Siovenian bureaucrats and 

technocrats. 

However, the League of Communists of Serbia lmder leadership of Slobodml 

Milosevic refused the Markovic's Program, ~~d Milosevic called workers for a general 

strike in order to prevent implementation of the program.472 MiJosevic was a radical 

opponent of the Markovic's Program because he aimed to centralize at first Serbia and 

then governmental structure of the federation under Serbian domination. However, the 

program involved the principle of decentralization and increased economic autonomy of 

the republics and the two autonomous provinces ofVojvodina and Kosovo. That is, the 

Markovic's Program, that was backed by Slovenia and Croatia, conflicted with the 

Milosevic's plans, and for this reason, he r~jectcd it. 

The 1989 Reforms can be summarized in the six points: (1) About 90 percent of 

imports to Yugoslavia were liberalized. (2) Dinar convertibility was introduced for all 

external transaction, and the Deutschmark / Dinar ratio of 1:7 and the US Dollar / Dinar 

ratio 0 f 1 : 12 were introduced. (3) Money supply, social expenditLrres, and wages were 

restricted and decreased. (4) The 'concept of social ownership' was abolished and two 

new concepts were introduced: public slate ownership and private ownership. That is, 

social ownership was transformed into 'state ownership' and 'private ownership'. This 

rdorm enabJed more than 50,000 private firms to be set up in 1990.473 (5) A 

comprehensive privatization was launched. For this purpose, the big enterprises were 

segmented into smalJ and medium firms. (6) The same legislation applied to both 

Yugoslav and foreign investors and enterprises. Both domestic and foreign enterprises 

11 d b·· d .' fit 474 were a owe to com me m or er to max1lTI1Z6 pro· . 

To conclude, the economic reforms which carried outneo~liberal policies ill 

Yugoslavia in the 1980s produced six basic results: 

1) The reforms could not solve economic problems. On the contrary, they affected 

472 10' I - Il., p. 165. 
47:1 P k' . 100 av OVIC, op. CIt., p. . 
474 See for more details about the 1989 Reforms Pregl, op. cit., pp. Xll~XV. 
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negatively the economy and deepened the economic contradictions. For example, d1e 

neo-liberal reforms increased unemployment and decreased real wages.475 

2) The 'sel/:'managemenl relationships' were repJaced with 'capital relationships'; 

socialism was replaced with capitalism. That is, the reforms based on neo-liberal 

economic principles destroyed the system of socialist self-management and reconstructed 

capitalism in Yugoslavia 

3) The Yugoslav economy was integrated into international capitalism and the Yugoslav 

bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class transformed to the Yugoslav capitalist class which 

cooperated with the core capitalist states. This means that, the nco-liberal economic 

reforms in the 1980s strengthened and promoted economic and political position of the 

bureaucrats and technocrats. 

4) The cflccl. or the l~OI'C capitalist. stahlS in tJH.! Yugoslav polilit~s illcrcusc.xl. Nnturully, 

this circumstance fed and supported rise of nationalism and lIberalism in Yugoslavia. 

5) Interregional disparities increased in the 1980s inasmuch as the llco~liberal reforms 

ended federal aids to the underdeveJoped regions.476 

6) Standard of living of workers declined sharply since the nco-liberal refonns decreased 

real wages, social security, senrices and investments and increased unemployment. Also, 

the reforms extremely weakened position of workers in the political and economic 

decision-making process. That is, the participation of workers ill the decision-making 

process declined as a result of the rdorms. Both 'economic regression of workers' and 

'expulsion of workers from the decision-making process' annoyed them and abolished 

their trust on the 'idea of socialism' and the 'idea of Yugoslavism'. This situation 

1acilitated and accelerated expansion of nationalist and liberal ides. Also, the Yugoslav 

workers, who were damaged by the reforms, organized a lot of strikes in order to protest 

and prevent nco-liberal policies. Between 1982-1987, total 1570 strikes involving 

360,000 workers were reeorded.477 However, these strikes could not prevent neo-liberal 

economic reforms and expansion of nationalist liberal ideas. 

v. 2. Ris(.~ or Scrbh ... Nutionulism (l980-J9~)O) 

475 Bartlett, op. cit., p. 246 and Dcklcva, B., op. cit., p. 115. 
47(, SM' . 83 • cc cllclIlger, op. CIt., p. _. 
477 I) k' . 8 av OVIC, op. CIt., p. 7 . 
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In Y ugos\avia, the period 0 f 1980-1990 was the period of risc of nationalism. 

That is, economic decline and reconstruction of capitalism based on nco-liberal policies 

coincided with the rise of nationalistic ideas and spirit in the 1980s. The most important 

and fierce resurgence of nationalism emerged in Serbia and Croatia. That is, Serbian and 

Croat nationalism in the 1980s were the most important and influential two nationnlist 

movement in tbe Yugoslav politics. 

In this period, Serbian nationalism based on foUowing propositions: 

Serbs were in Ul~ust position in post~Second World War Yugoslavia that 

threatened existence of Serb nation. Serbs were tlle victims of economic and political 

discrimination by Croats and Slovenes. Serbs had made the greatest military contribution 

and suffered the most casualties over last century and , far from being rewarded, were 

being punished in peacetime. That is, they had won the war and lost the peace. For the 

Serbs in Kosovo and Croatia, the situation was even worse. In Croatia, Croatian 

politicians revived the { Jslasha Movemenl which had murdered and torltmxl Serhs during 

the World War 11, and in Kosovo, Albanians attacked and oppressed Serbs. Thus, SCl"bs 

faced genocide in Kosovo and Croatia. 

The system of socialisi scIf·nlanagemenl ·and the lhleral structure of the stale 

were invented by the Slovene Kardelj and the Croat Tito in order to weaken economic 

and political position of Serb nation. Croats, in tlle person of Tito, and Slovenes, in the 

person of Kardelj, had deliberately constructed federal Yugoslavi~ in such a way as to 

exploit Serbia economically aJId to divjde Serbs between severa] federalunits.478 Also, 

Tito-Kardelj (Croat-Slovene) alliance founded autonomous provinces of Kosovo­

MetohUa and Vojvodina in order 10 segment the. Serb homeland. So, they established 

"strong Yugoslavia, weak Serbia", 

Moreover, Serhian nationalism argued that Bosniaks were Serbs who had been 

converted to Islam religion by the Ottoman Empire. Thus,· Bosniaks should be 

reconverted to the Orthodoxy, and Ihose who refuse it should be expelled fi'om Bosnia-

478 According to the 198] census, carried out a year ailer Tito's death, Serbs made up about 36 percent of 
Yugoslavia's popllialion. Of these, close 10 2 million lived outside Ihe Republic of Serbia while another 
1.3 IIlillioll lived in Serbia's aulonomous provinces (i<.osovo ami Vojvudillll) allli 4.9 million lived ill 

inner Serbia. (Bennett, op. cit., p. 80.) 
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Herzegovina. 

Serbian nationalists favored and pursued the project of "Greater Serbia" that 

would unite all Serbs in a single state. They advocated that "Greater Serbia" must be 

founded in order to protect and promote Serbian nation. According to Serbian 

nationalism, economic problcms can be solved only by "Greater Serbia"; therefore, Serbs 

must struggle tor "Greater Serbia" in order to solve their economic problems. 

Finally, Serhian nationalism, 011 the economic level, wus in favor of liberal 

economy and reconstruction of capitalism within a "Greater Serbia". So, Serbian 

nationalism was 'nationalist liberalism' which aimed to destroy the system of socialist 

self·management, reconstruction of capitalism and foundation of "Greater Serbia". 

These proposals of Serbian nationalism were Jed by Dobrica Cosic in the 
., 

intellectual sphere, by Slobodan Milosevic in the political sphere, and by the Serbian 

Orthodox Church in the religious sphere. 

V. 2. i. Dobrica Cosic and the "Serbian Memorandum" 

Dobrica Cosic is one of the most widely known and respected Serbian nationalist 

writers. He was regarded as spiritual and intellectual father of Serbian nationalism in the 

1980s for Jlis ideas played rui important role in tJie resurgence of Serbian nationalism in 

the 1980s. 

Cosic was born in 192] at Velika Drenova in Serbia, educated at the University of 

Belgrade and participated in the Partisan Movement during the World War II. After the 

war, he held many high-ranking posjtjon in the LCY, including membership ofjts central 

committee. He published a number of literary, linguistic and political books that 

supported and led Serhian nationalism in the 1950s and the 19605. Thus, he was expeJled 

from the League in 1968 due to his nationalistic attitude.
479 

After the expulsion, he became an extreme anti~ Titoist and opponent of the 

socialist regime. He argued that the socialist regime damaged arid weakened the Serb 

nation. In order to empower the Serb nation, he proposed and favored estab]j~lunent of a 

"Greater Serbia" that would unify all Serbs in a single Serbian state. For this purpose, he 

stressed insistently that all Serbs should endeavor together. Cosic declared his idea in 

479 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 52-:>3. 
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Borba on 13 June 1989: 

"Let us stop once and for all to liberate, save, and safeguard others (Croats, 

Slovenes and the Kososvo Albanians), to keep convincing them that they would perish 

without us. If they do not wish to live with us in a democratic federation, let us respect 

their wish to be alune and happy. It is difficult to understand why the Serbs today 

reasonably and persistently.lail to aspire to a state without national questions, national 

hatreds, and Serbophobia. ,,480 

Cosie also was one of the most important authors of 'Memorandum of the 

Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts' on the question of Serbian nationalism. The 

Memorandum were published on 24 September 1986 in Vecernje Novosti. It claimed that 

Serb nation's existence was threatened. Especially, it sounded the alarm about the 

position of Serbs in the other republics: 

"~xcepl during the period (?lthe NDH (the Independent State of Croatia betwccn 

1941-1945) Serbs in Croatia have never been as endangered as they are today. The 

resolution (?l their national slat us musl be a top priority political question. 1[ a solution 

is not found, the consequences will be damaging on many levels, not only for relations 

within Croatia but also far all 0/ Yugoslavia. ,,481 . 

The Serbian Memorandum especially accused Croatia and Slovenia of conspiring 

against Serbs. Also, it alleged that this campaign against Serbs had been headed by Tito 

and Kardelj. So, socialist regime based on self-management and federal structure was a 

product of thc Croat-SJovene (Tito-Kardclj) conspiracy against Serb natiuJl. Moreover, it 

advocated that Serbs were subjected to genocide at the hands of irredentist and separatist 

Albanians in Kosovo. Finally, the Memorandum proposed to unify all Serbs in a single 

Serbian state in order to protect Serb nation. 

The Memorandum was a manifesto of Serbian nationalism in tlle 1980s. It 

involved anti-Croat, anti-Slovene, anti~Albanian, anti-Muslim and anticorrnnunist ideas 

and sentimcnts, and served the Serbian nationalist project for "Greater Serbia". Jacques 

Julliard describes the Memorandum as "a real manifesto that bears the idea of Greater 

480 B . 14 anac, op. CIt., p. 9. 
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{' I'" 482 'J'I I M ,ler Jla . lUS, t lC el11onmdul11 was the intellectual preparation of Serbia and the 

Serbs for aggression and warfare for "Greater Serbia". In other words, it was a document 

intended to mobilize and motivate the Serb people for the project of "Greater Serbia".483 

Naturally, Croat amI Slovene politicians, intellectuals and public opinion bashed 

the Serbian Memorandwn. They regarded it as a docwnent of Serb chauvinism. Also, 

Dragisa Pavlovic, the President of the Belgrade League of Communists, and Ivan 

Stamholic, the President of the Socialisl Repllblic of Serbia, roundly denounced the 

Memorandum. According to them, iL was an indication of rising chauvinism and a 

requiem for Yugoslavia. In an address at Belgrade University on 30 October 1986, 

Stambolic assessed that: 

"The so called Memorandum is not new. It is the old chauvinist concern for the 

fate of the Serbian cause with the well-known formula,that the Serbs win the wars but 

lose the peace . .. In short, the so-called Memorandum, more precisely and with lin ea~y 

conscience, could be entitled 'In Memoriam' for Yugoslavia, Serbs, Socialism, self­

management, equality, brotherhood, and unity . . . Essentially, it is diametrically 

opposed to the interests of the Serbs throughout Yugos!avia.',484 

V. 2. ii. Foundation of the Milosevic Regime 

Milosevic was political leader of Serbian nationalism during 19805 and 1990s. He 

was born in Pozaverac in 194] and educated in Law Faculty of Belgrade University. In 

1973, Milosevic became director-general of Technogas, a Serbian energy enterprise, and 

in 1978, became president of Beobank (Belgrade Dank). Also, he beeame member of the 

League of Commwllst of Serbia (LCS) in 1969. When I van Stambolic became president 

of the Central Committee of the LCS in 1984, Milosevic became president of the 

Belgrade branch of the LCS. In 1986, when Stambolic was elevated to the president of 

the Republic of Serbia, Milosevic was elected president of Central Committee of the 

LCS.485 

481 Silher, I ,aura &. I,ittle, Allan, 711(' /)c(lih (!f YlIgo.\·/(Il'ia, London: Penguin Bouks, 1995,31··32. 
48l Julliard, Jacques, Ue/iyorum lJiyen F{/~izrn, Istanbul: AFA YaYlIllan, 1994, p. 59. 
483 Letica, Slaven, "Genesis of the Current Balkan War", in Sljepan G. Mcstrovic (cd.), Genocide After 
Emotion: The Pas/emotional Balkan Wars, London: Routledge, 1996, p. 102. 
484 Cigar, NOntUlJl, "The Scrhn .. CwaliulI Wnr, 1991", in Mcstrovic (cd.), up. ciL, p. 55. 
4M5 Allcock, Milivojcvic, Horlon (cds.), Conflict lnl1le Former Yugoslavia, op. cil., pp. 175-176. 
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Milosevic had three goals: The first goal was l'ccentrali7.atioll of power within 

Serbia by revoking the autonomy of the republic's two autonomous provinces (Kosovo 

and Vojvodina). The second goal was recentralization of power within the country at 

large, from a loose federation to a unitary state, through diminishing the power of the 

other republics and reinforcing the bureaucracy in Belgrade. That is, he aimed to 

transfunn Yugoslavia from federalism to centralism under Serbian domination. It was a 

political tactic and tool for reaIi7.ation of the ultimate target: unification Serbs in a 

"Greater Serbia". "Greater Scrbia", that was envisaged by Milosevic and Serbian 

nationalism, included Serbia, Kosovo, Vojvodina, Montenegro, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 

Macedonia and half of Croatia (along the Karlobag - Virovitica line) but excluded the 

ethnically homogeneous Slovenia.486 The third goal was reconstruction of capitalism and 

destruction of the socialist self-management system through implementation ofnco-libcral 

economic policies. For tIlls purpose, in May 1988, the so-called Milosevic Commission 

consisting of Serbian liberal economists and technocrats prepared and adopted an 

economic program for the Serbian economy. It involved nco-liberal polkies advised by 

the IMF:"1l Thus, we can say that Serbian nationalism was a 'nationalist liberalism' which 

aimed to establish a capitalist "Greater Serbia". 

In order to achieve these aims, Milosevic at first tried to take absolute control 

within the LC~. Thus, he launched operatiotl against the Stambolic faction within the 

LCS. In order to dismiss the Slambolic taction and to obtain absolute control in the LCS, 

he tried to attract Serbian pubHc opinion by U1)ing nationalistic terminology. Especially, he 

frequently used the Kosovo crisis for rus plan. 

In April 1987, more than 60,000 Serbs from Kosovo signed a petition warning 

they could no longer endure the 'genocide' being inflicted on their conununity by 

Albanian irredentist and demanding the purge of Kosovo's Albanian leadership and the 

. . . f . II . K 488 ImposItIon 0 . manta aw III osovo. 

On 24 April, Serbs held a meeting in the Kosovo capital Pristina. This meeting was 

48(, Lukic, Reneo & Lynch, Allen, EW'ope From 111e Balkans to the Urals; The Disintegration of 
Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, Oxford; Oxford University Press, 1996, p. 155-156 
487 Woodward, SUSllll 1,., l1alkan Tragedy: Chaos and Dissolution After tll(! Cold War, Wnshington: The 

Brookings Illstitution, J995, p. 107. 
488 Bennett, op. cit., p. 92. 
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supported by nationalist politicians and the Belgradc media. Milosevic participated in the 

meeting and delivered a nationalistic speech to the Serb demonstrators: 

" You should slay here. This is your land These are your houses. Your meadows 

and gardens. Your memories. You shouldn'l abandon your land just because it's 

d!f/icuit, becaus~ you are oppressed by if!iuslice and degradations. 11 was never part of 

the Serbian and MonleneKrin character to give up in the face of obstacles, to demobilize 

wlten iI's time to jightillg, to be demoralized wlwn lltey jind it hard going. You .\·hould 

stay here for the sake of your ancestors and descendants. Otherwise your ancestors 

would be defiled and descendants disappointed. But I don 'I suggest thaI you stay, 

endure, and tolerate a situation you are not satisfied with. On the contrary, you should 

change it with the rest (?/,lhe pro!!,ressive people Iwre, in Serbia and in Yugoslavill. ,,489 

Three days later, the Kosovo Conunittee of Serbs and Montenegrins met in the 

vi1lage ofKosovo Potie. Milosevic, in this meeting, launched his assault on Stamholic and 

Tito's regime. Also, he endorsed the allegations of genocide against the Serb nation and 

appealed to Serbs' warrior, traditions by promising them: "Nobody will ever beat you 

again". This very nationalistic speech was televised in order to attract Serb public 

o pinion.490 

On 23~24 September 1987, the Eight Session or the Central Committee of the 

LCS was held. In the session, a bitter discuss emerged between the Milosevic faction and 

Stambolic faction. Milosevic called a vote on expelling Dragisa Pavlovic, president of the 

Belgrade branch of the Les and StamhoHc's protege, from the LeS. Eleven voted in 

favor, five against and four abstained. Expulsion of Pavlovic was followed by a 

comprehensive purge of the Stambolic faction. Finally, Stambolic resigned on 24 

December since his position in the party was weakened sharply as a result of the purge of 

his fo]Jowers by Milosevic. Soon thereafter the resignation of Stambolic, Milosevic was 

elected the President of the Socialist Republic of Serbia. 

That is, the Eight Session entitled Milosevic absoJute power and he became 

indisputable political leader of the Serb politics. Surprisingly, the defeat of Stambolic and 

the radical nationaIjst MiJosevic' s triumph was welcomed by the Croat politicians despite 

489 Silber & Little, op. cit., 38. 
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fierce opposition and criticism of Croatian press against Milosevic. Croatian politicians 

welcomed Stambolic's fall and criticized their own press for oQjecting to Milosevic 

regime. Stipe Suvar (the President of the Ley between 1988-89, the President of the 

League of Communists of Croatian between 1986-90 and Croatia's representative on the 

Collective Presidency of SFRY between 1989-90) Jatcl' explained why Croatian political 

elite defended Milosevic: "Stambo/ic was the most feared politician on the Yugoslav 

scene, so the grey bureaucrat Milosevic made us feel that we could control him, ,,491 Yet, 

they could not control him. 

Soon thereafter the Milosevie's triumph within the LCS, he took control over the 

Serbian media through dismissing socialist-Titoist and anti-nationalist figures from media. 

Thus, Milosevic reinforced his victory within the party by victory within the media. 

Between 1987-90, the nationalist liberal Serbian media controlled by Milosevic 

started to write and tell stories regarding the corruption under Tito's socjalism as well as 

injustice and discrimination against the Serbs during and after the World War II. Under 

the guise secrets of the past, nationalistic liberal press conducted a campaign of 

delegitimisation of Tito's regime and its constitutional foundations. In 1988, open anti­

communism and anti-Titois11l became the latcst intellectual fashion in Serbian media, and 

this fashion was allowed and supported by the Miloscvic government. Also, the principle 

slogan of the media between 1987-90 was "united, single Serbia".492 

In this period, Serbian nationalist libeml intellectuals, bureaucrats and technocrats 

extremely advocated recentral.izatioJl of Yugoslavia both on Ule political and economic 

levels. They advocated that the system of socialist self-management was economically 

unproductive, and for this reason, 'free market economy' should be introduced. Serbian 

nationalist liberalism favored gradual abolition of social ownership and gradual transition 

to privatization.493 These liberal ideas were broadcast by the Belgrade media in order to 

attract the public opinion. 

Moreover, in order to propagandize and spread nationalistic idea and spirit, the 

490 Bennett, op. cit., 94. 
491 Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 47. 
492 P k' . 103 av OVIC, op. CIt., p. , 
493 Vejvoda, Ivan, "Serbian Perspectives", in Danchcv & Halverson (cds.), op. cit., p. 108. 
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Milosevic's media every day broadcast a lot of historical myths, fantasies, half-truths and 

brazen lies. The media offensive was focused against Albanians, Croats and Slovenes. 

They were regarded as 'enemies of Serb nation'. Especially, in order to feed anti-Croat 

sentiment, the nationalist medIa frequently talked and discussed about the Ustasha 

atrocity upon Serb people during the World War II. 

The Serb media repeatedly propagandized that the Serbs in Kosovo and Croatia 

were viCtin1S of social and ethnic discrimination and expulsion. The Serb media claimed 

continuously that Serb women were raped by the Kosovo Albanians. However, a group 

of Yugoslav sociologists detected that in Kosovo .in the period of 1982-88, 17 Serbian 

women were raped by the Albanian men and 154 Serbian women were raped by Serbian 

men.494 

Letiea points that the Serb media "directly served to create a mass psychosis -

involving paranoia and persecution mania - among the Serb population in Kosovo and 

Croatia" through nationalistic propagunda and lics.495 This situation, of course, helped 

and facilitated rise of Serbian nationalism and aggression. That is, television, radio, 

magazines and newspapers were insistently llsed by the Milosevic regime as "propaganda 

tools and weapons,,496 with aim of making Serbian people nationalistic, aggressive, anti­

Titoist and anticommunist. This condition is described very well by Christopher Bennett: 

"The media offensive of Milosevic 's Serbia in the 1980s resembled vel)' closely 

the propaganda campaign of Nazi Germany in the 1930s. Indeed, the cenlral theme -

thai all Serbs should be united ;n a sinJ{h~ Serhian state - was identical. The great 

d{lference was that by the 1980s the media were b?fil1itely more powe1/ul than in the 

1930s and consequently the capacity for disin/ormatirm was that much greater. While 

Hitler had the preSj~ an infant jilm industry and the radio waves to disseminate his 

political philosophy, Milosevic was able to beam his new Serb nationalism into every 

h b d
· . t" .. ,,497 orne in Serbia, and eyon vza saturatIOn Ie eVlSIOn. 

Milosevic, who controlled the LeS and the Serb media, also endeavored to achieve 

494 Bora, Yugos/avya: ... , op. cit., p. 106. 
495 L t' . 95 e lea, op. CIt., p. . 
491;y. d . 1(7 t:JVO a, op. CII., p. ). 
4'.17 • 

Bennett, op. CIt., p. 97. 



216 

absolute control over Kosovo, Vojvodina and Montenegro. For this purpose, during 

1988-89, he organized mass rallies and demonstrations that protested the existing 

leadership of Kosovo, Vojvodina and Montenegro and supported the Milosevic regime. 

In July 1988, Milosevic sought a constitutional change that would abolish 

autonomy of Vojvodina. This was denied by the League of Communist of Vojvodina 

(LCV) under leadership of Bosko Krunic and Milovan Sogorov. The Vojvodina 

leadership opposed the Mijosevic government and tried to defend his province's 

autonomy. Thus, Milosevic launched campaign against Krunic and Sogorov. On 5 

October, Mihalj Kertes, Radovan Pankov and Nedeljko Sipovac, who were Milosevic's 

most faithful men in the LCV, led a crowd of factory workers by foot, bus and tractor 

from town of Backa PIanka to Novi Sad, forty kilometers away. The crowd of around 

15,000 attacked' the Vojvodina Assembly by hurling stones and chanting slogans of 

"Kosovo is Serbia", "Vojvodina is Serbia", "Together we are strong". Sogorov phoned 

Milosevic appealing for help and Milosevic replayed: "/ will save you, but there is one 

condition: you must all submit your resignation. !f you resign, 1 will save you." 

Milosevic's condition was accepted; and consequently, the Vojvodina leadership was 

replaced by Milosevic's men, Kertes, Pankov and Sipovac. That is, on 5 October 1988, 

Vojvodina fell under Milosevic's control.498 

Similar operation was conducted in Kosovo against the Lcague of ConllnWlist of 

Kosovo (LCK) led by Titoist Azem Vllasi. In November 1988, pro-Milosevic politicians 

in LCK organized a mass rally in Pristil1e. Demonstrators protested and called the 

Kosovo leadership for resignation by carrying pictures of Milosevic and of Serb national 

heroes and by singing Serbian nationalistic songs such as "Who says, who dares to lie that 

Serbia is lillie?". These demonstrations forced the VlJassi leadership to resign. The VlJasi 

leadership was replaced by Milosevic's appointees. Although Kosovo Albanians 

supported the VIlasi leadership and organized demonstrations agains~ the Milosevic's 

coup, Milosevic government suppressed them by using army and police force.
499 

Also, in the same year, the Yugoslav Armed Forces (YAF) was reorganized. 

According to the reorganization, the Territorial Defense Forces of Kosovo and 

498 See Silber & Little, op. cit., pp. 58·60. 
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Vojvodina were abolished. This means that, military power of the autonomous regions 

was removed. Thus, in 1988, Serbia not only on the political sphere but also on the 

military sphere achieved control over the provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina as a result 

of the reorganization of the YAP. sOO 

On the other hand, on 8 October 1988, crowds estimated at J 0,000 - 20,000 

persons gathered in the Montenegro capital of Titograd to demand the resignation of the 

republic's Icaders, shouting slogans in favor of Miluscvic and urging strong cooperation 

with Serbia. Unlike in Vojvodina and Kosovo, the leadership of Montenegro refused to 

yield power. However, Montenegrin resistance to the Miloscvic regime could not last 

very long. In January 1989, Milosevic's supporters ill Montenegro again organized 

demonstrations against the IocaJ communist leadership. Finally, they yielded to the 

Milosevic regime and Serbian nationaiistlL501 

It should be stated that these Milosevic's operat.ions in Kosovo, Vojvodina and 

Montenegro were extremely supported and praised by the nationalist and liberal Serb 

media. EspeciaHy, tJle media described the nationaJistic demonstrations, that were 

organized by the Milosevic's followers, as 'the Serb struggle and rebellion for 

freedom'. S02 

After the fall of Montenegro, the Milosevic govenuuent called for amendments to 

Serbia's constitution that would give Belgrade greater control over the police, judiciary, 

social and fmancial planning, defense and foreign poHcy in Kosovo and Vojvodina. In 

March 1989, the Serbian Assembly passed t1le amendments to the constitution of Serbia 

reintegrating Kosovo and Vojvodina into Serbia and stripping the two provinces of their 

political and legal autonomy. 

499 Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 104. 
500 According to the) 974 Constitution, the Y AF composed oftwo equal components: Yugoslav People's 
Army (YPA) and Territorial Defense (TO). According to the Law on National Defense, these 
components were equal as to training and acted as a single operative furce ill the event of external 
aggression. The lU forces were trained and run by the leadership of the republics and autonomous 
provinces, while the YPA's training and operational-strategic use was governed by the CoJlective 
Presidency of SFRY. The 1988 Reorganization of the YAF abolished the Kosovo and Vojvodina TD 
forces, while tIle TD forces of the six republics coutinued to work. (See for morc details Spegelj, Martin, 
"The First Phase, 1990-1992: The JNA Prepares for Aggression and Croatia fur Defense", in Magas & 
Zanic (eds.), op. cit., pp. 15-20) 
501 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. ]55. 
502 Bora, Yugoslavya: ... , op. cit., p. 108. 
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Although Kosovo and Vojvodina Assemblies approved the amendments, the 

Kosovo Albanians rejected them and organized demonstrations in all the major cities in 

Kosovo. The Milosevic govenmlent sent poJice against the demonstrators. According to 

Serbian government, 23 demonstrators died during the demonstration. However, 

Slovenian sources reported the death total at 140 demonstrators. Aller this event, 

Slovenia decided to withdraw its contingent from the combined federal police unitS.503 

Three month later, on 28 JWle 1989, Milosevic organized a meting in Kosovo. 

This day is very important for Serbian history and nationalism. On the same day in 1914, 

Gavrilo Princip, a Bosnian Serb revolutionary student, assassinated Austrian Archduke 

Franz Ferdinand in Sarajevo. Also, it is more important for Serb nationalism that this day 

is St. Vi/us's Day, when Serbian army commanded by Tsar Lazar was defeated and 

vanquished by the Ottoman army in Kosovo in 1389. 600 years after the deleat and 75 

years after the assassination, on the same day, 28 June, around one million Serbs flocked 

to Kosovo to listen their new nationalist leader and hero, SJobodan Milosevie. He 

delivered a nationalistic speech that praised Serbs and called the Serb nation to be 

prepared for 'battle': 

"Serbs in their history have never conquered or exploited other$. Through two 

world wars, they liberated themselves and, when they could, they also helped others to 

liberate themselves. The Kosovo heroism does not allow us to forget that at one time we 

were brave and dignified and one of the few who went into battle undefeated Six 

centuries later, again we are in battles and quarrels. They are not armed battles though 

such things should not be excluded yet. ,,5()4 

Aller the estahlishment of Miloscvic's conlrol over Vojvodinu, Kosovo and 

Montcllcgro, MiJoscvic also tricJ to attract the MaccJonian JcaJership. However, the 

Macedonian government did not cooperate with the Milosevic regime because of 

three reasons: First of all, the Serbian nationalist politicians, intellectuals and church 

considered Macedonia a nation invented by the Tito's regime, and described Macedonian 

people as 'South Serbs'. Secondly, Macedonian leadership was aware that alliance with 

Serbia would damage its relations with the prosperous republics of Croatia and Slovenia 

503 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. ] 53. 
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whose economic aids were needed by the Macedonian economy. Also, any alliance with 

the Milosevic regime would stimulate uprisings of Albanian minority in Macedonia. These 

three reasons prevented establishment of Scrbo-Maccdonian alliance. 

In the nationalist Serb meetings organized by the Milosevic regime between 1987-

and 1990, those slogans were common: "Slobodan (Milosevic) send us lettuce; we will 

already have meat since we will slaughter the Croatians", "Oh Muslims, you black 

crows, Tilo is not around to protect you", "We love you Slobodan because you hate fhe 

Muslims", "I'll beftrs!, who'll be second to drink some Turkish (Muslim) blood?" and 

"We want arms".505 

These slogans openly menaced and extremely frightened not only Kosovo 

Albanians and Yugoslav Muslims (Bosniaks) but also Slovenes and Croats. For this 

reaSOIl, an alliance and cooperation has emerged illllong Croats, Slovenes and Albanians 

against the Milosevic regime since J 989. Both the March 1989 Amendments and the 

Kosovo lIIeetilig of 2X .IUIIC I <)X() were l'Oulidly criliciz(.~d Illld protested by Croatia, 

Slovenia and Bosniaks. Croatia and Slovenia have supported Kosovo Albanians against 

the Milosevie regime since 1989. 

On 2 July] 990, although the amendments of March 1989 had been accepted by 

the Kosovo Provincial Assembly, the Kosovo Assembly, that was supported by Croatia 

and Slovenia, proclaimed the province an independent lmit in tIle Yugoslav community 

equal to the other republics. This declaration aimed to nullify the March 1989 

Amendments adopted by the Serbian Assembly. furthermore, on 7 September 1990, a 

two-thirds majority of Albanian deputies from Kosovo met in secret in Kacanik and 

declared Kosovo a democratic republic of the Albanian people and of members of other 

nations and national minorities who are its citizens: Serbs, Bosniaks, Montenegrins, 

Croats, Turks, Romanies and othcr living Kosovo. j [owever, on 28 September 1990, 

Serbian Assembly adopted new constitution. The new constitution revoked the 

Assemblies of Kosovo and Vojvodina, and thus, aboJished completely Uleir autonomies 

504 Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 72. 
505 c· . Igar, op. CJt., p. 57. 



220 
status.

50
(' II also eliminated the world of 'Socialist' li"ol1l the republic's name. So, 

'Socialist Republic of Serbia' was changed to 'Republic ofSerbia,.507 

After the ~doption of new constitution,the first multiparty election in Serbia was 

held in December 1990. Milosevie's party, Socialist Pw·ty of Serbia (Sl)S),5uH won 77.6 

percent of the votes, giving it 194 of the 2~0 seats in the Serbian Assembly. Also, 

Milosevic won 65 percent of the votes for the presidency of the republic. The Serbian 

Renewal Movement (SRM) and the Serbian Democratic Party (SDP) won respectively 19 

and 7 seats. The remaining seats went to 14 smaller parties.509 

The SDP was founded by Belgrade nationalist liberals ill 1990. It favored 

parliamentary liberalism at the political level and neo~libcral economic policies at the 

economic level. That is, this party supported reconstruction of capitalism and integration 

of the country into the international capitalist relations. Also, the SDP favored political 

and economic centrali7ation of the state.510 

The SRM was a nationalistic party that was fowlded in 1990 under the leadership 

ofVukasin (Vuk) Draskovic and Vojislav Sese1j. Dra'ikovie alld his party pursuit extreme 

nationalistic policy w1d aimed foundation of a "Greater Serbia". The SRM assault on 

Tito's socialist regime and praised Draza Mihailovic and the Chctnik Movcment.5I1 

The second man ofihe SRM was the Bosnian Serb academician Vojislav Scselj 

who was born in Sarajevo in 1941. He educated in the Universities of Sarajevo and 

Belgrade, and thcn becallJc a fltrnolls nationalist historian and writer oCthe Bosnian Serbs. 

Seselj played an important role in establishment of the SRM, and after the December 

1990 elections, established the Serbian Radical Party (SRI». Like SRM, the SRP was a 

. I" I I '.1 "{' t S I'" 512 very extreme natHma IstlC party all( l f,.~SlrCu an .,rca l~r, cr JUI . 

Scsclj proposcd a territorial division of Yugoslavia by its only three 'truc' nations 

50r, Llik ic &. LYllch, op. cit., pro 153-15t!. 
~1J7 J Y I' "' j 78 .,ane, u}!,os .1IVUJ: •.. , op. CI ., p. . 
508 On july 1990, the name of 'the League of Communists of Serbia' was changed to 'the Socialist Party 
of Serbia' under leadership of Milosevic. J II of the 135 members of the Central Committee of the SPS 
came from the old bureaucrats and technocrats. So, the SPS was a party of Serbian nationalist 
bureaucraLs and technocrats led by Milosevic. It had a membership of around 400,000-500,000 during 
the 1990s. (Allcock, MiliYojevic, Horton, Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., pp. 278~279) 
509 Pavkovic, op. cit., p. ] 19 
510 Ib'd I ., p. 118. 
511 Allcock, Milivojeyic, Horton, Conflic!tln The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., pp. 78-79. 
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- Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. According to him, this division would ensure Serb 

supremacy over large parts of Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo and Macedonia. 

Also, he was an extreme anti-Croat. He described Croats as "degenerate, decayed and 

cowardly people who has not historical roots".513 

In the elections, the League of Communists - Movement for Yugoslavia (LCMy) 

supported the SPS. The LCMY was founded on 17 November 1990 by the last Defense 

Minister of Yugoslavia VeIjko Kadijevic, former Defense Ministers Branko Mamula and 

Nikola I~jubicic, former Chicf-ol:'StalT Stevan Mirkovic and Milosevic's wife Mujana 

Markovic. This party was dominated by nationalist Serbian senior officers and favored 

unified centralist Yugoslavia. It allied with Milosevic and supported the SPS. On the eve 

of the December election, Mirkovic had stated that Milosevic's party was the only party 

to vote for in the forthcoming Serbian elections.514 The seniors of the LCMY believed 

that the most dangcrous threat Jilf Yugoslavia was the Croatian and SJovenian nationalist 

and separatist forces. As a result, they supported Milosevic who has struggled for 

centralization of Yugoslavia. 515 

The December 1990 elections and emergence of new Serbian parties show that, 

Milosevic and nationalism achieve absolute triumph in Serbia in 1990. Although 

Milosevie and his party, the SPS, became Icadcr of Serbian nationalism, another 

influential nationalist figures and parties emerged at the begimring of 1990s. So, Serbian 

political life was determined by nationalist politicians and parties during the 1990s. 

V. 2. iii. Tbe Serbian Orthodox Church in the 1980s 

Finally, we should emphasize that during 1980s the Serbian Orthodox Church 

(SOC) played an important role in the resurgence of Serbian nationalism. According to 

Slaven Letica, in the 1980s, the SOC functioned in the psychological preparation for the 

Serbian nationalist aggression and resurgence, by way of sermons and publicity work.S16 

In May 1982, Association of Orthodox Priests of Yugoslavia declared that the 

SOC was an inaljcnable clement of national identity, cO/lscience and honor of the Serbian 

512 Ibid., p. 268. 
513 Bora, Yugoslavia: ... , op. cit., p. 152. 
514 Bennett, op. cit., 133-134. 
515 W'II' . I lams, op. CIt., p. 79. 
516 L t' . e ICa, op. CIt., p. 104. 
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nation, and for tIus reason, it had a right to express opinion about matters of historic and 

contemporary importance to the Serbian nation.517 

This declaration was followed by a lot of the SOC's activities that aimed to 

improve religious and nationalist spirit among Serbian people. Such activities were 

welcomed hy nationalist and liberal Serbian politicians and intellectuals. Between 1980~ 

1990, the Serbian bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class whose ideological basis was 

nationalist liberalism cooperated with tJle SOC, and empowered it by granting some 

permissions that had been not granted by Tito's socialist regime. 

In 1984, Serbian authorities allowed the SOC to resume construction of the 

monumental Church of St. Sava that had been started in the period of 1935~ 1941, but left 

unfinished. Another permission was granted in 1986 for reconstruction of the historic 

monastery of Gradac in central Serbia. It is more important that the ideological 

commission of the Serbian Socialist Youth Federation declared that young believers 

could el1ioy full equality in the youth organization, even serving in leadership positions, 

and proposed to create a postgraduate program in religious studies at the Belgrade 

U · . 518 mverslty. 

The rapprochement between the State and the SOC was accelerated and 

strengthened by the Milosevic regime. It started a comprehensive church construction 

program including the construction of churches in areas that it had long been barred. 

Secondly, in December 1989, permission was granted lor the Pravoslavje, a religious and 

political newspaper issued by tJle SOC, to be sold at public newsstands. Thirdly, in 

January 1990, Orthodox Christmas WdS publicly celebrated jn Belgrade for the ftrst time 

after the establjshment of socialist regime. Also, in JWle 1990, the Milosevic government 

removed Marxism classics from school curriGula and rcplaGcd them with religious 

instructions prepared by the SOc. In addition To these, Milosevic met with Jugh~ranking 
I 

the SOC's delegation in July 1990. Aftcr the meeting, nationalist liberal press praised the 

SOC for its service to the Serbian peopJe. folitika, a J~atjonalist Serbian newspaper 

issued in BeJgrade,declared that the SOC was the spiritual basis for and the most essential 

517 Macfarlane, L. J., op. cit., p. 144. 
518 Ramel, op. cit, p. Ill. 
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essential component of the national identity ofSerbs.519 

As return to Milosevic regime's support, the SOC became a loyal supporter ofl.he 

Milosevic regime and Serbian nationalism. For example) it participated in the Kosovo 

rally or Serb natiollulism 011 28 ,1une 1989 by carried pictures of Serbian historical heroes 

and Milosevic. That is, the SOC took active pJace ill Milosevic's nationalistic campaign 

against Kosovo. Secondly, the Pravoslavje and high-ranking clerics of the SOC 

frequently demanded the protection of the Serbs and Orthodox in Kosovo. Thirdly, the 

SOC denied 'existence of a Macedonian nation' and claimed that Macedonians are 

'South Serbs'. Also, according to the SOC, the Macedolliall Orthodox Church was 

established by the socialist regime in order to weaken the Serb nation.520 Moreover, the 

SOC alleged that the soc.ialist regimc cooperated wit h the Vatican and the Croatian 

Catholic Church in order to weaken the SOC and Serbian nation.521 

Finally, in J 989, high-ranking clerics from the SOC prepared and declared a 

manifesto to the Serbian public opinion. The manifesto calJed the Serbian state and 

church to strive for unification of Serbs within a single Serb State: 

"History once again asks the Serbian State and the Serbian Church to gather 

their people everywhere, both tilOse within the country and those scattered throughout 

the world. History asks that the cause (1' this people's future be served by a final 

overcoming of all of our accursed divisions and migrations, by having us forgive one 

another and by seeking reconciliation among ourselves over the over plowed ambushes, 

fratricidal graves, and killing fields. All Serbs must known today: the higher interests of 

the Fatherland at this moment override all of our political, ideological, regional, and 

th d··· ,,522 o er lVlSlOns. 

V. 3. Rise ofCl"oatian Nationalism (1980-1990) 

Like in Serbia, nationalism rose dramatically in Croatia. ill the 1980s. Croatian 

nationalism had two aims: (1) AI. first to transform lhc statc strllcturcfrom federalism to 

loose confederation and then to create an «Greater Croatia" that would involve Croatia, 

519 Ibid., pp. 112-113. 
52° lb'd l ., p. 114. 
521 P k' . 89 av OVIC, op. CIt., p. . 
522 Banae, op. eit., p. 149. 
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Bosnia-Herzegovina and coastline of Montenegro. (2) To destroy the system of socialist 

self-management and to reconstruct capitalism in Croatia through implementation of neo­

liberal economic policies and integration into intemational capitaHst relations. So, 

likewise Serbian nationalism, Croatian nationalism in the 1980s was a 'nationalist 

liberalism' . 

Croatian nationalist liberalism had roots in the frrst Yugoslavia and the second 

World War. It advocated tradition of Radic's Croatian Peasant Party and Pavelic's 

Ustasha Movement, and viewed them as heroes of Croat nation. On the other hand, 

nationalist liberal Croats described Tito and Kardelj as enemies of Croat nation because 

according to Croatian nationalist liberalism, Tito and Kardclj founded the socialist self­

management system in order to weaken Croatia and Croat nation. 

Croatian nationalist liberalism regarded Serbs as the most dangerous enemy of 

Croat nation because they aimed to establish "Greater Serbia", occupy Croatia and 

destroy Croat nation. Furthermore, in tbe Croatian nationalist rhetoric, Serbs were either 

raciaHy and culturally inferior or lapsed Croats who had betrayed the nation to foreign 

interests, by converting to Orthodox Christianity. 

Croatian nationalist movement in the J 9808 referred to the myth of the 'unbroken 

historical line of Croal ian statehood', starting in the tenth century and incJuding both 

Ustasha's Independent State of Croatia (1941-5) and the Republic of Croatia in the 

sucialist Yuguslavia. Thc 'argumcnt ofthe unbroken line ofCrualian statehood' was used 

to support the demands jor a sovereign Croatia in a coniederaJ Yugoslavia or for creation 

of a "Greater Croatia". Also, Croat nationalist liberals viewed creation of a national 

armed forces as an essential aspect of national sovereignty. Hence, during the 1980s, they 

strove for creation a Croatian National Army that would not be depended on Yugoslav 

People's Army.523 

Furthermore, the Croatian nationalist liberalism involved 'Catholicism'. For 

Croatian nationalist liberalism, Catholicism and the Croatian Catholic Church was 

unalienable feature and element of the Croat nation. So, Catholic faith and Croatian 

Church pJayed a11 important role in Croatian nationalist movement in the 1980s. 

523 I) k· . 92 av OVIC, op. CIt., p .. 



225 

V. 3. i. The Death of the League of Communists of Croatia 

Croatian nationalist. liberalism obtained control in the League of Communists of 

Croatia (LCC) at the end of 1980s and removed it ill .1990. There were two wings in the 

LCC: Titoist wing and nationalist liberal wing. Titoist wing led by Stipe Suvar was anti­

nationalist, pro-Yugoslav and federalist. Titoist wing opposed confederalization or 

centralization of the country and creation of a "Greater Croatia" or "Greater Serbia". 

Thus, Titoist Croats conflicted with both CroaUan and Serbian nationa.lism. It is more 

important that, they opposed economic reforms involving nco-Ijbcra.l poJieies dW'ing thc 

1980s. That is, Titoist wing of the LCC opposed reconstruction of capitalism and 

supported the socialist self-management. 

Titoist wing and Suvar was defeated by nationalist Jibera.l wing led by Drago 

Dimitrovic and Ivica Racan at the 11th Congress of the LeC that convened in December 

1989. At the end of the congress, the Humanitarian Declaration was accepted and issued. 

It involved proposals of the nationalist liberal wing. The declaration agreed to abandon 

the monopoly of the LCC and to introduce a multi-party system. Thus, Croatia became 

the fIrst Yugoslav republic to abandon the one-party system and move toward multi-party 

systcm. Also, the declaration agreed to fight against the Milosevjc regime in order to 

protect Croatian nation. The congress elected Drago Dimitrovic Secretary of the 
I 

Presidency of the LCC.524 Also, the forty-year-old liberal Ivica Racan was elected 

Presidellt oflhe LCC.m 

11th Congress of the LCC was fonowed by 14th Congress of the LCY that opened 

Il1 llelgradc on 20 January 1990. Croatian and SJovenian delegates l~lVored 

transformation of the LCY into a loose confederation ofpolitica.l parties, introduction of 

a multi-party system and conlcdcralization of the country. Moreover, they asked that the 

name ofthe LCY should be changed and that the army should be depoliticized. However, 

these proposals were opposed and rejected bitterly by Serbian delegates led by Milosevic. 

Serbian delegates favored further centralization of both the Ley and the state. MjJosevic 

addressed at the congress that "a unified party is essential because we are for a unified 

524 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., pp. 162-163. 
525 Lampe, op. cit., p. 346. 
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I ugos aVla. . on enegrm e egates supported Serbian proposals, while Bosman and 

Maeedonian delegates tried to reconcile the two side. On 23 January, Croatian and 

Siovenian delegates left the Congress. And then, the LCC was renamed as the Party of 

Democratic Change (PDC) under leadership of,Ivica Racan.527 That is, in January 1990, 

Marxist LCC was replaced by liberal and nationaJist PDC. 

The LCY reconvened its 141h Congress in May 1990, but delegates :from Croatia, 

Slovenia and Macedonia did not atlend. Serbian, Montenegrin and Bosnian delegates 

drailed documents for the next session of the Congress, scheduled lor September, but it 

never took place and the LCY becanle defunct. That is, in the words of John Wi1Iiams, 

"the Communist party of Yugoslavia, creator and slIslainer of the second Yugoslav stale, 

had serf-destructed" in May 1990.528 

V. 3. ii. Foundation of Nationalist Liberal.Parties in Croatia 

In 1989 and 1990, new nationalist and JiberaJ parties emerged in Croatia. TIle 

most important and influential party was Franjo Tudjman's Croatian Democratic Union 

(CDU). It was founded on 28 February 1989 under leadership ofTudjman. Although the 

greater majority of its founders were university educated, there was a significant number 

of tradesmen. These strata ()f self-empJoyed entrepreneurs [uld tnldesll1cn providcd 

financial and organizational backbone to the party_ 

The CDU was supported by Croatian diaspora in Western Europe, America, 

Canada and Australia. These emigres had Hed Yugoslavia jll two major wavcs, oue aner 

World War II and the other after Croatian Spring. Nationalist liberal Croat diaspora 

desired collapse of socialist regime, reconstruction of capitalism and creation of "Greater 

Croatia". They viewed Tudjman and his party as savior of Croat nation. Thus, Croat 

emigres gave ideological and economic support to the cnu. In 1989 and 1990, the 

Croatian diaspora donated $8.2 million for the CDU.
529 

Also, the Herzegovina Croats 

were strong supporters of the CDU since they saw it as protector of Herzegovina Croats. 

Thus, close relations were developed between the CDU and the Herzegovina Croats.
530 

526 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. 165. 
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The CDU's main target was to restructure Yugoslavia on the confederal basis and 

then to create "Greater Croatia" that would involve Croatia, Herzegovina and the 

coastline of Montenegro. The nationalist and liberal CDU aim.cd to destroy socialist self­

management and to reconstruct capitalism through implementation of neo-liberal policies 

aud intcgration of Croatia into illlcrtlaliollall:apilalisl rdution. 

The CDU's campaign continuously emphasized the cultural difference between 

Croats and Serbs, and argued tllat this was why a unitary Yugoslavia could not work. 

Also, the CDU viewed Serbs as main danger for Croat nation, and argued that this was 

why an independent Croatia should be founded. While the party was declared open to 

Serbs and other nationalities., it emphasized that all other nationalities need to respect 

thcir common homeland - Croatia. The party claimed that lor the Serbs in Croatia thcJC 

is only one homeland - Croatia - and thus denied to them any territorial autonomy or the 

right to consider Yugoslavia as their homeland. So, according to the cnu, the Serbs in 

Croatia don't have rights of secession and self·determination. Any right of self­

detennmation for Croatia's Serbs was regarded by the cnu as a cover for "Greater 

Serbian expansionism". The party declared that, in Croatia, only the Croat nation has the 

right 0 r scJ(:'detcrmination and the right to statehood. 5J I 

Furthermore, propaganda campaign of the CDU based on anti-Serb sentiment that 

viewed Serbs as devil and despised Serbian nation and culture. According to the CDU, 

Croats were a European people, while Serbs were a barbarian Balkan people. 

Furthermore, Tudjman stressed that Croats were ready to struggle against Serbs in order 

to prevent foundation of "Greater Serbia" and to protect European civiliz.ation against 

barbarian Orthodox Serbs.532 Also, in the 1990 election campaign, Tudjman said that "1 

am doubly happy that my wife is neither a Serb nor a Jew,.533 

Tudjman was not only leader of the CDU but also he became leader of Croatian 

nationalist liberalism during 1980s and 1990s. He was born in 1922 in Veliko Trgovisce 

in northern Croatia .. Tudjman who joined the Partisans during the World War H rcma.ined 

in the YPA after the war, rising 10 the nUlk of major general in 1960, the youngest of the 

~JI Sec f>avkovic, op. cit., p. 93-94, 110. 
m Bora, Yugoslavya: ... ,op. cit., p. 149. 
5]] l) L • J40 )ClIlle t, op. l~IL, p. . 
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generals. After retiring from the army in 1961, he began to work Croatian national 

history. He argued that the numbers of Serbs, Jews, and Gypsies killed by the Ustasha 

had been drasticaUy inflated by the Titoist socialist regime. According to his calculation, 

only 30,000 - 35,000 of them had been kilJed by Ustasha. This number was only onc­

tenth of the number given in offidaJ estimates.534 According to Tudjrnan, Serbs inflated 

tIlls number and exaggerate the Ustasha terror with aim of denigrating the Croat 

nation.535 

Tudjman became involved in the Croatian Spring between 1967·71 and signed the 

1967 Croatian Declaration. For this reason, he was expelled from the LCY and sentenced 

to two years prison in 1972. After his release, he continued to work national history of 

Croats and to opposed sociaJist regime. Moreover, during ] 970s, he travelled abroad and 

made links with the Croat emigre communities that were nationalist liberals and 

anticommunist. 

In February 1981, Tudjman was again sentenced to three years in prison and 

banned Ii'om all public activjties fur five years due to his nationalist attitudes against 

socialist regime. Aller his second release, he continued to claim that the Croatian people 

was politically, l~colll,,"ically uiJ(J clIlIlIrally lIpprcss(~d ill the socialist Yugusluvia. Thus, 

he proposed f(mndation of an independent Croatian state in order to cease such 

oppression and to protect the Croat nntion. 

So, in the 1980s, Tudjman emerged as leader of the Croatian nationalist liberal 

movement for independence and dismemberment of YugosJavia.
536 "Tudjman" writes 

Bennett, "was proud to call himself a Croat nationalist and . .. nationalism was for him 

a badge of cour,age".537 Also, Ann Lane empHasized that "Tudjman's nationalism was 

particularly odious because it resonated overfly with the fasdsm of the interwar 

period',.538 The main slogan of this 'odious nationaJism' was "a Croatia for Croatians 

only".539So, Tudjrnan and his party, the CDU j played a very important role in the coUapse 

534 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Cor/liet In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 295. 
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of socialist self-management regimc and in thc disintegration of Yugoslavia. 

Apart from the CDD, another nationalist and liberal parties emerged in 1989 and 

1990. Croatian Party of Rights (CPR) was founded under leadership of Dobroslav Paraga 

in 1990. Paraga was a student leader during the Croatian Spring and jailed in the 1972 

f()r his part in nationalist mass movemcnts. Paraga's CPR drew on thc traditions of Ante 

Starccvic's Party of Rights and Ante Pavclic's Ustatsha Party.S40 The CPR, which was 

extremely anticommunist and anti-Serb, desired foundation of "Greater Croatia". It 

insisted on the inclusion of Bosnia-l lcrzegovina and some parts of Serbia into Croatia. 54 1 
, 

The principle leaders of the Croatian Spring betwecn 1967-71 did not join the 

. Tudjl1lall's cl)n bllt limllcd thcir OWl! pmtic~ ill 198<) nud 1990: Ihl.~ Crnutiull Socinl 

Liberal Party, the Croatian Democratic Party, the Croatian Peasants' Party, and the 

Social Democratic Party of Croatia. On 1 March 1990, together with four other parties, 

they fonned an eight-party Coalition of National Accord (CNA). The CNA was led by 

Savka Dapcevic-Kucar who had been expelled from the LCY in 1971 owing to his 

nationalist attitudes and support lor tJle Cmatjan Spring. On tIle otIler hand, the CDU 

formed the six-party Croatian Democratic Bloc (COB) led by Tudjman. Also, new Istrian 

and Dalmatian regional partjes were formed. 

Except of these Croatian parties, on 17 February 1990, the Croatia's Scrbs 

founded their own party: the Serbian Democratic Party (SDP). The SDP led by Jovan 

Raskovic become political representative of the Krajina Serbs and improved close 

relations with Milosevic and Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic.
542 

v. 3. iii. The Croatian Catholic Church in the 1980s 

All of these newJy founded partjes were highly responsible for rise of nationalism 

in Croatia. Croatian parties fed Croatian nationalism, while the SOP increased nationalist 

and militarist sentiment of the Krajina Serbs. Apart from political parties, Croat Catholic 

Church (CCe) also played a very influential role in resurgence of Croatian nationalism in 

this period. 

During 1980s, the CCC had five main complaints and demands about the Church-

540 Sec Allcock, Milivojevk, I lorton (cds.), Conflict/II nil! Former Y"j{o.\·/avia, op. cit., pp. 62, 206~207. 
541 Z' . I ~all1cllca, op. CIL, p. 9. 
542 Sec Pavkovic, op. cit., p. III and Bennell, op. cit, pp. 123, 126. 
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State relations: First, the CCC demandcd removal of Marxism in the school curricula and 

introduction of a religious education in the school curriculwlL Second, the CCC criticized 

expulsions of believel's from the LCY and official posts. In 1987, Cardinal Kuharic raised 

this issue in an interview wilh the Catholic journal Verita.\·, adding that believers were 

excluded from high posts in various sectors of public life. Third, the CCC repeatedly 

accused the socialist regime for violating human rights. Catholic clerics repeatedly 

claimed that the '1'itoist regimc violated dvil, national and human rights of Croat 

believers. Fourth, according to the CCC, the socialist regime tried to annihilate 

Catholicism and to create an atheist Croat commwtity. Croatian clerics demanded to stop 

this policy since they declared that Catholicism is unalienable feature of Croatian nation. 

Filth, the CCC supportcd mUlti-party system and parliamentary democracy and opposed 

political monopoly of the LCY. In spring 1990, both the Catholic bishops of Zagreb and 

Ljubljana issued a statement supporting multi-party democracy.543 

The CCC on the political sphere supported the Tudjman's COU. Close relations 

and cooperation were established between the CCC and the CDU against the Orthodox 

Serbs. The cnu regarded the CCC and Catholicism as a historical constituent of the 

Croat nation and cldture.544 

Also, in the 1980s, the Croatian Catholic journals became vel'y effective over 

Croatian public opinion and backed rjse of Croatian nationalism. Aller the Tito's death, 

the Croatiall Clitholie jourlluls bcgnlJ 1.0 eriticiz(~ 1I1(~ Titoist regime and 1.0 praise PavcJic's 

Ustasha Movement, Radie's Croatian Peasan~ Party and Cardinal Stepinac. 

In this period, the most important and influential journal of the Croatian 

Catholicism was GillS .J(oncila. Ufas Kondfa continuously issued articles which criticized 

Titoist regime and communism. For example, on June ] 987, Glas Koncila, which 

repeatedly sublimated Catholicism and Croatian nationalism, called communism 'one of 

th "d I' f th t' 545 e most reactIonary J eo ogles 0 _ ., e cen ury . 

Therefore the CCC fed Croatian nationalism through spreading nationalistic and , 

543 See Ramct, op. cit., pp. 91-94 and Macfarlane, L. J., op. cit., pp. ]43-]44. 
544 See Bora, Yugoslavya: ... , op. cit., pp. 148-149. 
545 Ramet, Sabrina P., "The Role of the Press in Yugoslavia", in Allcock, Horton, Milivojcvic (OOs.), 

YugoslaVia in Transition: ... , op. cit., p. 436. 
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religious ideas and sentiments over the Croatian public opUlion. Thus, it became an 

important element of the rise of Croatian nationalism ill the 1980s. 

v. 3. iv. Foundation of the Tudjman Regime 

In Croatia, the first multi-party election were held in April-May 1990. The con 
led by Tudjman's CDU secured 205 oftlle 386 seats in the Croatian Assembly. Racan"s 

PDC secured 101 seats. The CNA Jed by Dapcevic-Kucar won 15 per cent of the votes 

and 4 per cent of the seats. Also, Raskovic's SDP won 5 seats. On 30 May, the CDU­

dominated Croatian Diet elected TlIdjman Croatia's first post-communist PresidenL546 

Soon thereafter the ejections, great number of supporters and cadres of the PDC 

and the CNA joined the CDU. So, the CDU become dominant party and minimized all 

other political forces in Croatia except for the SDP in its Serb-populated Krajina and the 

regional party in lstria. Furthermore, Tudjman placed supporters and cadres of the COU 

in almost all key position in most Croatian institutions including media and university. 

Especially, he launched a bitter campaign against opponent newspapers, weeklies, 

journalist and inteHectuals. Newspapers and journals which opposed him were closed. 

Also, anti--nationalist, social democrat and communist academicians were defined as 

'suspicious Croats' and dismissed from Zagreb University by the Tudjman rcgime.547 

That is, the opposition was purged from the key positions and replaced by Tudjman's 

men. Hence, the CDU and Tudjman achieved enough power to attract, control and 

orientate the Croatian public opinion. 

The Tudjman government prepared a nationaJist liberal program. This program 

involved five main policies: (]) Reconstruction of capitalism, destruction of the socialist 

selr-management system and integration of the economy jnto jnternational ea~jtaJjst 

relations through implementation of neo-liberal economic policies. (2) Purge of the 

Croatia's Serbs and opposition from governmental, managerial and media positions. (3) 

Formation of Croatia's national army. (4) Adoption of a new constitution based on 

nationalism and liberalism. (5) As a ultimate airn, creation of "Greater Croatia". 

In July, the Croatian Assembly dominated by the Tudjman's COU began to introduce 
I 
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a scnes or constitutional amendments. The amendments enslu'ined the Croat literary 

language as the ofiicial language in Croatia. Furthermore, the Tucljrnan regime launched 

'Language Purification Program' in order to remove Serbian words from Croatian 

language and to create a pure Croatian language. Also, the amendments removed the 

requirement for a two-thirds majority vote in the Croatian Assembly on issues relating to 

national relations within Croatia. This requirement had been adopted by the 1974 

Constitution. 

In addition to these, the July 1990 Amendments, in order to aboJish communist 

and Titoist tradition, removed symbols of tile socialist reginle and the Partisan Movement 

through adopting new national emblems that resembled the ones used by the Ustasha 

State between 1941 -45. The COU party flag, which had been based on traditional 

Croatian designs including the red and white chess board, became the official flag of the 

RcplIotic of Croatia. Also, strcet and square nallles that had been adopled by the socialist 
, 

regime were changed. For example, Victims of Fascism Square (Trg Zrlava Fasisma) 

was chang{~d 10 Croat I k~rol~S Square (7i-g "/'I'll/skill V('/;kOIlO).548 Also, 'Tito Square' 

was converted to 'Jelacic Square'. Jelacic had been famous ban of the Croatia in the 

1 fahsburg Empire in 19th eenlurY.549 

According to Tudjrnan, the July amendments made Croatia a politically and 

economically sovereign state. sst) These amendments were lollowed by a new constitution. 

The new constitution of the Republic of Croatia was UI .. :cepted in the Croatian Assembly 

on 22 December ] 990. The 1990 Constitution was directed at the establishment of a 

Croat nation-state. In his speech to the Croatian Assembly at the time of the 

promulgation of the new constitution, Tudjman explained that the new constitution was a 

confirmation of the national sovereignty of the Croat nation. Also, he declared that the 

ultimate aim of the Croat nation was to achieve as soon as possible full and 

internationally recognized state sovereignty for the Republic ofCroatm..551 

The new constitution referred to the historical foundation of Croat.ian nation and 

548 J II' d . u tar ,op. CIt., p. 62. 
549 Bora, YUl{oslavya: ... , op. cit., p. 148. 
5511 Radan, Pcler, The Break-up C!l Yugoslavia and internatiollal LlIlI', London: Routledge, 2002, p. 175. 
55t Ib'd I ., p. 176 
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statehood emphasizing that the Croatian nation had historical right to full sovereignty. 

According to the new Constitution, historical foundation of Croatian nation and 

statehood involves 12 main historical experiences. The Kingdom of Croats in the tenth 

century, the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, the establishment of Banovina of 

Croatia in 1939, and the Republic of Croatia in the Socialist Yugoslavia were some oftlle 

1.2 experiences. The ncw constitution aimed to legalize the 'right of Croat nation for 

ioundation of an independent Croatian State' by referring such historical experiences and 
• • 552 turnmgpomts. 

The fIrst article of the new constitution described the Republic of Croatia as "a 

united and indivisible democratic and social stale. ,,553 It did not offer autonomy to the 

ethnic groups that have lived within the Republic of Croatia. Also, rights of se1f­

determination and secession for the minorities in Croatia were not recognized: "The 

Republic of Croatia is established as the national state of the Croat nation and a stale 

ofmemhers of other nalionsand minorities who are citizens: Serhs, 1vfuslims (Bosniaks), 

Slovenes, Czechs, Slovaks, italians, Hungarians, Jews and others". 554 

This provision was a significant departure Ii-om the 1974 Constitution which 

stipulated that Croats and the Croatia's Serbs were constituent nations of the Socialist 

Republic of Croatia and equal in status. The 1990 Croatian Constitution relegated the 

Serbs of Croatia, who accounted for ]2.2 percent ofthe population of Croatia according 

to the 1991 censusS55
• to the status of a minority from the status of constituent nation in 

Croatia. The important consequence of this change in status of the Croatia's Serbs was 

that they as a minority had no right to self-determination and secession. In the 1990 

Constitution of Croatia, only the Cwat nation had right to self-dctermil1ati01~ and 

secession. 

On the other hand, Article 6 stated that "the work of any political party which by 

its program or activity violently endangers the democratic consliLutional order, 

independence, unity or territorial integrity of the Republic of Croatia shall be 

552 See for the 12 historical experiences Vuckovic, op. cit., pp. 136~J37. 
553 L f . 1 e Ica, op. CIt., p. I O. 
554 Radan, op. cit., p. 157. 
555 According to the 199 J census, Croatia had a population of 4,365,000. Croats formed 77,9 percent and 
Serbs 12,2 percent of the population. (Sarnllry, np. cit., p. 173.) 
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prohibited,.556 SO, the 1990 Constitution, which denied rights of self-determination, 

secession and autonomy for minorities, established a basis for coercion and imprisonment 

of anyone who dare to challenge t.his unitary concept. 

Also, ArticJe 2 and Article 140 formed constitutional basis for secession of 

Croatia from Yugoslavia and foundation of an independent Croatian state. Article 2 

stated that "The Republic of Croatia can either enter into, or secede from, union with 

other states. In this case the republic of Croatia has the sovereign right to decide the 

amount o.fpower to be relinquished'. And Article 140 emphasized that "Croatia remains 

a part (d' Yugoslavia until a new agreement among the republics, or until the Croatian 

Parliament decides otherwise".557 

On the other hand, Tudjman and his party prepared a 'draft orthe Treaty of the . 

Yugoslav Confederation - the Alliance of South Slavic States'. This draft was presented 

to the Collective Presidency of SJ'R Y Oil 5 October 1990. The <.Iran consisted of 

following items: principles and mutual guarantees; membership; jurisdictions; institutions; 

defense systems; ftnancing; foreign affairs. 

The dralt proceeded from the premises that the confederation would be an 

alliance of liberal states and be based on the principle of self-detennination of the 

constituent LUllts, including the right of secession and accession to other political entities. 

It aimed for the establishment of a single Yugoslav market but provided for separate 

armed forces for each of the wlits of the confederation. The draft envisaged a 

consultative Confederal Parliament, a COWlcil of Ministers, an Executive Commission, 

and a Confcdcral Cow-t at the confedcral levd Con/cdcral economic bodies would be 

located throughout the confederation and financing fi}r the c.onfedcral budget woukl be 

determined by a combination o/" three factors: per cupita national income (40 per cent), 

the size of state territory (30 per cent) and population (30 per cent). International treaties 

would be subject to ratification by the member states. 

The Croatian draft, that aimed to restructure the COlUltry on the confederal basis, 

556 y k' . 130 UC (lVIC, op. cll., p. o. 

557 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. 168. 
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was accepted by Slovenia, while it was bitterly criticized and rejected by Serbian and 

Montenegrin sides. Serbian nationalism led by Milosevic regarded it as destruction of 

Yugoslavia and Croatian conspiracy against the Serb nation. Milosevic responded the 

Croatian drall with another draft. The Serbian draft that envisaged centralization of 

economic and political structure was rejected by Croatian and Slovenian governments. 

Although Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia tried to reconcile the two drafts, 

negotiations could not prolluce any compromise or agreement.SSlI 

V. 3. v. The Serbs of Croatia and the Knljina Issue 

Krajina, meaning 'borderland', refers to the historical Vojna Krajina, Austria -

Hungary's military border to the Ottoman Empire. These Croatian lands were 

all ministered from Vienna. Many Sl~rbs from Serbia seWed in Krtyina, where they were 

given land by the imperial Austrian Army in return for military border duties. The Krajina 

Serbs fi:lrmed an army against the Ottoman Empire. This frontier army involved Serbs 

who had fled the Ottoman subjugation of Serbia and fought as a permanent defensive 

barrier against Ottoman expansion. In return, the Krajina Serbs eJ~oyed economic, 

political and social autonomy within the Habsbw'g Empire. This military border was 

disarmed in 1873 and legally disbanded in 1881.559 

In the second Yugoslavia, Krajina remained within the Socialist Republic of 

Croatia. The most important districts of Krajina are Knin, D01~j Lapac, Obrovac, 

BCllkovac, <.iracac, Tilova KOl"Ollica, Dvor aull Vojllic. ACl~On..lillg to the J 99 J census, the 

entire population of Krajina was 117,000, of whom 90,000 or 77 percent were Serbs. 

The higgest district of this region was Killin wilh 42,000 populatjon, of whom about 90 

percent were Serbs.560 

The (loliticallcader orlhe Krajilla Serbs was the Serbian Democratic Party (SOP) 

that was fotmded by lovan Raskovic, Milan Babic and lovan Dpacic on 17 February 

1990. The SDP and the Krajina Serbs regarded Tudjman's CDU as resurgence of the 

Ustasha Movement and tradition. Also, this idea was common in Serbia. The Milosevic 

regime, nationalist Belgrade media and nationalist Serbian intellectuals viewed Tudjman 

558 Sec ibid., pp. 169-172. 
559 Ibid., p. 151 and Silber & Lillie, op. cit., pp. 93-94. 
560 Bennett, op. cit, pp. 134-135. 
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and the CDU as the Ustasha remnant. Also, the close relations and cooperation bctween 

the CDU and the Croatian nationalist diaspora frightened the Serb side. This fear peaked 

in May 1990 when the CDU achieved great victory in the elections and establjshed 

government. Especially, reintroduction ofthe Croatian flag and the ancient coat of arms, 

that had been used by the Ustasha State between 1941-45, annoyed and worried the 
I 

Serbian cOlluuunity in Croatia.56
( 

On the other hand, lur the Croatian nationalist liberalism led by the Tudjman 

regime, the Krajina Serbs was the most serious problem due the two reasons. Firstly, they 

believed that the Krajina Serbs were a part of the Serb conspiracy led by the Milosevic 

regime that aimed to create "Greater Serbia". Therefore, according to the Croatian 

nationalist liberalism, the Krajina Serbs threatened sovereignty of Croatian nation and 

Croatian unity. Secondly, Krajina is very important region for the Croat economy since it 

fonus the hinterland of Croatia's prosperous Adriatic coast, with which it had tI"aded and 

intermarried Jur centuries. Especially, the Croat economy needed Knitl as it was the vital 

rail and road junction connecting Zagreb to the southern coast. Because of these two 

reason, in the 19808, the first issue of Croatian nationalist liberalism was the "Kr~ina 

Issue", and the Tudjman gove111ment aimed to externiinate this issue. 

Aller the elections of April-May 1990, Croatian President Tudjman and the 

SOP's President Raskovic met. Tudjman offered jobs in the coalition government to the 

SOP. Raskovic asked the Serbs to he defined as a constituent nation in the new Croatian, 

along with the Croats, that ,is, the Serbs should not be reduced to the status of a national 

minority. Raskovic's demands were not accepted by Tudjrnan bccau~e he aimed to create 

a sovereign and unitary Croatian nation-state. Also, Tudjm<'Ul regarded this dcnllUld as a 

part of Serbian expansionist policy conducted by Belgrade, and saw Raskovic as agent of 

Milosevic. Consequently, the SDA and the CDU did not come to understanding and the 

SDP did not enter the new coalition government led by Tudjman.
562 

In the same month, Babic, the second man in the SDP and Mayor of Knin, 

established the Association of Serbian Municipalities (ASM) in Krajina. By mid-summer, 

561 Z' . 17 ametlca, op. CIt., p. . 
562 Silber & Liltle, op. cit., p. 96. 
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the ASM had involved the municipalities of Knin, Obrovac, Dvor, Vojnic and Doriji 

Lapac.563 

In June 1990, the SOP organized a rally of 10,000 people in Petri1ua, a town in 

south of Zagreb, whose population was half Croat, half Serb. Raskovic, the president of 

the SDP, addressed to the crowd: 

"The Serbs respected the Croatian people's right to their sovereign state, but 

they demanded in thaI slale an equal position for the Serbian and other peoples. The 

Serbs do not want a second state in Croatia, but they demand autonomy... The Serbian 

people in Croatia should be allowed to speak their language, to write their script, to 

have their schools, to have their education programs, their publishing hOllses, and their 

newt;papers. ,,564 

One month later, the Assembly of the ASM convened on 25 July. In the 

Assembly, Babic addressed that "we wanted the self-governing n~gion which we fuunded 

thruugh the association of municipalities to transform Use?! into an autunomous region 

t h (Y l ' . . I· I ,,565 () preserve I e .ler JS s()verel!!,l1naluma rt!!,IIs 

The Assembly of ASM formed the 'Serb National Council (SNC), as the 

representative body of Croalia;s Serbs and endorsed a 'Declaration of Sovereignty and 

Autunomy or the Serb People'. The DccJaralioll asserted the right to Croatia's Serbs to 

self-determination, including tllC dght of secession, based upon the status of Serbs as a 

constituent nation within Croatia, with rights to sovereignly equal to that of the Croats. 

On the basis of this sovereignty, the Dec.laration demanded autonomy for the Serbs of 

Croatia.566 

On the other hand, in the same month, Knin poljce inspector Milan Martie 

declared that he and his officcrs would refuse to wear the uniforms of the Croatian police. 

Although, Tudjman sent three representatives (tile Croatian Interior .Minister Josip 

Boljkovac, his deputy Perica Juric and the Commander of Sibenik: Police Ante Bujas) to 

met Martie and to solve this issue, the negotiations could not produce any result. 567 

563 Ib.d I ., p. 97 
564 Ib·d I .,p. 95. 
565 rb.d I ., p. 98. 
S(,(, I} d . 

"a an, op. cit., p. J 78. 
567 See Silber & Little, op. cit., pp. 98-99 
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On 12 August, in order to discus the "Krajina Issue", Babic met Borisav Jovic, 

representative of Serbia on the Collective Presidency, and the Federal Interior Minister 

Petar Graeanin in Belgrade. Babic asked them four guarantees: first, that the new 

Croatian nag would never ny above Knill; second thaI Croatian police should not be 

alJowed into Knin, and third that Serb policemen in Croatia should never be furced to 

wear Croatian uniforms. These demands were supported by Jovic and Gracanin who 

collaborated with MiJosevic. One day later, on 13 August, Gracanin rebuked Tudjrnan's 

Interior Minister BoJjkovac and warned him not to try to wrest control of Knin police 

station and impose a new lOree. 

As a response, Tudjman ordered to impose police forces into Knin. This order 

was implemented by BoJjkovae. On 17 August, Boljkovac sent seven colwnns of armored 

police vchicles in order to wrest control of Knin. Also, three helicopters fi'om Zagreb 

were sent to Knin. However, the Chief of Staff of the YPA sent jets and intercepted the 

helicopters. Moreover, the Chief of Staff' ordered the Croatian poljce forces 10 withdraw 

from Knin. In the same day, the Assembly of ASM dec1ared 'state of war' and the Knitl 

police distributed weapons to the Knin Serbs. The cooperation of the SDP·tbe Milosevic 

government·the YP A became successful and forced the Croatian annored columns to 

withdraw from Knm.568 

'The 17 August' was described as 'the Serb Rebellion' by the Croatian nationalist 

jiberalism, and as 'the Knin Revolution' by the Serbian nationalist liberalism. However, 

in fact, 'the 17 August' was a rehearsal for the bloody Yugoslav wars of the 1990s. 

AIler 'the 17 August', the SNC organized a plebiscite which was held between 19 

Augw;t IDld 2 September. Of 756,78 1 votes, 756,549 were in favor of Serb autonomy 

within Croatia. 011 30 September, the SNC issued 'Declaration of S(~rh Autonomy'. It 

claimed Serb autonomy over Croatian tefJ·jt~ry where Serbs Jived or wllieh was 

historically Serb.569 

l~'ollowing month, in October, the YPA took decision to djsarrn the Territorial 

Defense Forces of Croatia. All Croatian Territorial Defense Forces had been disanned by 

568 S 'b'd 0 ,ee 1 I ., pp. 100-1 2. 
~(,') ,> .1 • ,auan, op. Cll., p. J 78. 
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the end of October 1990. As a response, Tudjman and Martin Spegelj, the Defense 

Minister of Croatia, launched an armament program in order to establish the 'Croatian 

National Guards'. Hence, since October J 990, the Tudjman regime began to buy 

weapons from abroad. This armament program was fWlded greatly by the Croatian 

nationalist -liberal diaspora.570 

On the other hand, the moderate Raskovic was replaced by the more militant 

Babic in October 1990, and Babic, who aimed the secession of Serb majority areas from 

Croatia, hecallie the President orthe SJ)P. 

The SNC led by lJahic's S[W proc.laimcd the tilnuation ofthe 'Serb Autonomous 

District or Krajina (SAO Krajinn)' on 22 December J 990, when the Croatian Assembly 

adupted the new Croatiall Cunstitution that reduced the status of the Croatia's Serbs to 

minority from the status of constituent nation and that abolished the rights of self-

dclcrtllinlltiotl ami sceessioll fiJI· the Serbs. Soon lhcrcullcr. the 'Serb Autonomous 

Districts of Eastern Slavonija, Baranja and Western Srcm ( SAD Eastern Slavonija)' and 

the 'Scrb Autonomous Distrjct of Western Slavonija (SAD Western Slavonija)' were 

formed.57! 

V. 4. War III Croatia and' Foundation of tlu11lldependent Croatian State 

(1991-1995) 

v. 4. i. Secession of Crontin ~lfl(l Foundation of the UCIJUblic of Serb Knljinu 

Croatian Assembly passed a resolution (Croatian Resolution on Acceptance of the 

Process uf Disunion) 011 21 j,'cbrum'y 1991 clldorsjng thc process ofthe disassoc.iation of 

Yugoslavia. TIus resolution based on the inalienable and inexpendable right of the Croat 

nation to self-determination, including tIle rjght of secession and association with other 

nations and states. 

Although the Croatia's disassociation resolution was declared unconstitutional by the 

Yugoslav Constitutional Court, an independence plebiscite was he1d on 19 May 1991 in 

which 93 percent of those voting supported the creation of a sovereign and independent 

Croatia This plebiscite was protested by the SADs of Krajina, Eastern Siavonija and 

570 Sec Silber & Little, op. cit., pp. \07-109. 
571 Radan, op. cit., p. 179. 
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Wcstcrn SlavonUa. 

On 25 June 1991, the Croatian Assembly passed a Constitutional Decision 

(Constitutional Decision on the Sovereignty and Independence of the Republic of 

Croatia) and a Declaration (Declaration on the Establislunent of the Sovereign and 

Independent Republic of Crualiu). In the Constitutional Decision, Croatia's independence 

was based UpOIl the inalienable, uncoJ1'mmable, indivisible and untransferable right of the 

Croatian nation to self-determination, including the right of disassociation. The 

Declaration based upon the 1974 Yugoslav Constitution which granted to the Republic of 

Croatia the right to self-determination including secession. Both the Constifutional 

Decision and the Declaration referred to Croatia's international borders being existing 

rcpublic borders and those parts of Yugoslavia's international borders l'e1cvant to Croatia. 

The Declaration also emphasized that Croatian claims to independence derived from 

an unbroken historical process of Croatian statehood. That is, tile Croatian Assemhly 

claimed that the declaration of independence and establislunent of independent Croatian 

State was a natl.ll·a1 and necessary prui and product of the historical, process of Croatian 

statehood. 

Both Constitutional Decisj~n and the Declaration of Independence were declared 

unconstitutional and void by the Yugoslavia's Constitutional Court in October 1991 and 

November 1991 respective1y.572 

. fhe declaration of independence of Croatian State was not welcomed friendly by the 

Croatia's Serbs. Tlley rejected the secession of Croatia and responded it by foundation of 

the 'Republic of Serb Krajina': 

In the wake of the Croatian Assembly resolution of 21 February 1991, endorsing 

Croatia's disassociation from Yugoslavia, the SAD Krajina passed a resolution on the 

disassociation of SAD Krajina on 28 February 1991. The Krajina resolution was justilied 

on the basis of the internationally recognized right of people to self-determination as well 

as provisions in the 1974 Constitution of Yugoslavia grantcd thc equality or all the 

Yugoslav nations. Also, this resolution stressed that SAD Krajina wished to remain in 

Yugoslavia and the Croatian Assembly had not right to separate the Kr~ina Serbs from 

572 See for more details ibid., pp. 176-177 and Vuckovic, op. cit., pp. 138-]40 
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Yugoslavia. 

The resolution was formalized on 18 March 1991 by a decision of the SAD Krajina to 

separate fi'om Croatia and remain within Yugoslavia. On 12 May 1991, a plebiscite was 

held and the Krajina Serbs voted in favor of the SAD Krajina remaining in Yugoslavia. 

On 30 April 1991, the SAO Krajina AsSembly was constituted and Babic was elected 

President of the SAD Krajina. 

FinaIly, on 19 December 1991 , the three Serbian autonomous districts in Croatia 

merged and declared their own independent state under the name of the 'Republic of 

Serb Krajina (RSK)'. The RSK Constitution adopted by the RSK Assembly described the 

RSK as a nation-state of the Serb nation and the state of a11 citizens living in Krajina. The 

Constitution and the RSK based on the right to self-determination of the Serb nation in 

Croatia.573 

The RSK established its own army: the Serb Army of Krajinu (SA.K). The SAK, 

which cooperated with the YP A and the Serb paramilitary groups, played an influential 

role in the Serbo-Croat War in Croatia and in the Bosnian War between 1991 and 1995. 

The SAl< was commanded by Milan Martie, the Interior Minister between 1991-J994 

and the President between 1994-1995 of the RSK. 

The SAK consisted of between 40,000 and 50,000 troops which were commanded by 

six corps headquarters in northern Dalmatia, Lika, Kordwn, Banija, Western Slavonija 

and Baranja. The SAK was subdivided into 27 infantry brigades, 3 mechanized brigades, 

1 artillery brigade, 1 antitank regiment and 1 special force brigade. Its equipment 

consisted of around 240 tanks, 100 armored personnel carriers, 500 pieces of artiJIery, a 

number of surface-to-surface missiles, antitank and antiaircraft missiles, 50 air defense 

guns, 12 combat aircrafi and 5 armed helicopters. The SAK highly dcp(mded on Serbia 

for military tpaterials, fuel, finance and skilled personnel.
574 

v. 4. ii. The Serbo-CI"Oat War in Croatia 

The Yugoslav wars of the 1990s did not begin in Croatia but jlJ Slovenia. The 

Yugoslav People's Army (YPA) attacked on Slovenia on 27 June 1991 soon thereafter 

573 See Radan, op. cit., pp. 179-180. .. " . 
574 Allcock, Milivojcvic, 1I0rtOll (cds.), CO/ylie/ln The Former Yu!{oslavia, op. CIt., p. 262. 
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the Slovene declaration of independence and secession on 25 JlUle. The Slovene War, 

that continued only ten days, was terminated by the Brioni Accord on 7 July and the YPA 

withdrew from Slovenia. In t11e Brioni Accord, a three-month moratorium on 

independence was agreed. When this time ran out, Slovenia declared independence on 8 

Odober and adopted its own constitution. On 15 January 1992, the European 

Community recognized Slovenia, whichjoilled the United Nations in May 1992575 

The war in Slovenia was short since t11e homogeneous character ofthe eountry made 

the war that ensued a war between the YPA and Slovcnians, rather than a war between 

different ethnic groups. Also, the Serbian nationalism's project of "Greater Serbia" did 

not involve Slovenia as there was not an important Serb population.576 

Because of these two reasons, the Slovene War was short and casualties were 

relatively light on both sides. Only a dozen members of the Slovenian army were killed 

and 144 were wounded; the equivalent ligure lor the YPA wcrc 37 killed and 163 

wounded.577 

However, thc Serbo-Croat War in Croatia was Jonger and more bloody due to fact 
I 

that Croatia includes a significant Serb population that in 1991 formed 12.2 percent of 

the Croatia's population and about half of tl~e erdat territory was envisaged by the 

Serbian nationalism within "Greater Serbia". The war in Croatia began openly in July 

1991 when the Serb-dominated YPA578 attacked on Croatia although fights between 

575 Sec for more details Grizold, Anton, "The Defense of Slovenia", in Danica Fink-Hafner & John R. 
Robbins (eds.), Making a New Na/ion: The Forma/ion of Slovenia, Aldershot: Darlmouth Publishing 
Company, 1997, pp. 46-55 ; Bucar, Bojko, "The International Recognition of Slovenia", in Fink-Bather 
& Robbins (cds.), op. cit., pp. 31-45 and Hora, Yugoslavya: ... , op. cit., pp.187-J97. 
576 According to the 1991 census, Slovenia had n population of 1,963,000. Slovenes constituted R7,6 
percellt of the population; Croats 2,7 percent; Serbs 2,5 percent; 130sniaks f,4 percent and other 
nationalities 5,9 percent (Samary, op. cit., p. 174). 
577 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 140. 
578 In 1990, 54.3 percent of the YPA oflicers were Serbs; 12.5 percent were Croats; 7.3 percent were 
Macedonians; 5.3 percent were Montenegrins; 5.2 percent were Bosniaks; 2.3 percent Slovenes; 1.5 were 
Albanians ; 1.0 were Hungarians and 1.4 were other nationalities. Also, 9.6 percent of the officers 
defined themselves as 'Yugoslav' (Cohen, op. cit., p. 182). 

Furthermore, in 1990, the command structure of the YPA's north-western theatre whose headquarter 
was in Zagreb contained no Croats and, except two commanders (Andrija Rascta and Marijan Cad), not 
one person who was born in Croatja or Slovenia (Spegelj, op. cit., pp. 21-22). 

The General Staff of the YPA issued in mid~July a secret order granting volunteers full status as 
members of the armed forces. Those volunteers were only extreme Serbian nationalists and 
paramilitaries. Admission of these Serb paramilitaries in the YPA increased power of Serbs within the 
army (Vasic, op. cit., p. 128). Also, on the eve of the war, Jl'lany Croat, Slovene and other non-Serb 
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Croat anny, police and the Croatia's Serb militia groups had emerged in March 1991. 

The Serbo-Croat War in Croatia involved two sides: Croatia led by the Tudjman 

regime on the one side and the nationalist Serb Alliance (the MiIosevic regime, the YPA, 

the RSK and the Serb paramilitary groups coming from Serbia and Montenegro579
) on the 

other side. 

Although Milosevic continuously declared that the Serbian Republic and government 

was not side in the Croatian war, the Milosevic regime, in k'lct, was the main actor of the 

war. On 16 March 1991, Milosevic boasted, as leader of the Serbian nationalist 

liberalism, that "1[ we (Serbs) have to fight; well then we will fight But 1 hope they 

(Croats) are not going 10 be crazy enough to fight with us. For If we don 'f know how to 

work and produce well, at least we will know how to fight well ".580 

In order to light, Milosevic illlproved close relatioJls and cooperation with the 

Serb-dominated YP A, the RSK and the Serb militiamen, and establisl1ed a nationalist 

Serh Alliance. During the war, the Serh Alliance, in order to justiry their military action 

against Croatia, claimed that they tried to protect the wlioll of Yugoslavia and the Serb 

minority in Croatia. 58 I 

In January 1991, Federal De1ense Minister General V c1jko Kadijcvic accused 

Tudjman for rekindling the flIes of 1941, fascism and genocide against the Serbs, and 

lawlched a blistering attack on the Tudjman regime threatening to use force to disarm 

Croatia's police and destroy the Tudjman regime: 

conscripts of the YPA had been sent to Serbia and Montenegro, and many Serb and Montenegrin 
conscripts had be.en sent to Croatia (Cviic, op. cit., p. 208). 

On the other hand, between July 1991 and January 1992, more than 80 percent of Croat officers left 
the YPA for the Croatian Army and fought against the YPA. It is more important that about 9,000. Serbs 
who were born in Croatia took place within the Croatian Army and defended Croatia against the YPA 
offense (Tus, Anton, "The War in Slovenia and Croatia up to the Sarajevo Cease-fire", in Magas & Zanic 

(eds.), op. cit., p. 49) 
579 The most important Serb paramilitary group in Croatia was Dragan Vasiklovic (known as Captain 
Dragan)'s forces. Vasiklovic, who was a Serbian emigre in Australia, had served the Australian Army as 
a legion before the war. Also, there were uther paramilitary groups: Vojislav Scsclj's Che.tniks and Zcljko 
Raznjatovic (known as Captain Arkan)'s Tigers, the Yellow Ants and the White Eagles. These 
paramilitary groups were trained, equipped and financed by the YPA, the SAK and the Milosevic 
government. (Bora, Yugos!avya: ... , op. cit., pp. 170-171). 
580 Cohen, Lenard J., "The Disintegration of Yugoslavia", C~rrent Ifis/ory, November 1992, p. 370 and 
Stanicic, Mladen, "Problems and Prospects For Croatia", in Ozdogan & Sayba~t11 (eds.), op. cit., p. 171. 
581 M' . eSIC, op. Cit., p. 7. 
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"The biggest danger./in· the country's integrity and security comes Fom the intensive 

work towards setting up purely national armies. They (the Tudjman regime) are driving 

the country further toward\· the ahyss (~r a fratricidal war. Yugoslavia cannot and will 

not become another Lebanon. All armed formations set up outside the army (the YPA) 

will be disarmed Those responsible for setting them up will be held accountable before 

the law. Since, under the law and constitution, this come under the competence of the 

armed forces, there will be no negotiations or compromise. Those who try to oppose the 

army by force will be thwarted by force".582 

Also, before the outbreak of the war, commanding officers of the yP A prepared a 

document, titled "information about the Siluation in the World and in Yugoslavia and 

about the Imminent Tasks of the Yugoslav Army" which was signed by the Central 

PoHtical Commissariat of the YP A. This document, that was pubJished in Vjesnik on 31 

January 199 I, stressed the USA and the Western Europe tried to destroy COtlllllWlislll 

and the socialist societies including Yugoslavia. The imperialist Western states used the 

concept of democracy as a demagoguery and ideological tool in order to slander 

communism and the Socialist Yugoslavia. Also, the document emphasized that there was 

a close cooperation between the imperialist powers' and domestic anticommunistfanti­

Yugoslav political elements that aimed to destroy the Socialist Yugoslavia. Hence, 

according to the document, the main task of the YP A and its conmlallding officers, as 

leading political factors of the Socialist Yugoslavia, was to fight against this counter 

revolution that was planned and conducted by the alliance ofimperiaJism and traitors (the 

domestic anticommwlist and anti-Yugoslav political elements).583 

So, during the Yugoslav wars in Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia, MiJosevic an~ the 

YP A's commanding officers such as Veljko Kadijevic described the Slovene, Croat and 

Bosniak sides as 'traitors' who coIIaborated with the imperialist powers in order to 

destroy the socialist Yugoslavia. Also, Milosevic and the YPA claimed that they 

struggled against 'the traitors' in order to 'protect socialism and Yugoslavia'. 

It is true that the imperialist powers aimed to destroy the socialist regimes including 

582 Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 109. 
~Rl See lilf this document I.ctic.a, op. cit., pp. 105-107. 
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the Yugoslav socialism with aim of creating new and profitable markets for their capitals, 

and also it is true that the Slovene, Croat and Bosniak sides of the wars were 

anticommunist who aimed to destroy the system of socialist self-management and to 

reconstruct capitalism. However, the Milosevic-YPA aUiance's claim was a transparent 

demagogy and lie since they did not strive for protection of the socialist regime and the 

Yugoslav union but for foundation of "Greater Serbia". "The real objective was to 

create an ethnically pure Greater Serbill"S84, and for this purpose, the nationalist Serbian 

Alliance ''pursued their brutal policy of 'ethnic cleansing' of the non_Serbs".585 

The war plan for the attack on Croatia was prepared and implemented by the yP A 

high command led by Federal Defense Minister General Kadijevic and Serbian President 

Milosevic. This plan involved three tactics: (1) The YPA forces were placed in all the 

garrisons in Croatia in order to form a deep incursion into the Croat rear and to support 

the SAK and the Serb militiamen. (2) In order to gain enough time for military 

preparatiuu, the Y P A high conunund and the Milusevic regime continued negotiations 

with the leadership of Croatia at alllevc1s and encouraged the beliefthat everything could 

he resolved by negotiatiolls. (3) Ostelltatiolls movelllellts of tanks and heavy artillery, 

low-altitude over-flights, and also the use of agents to· coHect and make public data about 

individuals and institutions. All ofthcni was orgatiized with aini of discouraging the Croat 

public opinion and encomaging the Serb public opinion for the war.
586 

Croatia's defense plans, that were produced in June 1991 and against at the end 

of July 1991, were based on the following: 
I 

(1)To carry out the preparation for mobilization in two levies. The first, smaller levy 

involving 60,000 soldiers, as a first step in th~ military protection of the republic" was 

organized in the late autumn of 1990. The second levy; that mobilized about 100;000 

officers and men, was prepared in spring 1991. (2) To extend and reconstruct the 

Croatian police force involving 30,000 men, and to use them to control territory and the 

movements of the YPA military fomJations. (3) To use the .first mobi1i?:ed levy and part 

SH4 V' . 13 aSIC, op. CIl., p. O. 
585 • • FYI .". M . (d) Cohen, Philip J., "Ending the War and Securmg Peace 111 orOleT ugos aVJa ,111 estrovlC e . , op. 
ei!., p. 31. 
586 See Spegelj, op. cit., pp. 28-31. 
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ofthe police force to keep the garrisons and depots ofthe YPA under observations, and 

(4) in the event of attempted military action to surrmmd and occupy them. (5) To hold 

military and political negotiations in order to gain time lor military preparation. (6) 

Finally, t.o t.ry to form an alliance of the republics and provinces that have been threatened 

by the Milosevie regime since 1987.587 

The Y P A aUaekeu on Croatia 011 10 .I uly 1991. This atLack, that was reinforced 
. " 

by the SAK and the Serb paramilitary groups, damaged the Croat cities and towns 

greatly_ The !lIm:1 severe alld dramatic hallIe oecurrcd ill VUkOVHI' ami Dubl'ovnik. 

Vukovar, a town in the Eastern Slavonija region of Croatia on the banks of the 

Danube River and near the border with Serbia, had a population of 84,000, 44 percent of 

whom were Croat anu 37 percent Serb according to the 1991 ccnslIs. Bc(()rc thc war the 

mixed popUlation had lived together peacefully. Many of the town's Serbs were against 

the war and refused to leave their homes when the town came under fierce attack from 

the combined forces of the YPA, the SAK and the Serb militiamen on 26 August. 

However, the Serb military forces were anxlous to captme the town because it had oil 

and rich farming land. 

The town was put wlJcr s.iege wlLil 18 No'vember when the Croat defenders 

surrendered and the town was occupied by the Serbian forces. During the siege, Vukovat 

was bombarded daily with more than 5,000 sheIJs by the Serb tanks, armored cars, heavy 

artillery, mortars and aircraft. In the Vukovar battle, 89 percent of housing was 

destroyed, 1,851 soldiers were killed and 2,464 wounded; more than 3,000 civilians were 

killed and thousands were described as missing. Moreover, 80,000 Croats from Vukovar 

were forced by the Serbian Jorccs to leave for other parts of Croatia. The Serbian forces 

which carried out etlmic-cleansing did not withdrew from Vukovar until 1997.588 

DubroVilik (Italian name Ragusa) is a medieval walled city that lies OU the 

Adriatic coast in the southern part of Croatia. For 13 centuries, it has functioned as a 

seaport. Since the arrival of the Slavs in the seventh century, the city has been part of 

Roman, Byzantine, Venetian, French, Austrian and Ottoman empires, but for much time 

587 Ib- I I( _, pp_ 31-33. 
~HH See Taylor, David, 111(' Wars 0/ NJr/llcr YII~(}.~/IlVi(1, Austill: Railllrcc Steck-Vaughn Publishers, 
200 I, pp. 24-25_ 
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it has remained a virtually free city-republic pursuing independent commercial and 

cultural activity. In 1918, it became part of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, and from the 

1950s, in the Socialist Yugoslavia, it developed a highly sllccessful tourist industry based 

upon historica~ architectural and coastal attraction and attracted millions tourists from 

abroad. It was known as the 'the pearl of the Adriatic,.589 

According to the 1991 census, the city had a predominantly Croat population of 

50,000. Only 6,000 Serbs lived in the city. Like in Vukovar, befure the war there had 

been no friction between the Croats and their Serb neighbors, and also there was no 

military garrison. Publicly, the yP A declared that the Croats were harassing the Serbs of 

Dubrovnik, but in reality its motive [or the attack were very different. If the YPA 

captured Dubrovnik and its port, Gruz, Serbia would have access to the sea via Croatia. 

In addition, the Serb Alliance believed that capturing this beautiful city would provide 

them with a powerful bargaining tool in any peace talks that were to arise.590 After the 

war, Kadijevic declared the reason for the Duhrovnik operation: "It (the Dubrovnik 

operation) was part of a larger operation designed to take Split and the Dalmatian coast 

and reach the borders of the future state".591 So, like Vukovar, Dubrovnik, 'the pearl of 

the Adriatic', was a victim urthc project of (healer Seruia. 

The YPA attack on Dubrovnik began on 1 October 1991, and 'the pearl of the 

Adriatic' was bombarded from the sea and land. Many housing and historical buildings 

were destroyed and the ancient city walls were greatly damaged. The Dubrovnik Croats 

and Serbs retreated into shelters that lacked electricity and water. Boats in the harbor 

were blown up. It is more important that the Croat towns and villages on the outskirts of 

Dubrovnik were looted and burned, and the people fled from the yP A and the, Serb 

militiamen coming from Montenegro and Serbia. Like in Vukovar, the Serb forces 

d J • 1 . . 0 b .k. 592 pursue et llllC-C eansmg III u roVIll • 

In mid-November 1991, a case-fire was signed for Dubrovnik. In May 1992, an 

agreement was reached between the Croat government and the YP A for the withdrawal 

------.. ---.--~---.---.--- .•... -- .. --.-

589 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (cds.), Conflict 1n 111e Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 80. 
590 T I . ay or, op. CIt., p. 26. 
591 V. . 

aSIC, op. CIt., p. 129. 
592 S 'I' I . 27 cc ay or, op. crt., pp. . 
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of the YPA from the Dubrovnik hinterland.593 The YPA accepted the withdrawal since it 

focused its forces on the Bosnian War that begin in April 1992. 

The Croatian Anuy was in the position of defense until September 1991. In 

September 1991, the second mobilized levy of the Croatian Army lawlched an attack 

upon the YPA garrisons and d(;!pots. At the end of September, the Croatian Army 

occupied the YP A garrisons and depots in Croatia and captured almost 200 tanks, 150 

armored personnel calTiers and infantry combat vehicles, as well as about 400 artillery 

pieces, 180,000 rifles and automatics, 18 ships, 2 million tons of ammunition, bombs and 

mines. 594 

In November 1991, the Croatian Army launched a comprehensive offensive 

operation against the Serb forces in order to liberate Western Slavonija. This operation, 

that ended on 26 December,liberated 170 square kilometers of the territory and destroyed 

the 21 Serb bastions.595 

Although these operations empowered and encouraged the Croatian Army and 

damaged the Serb forces, the Croatian Army could not be able to defeat and repulse 

them. By January 1992, the Serb forces involving the YPA, the SAK and the paramilitary 

groups had occupied the regions of Krajian, Eastern Slavonijfl and Western Slavonija (the 

RSK's telTitory) that constitute around one-third of the Croatia's territory. As a 

consequence of intervention of the Great Powers, the two sides signed a cease-fIfe in 

Sarajevo on 2 January 1992. 

V. 4. iii. The International Intenrentioll and the Cease-fire 

The European Community (EC) issued an ultimatlUll on 28 August 1991: either the 

republics (Croatia and Serbia) should comply with a demand for a cease-fi~e and 

negotiations by 1 September, or the EC would discuss additional measures including 

international action. Although a cease-lire was signed in Belgrade on 2 September, the 

war did not stop and war continued inereasingly.596 Intensity of the war led to the United 

Nation (UN) Security Council Resolution 713 on 25 September J 99.1 which imposed "a 

---~----

593 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (cds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 81. 
591 T . 52 liS, op. CIt., p. _ . 
595 Ibid., pp. 6J-62. .. 
596 Osrnan~avu~oglu, Ernel G., The Wars o/Yugoslav Dissolution and Britain's Role in Shaping Western 

Policy, Ankara: SAM Papers, 2000, pp. 48-49. 
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general and complete embargo on all deliveries of weapons and militGlY equipment to 

Yugoslavia".597 

In the same month, the EC appointed Lord Peter Corrington, fomlerly foreign 

secretary in the British government in the 1980s, as peacemaker. On 16 October, he 

prepared 'Arrangement for a General Settlement', so-caJled Carrington Plan. The 

Carrington Plan that aimed to restructure Yugoslavia on the basis of confederalizm 

guaranteed a wide range of individual, cuJtmaJ and political rights to the Serbs outside 

Serbia. In areas of Croatia and Bosnia where they formed a m~ority, the Serbs would be 

entitled to use their nationaJ emblems and flags, they would have the right to a second 

nationalist and an education system that would respect the values and needs of the Serbs. 

Also, they would be granted the right to their own parliament, their own administrative 

structure, including a regional police force, and their own judiciary. Serbia was given an 
I 

ultimatum to accept the Carrington Plan in one week from 28 October OJ' fc'lce 

comprehensive economic sanction. 

On 30 October, Serbia ami Montenegro sent their amendment to the Carrington Plan, 

insisting that a clause be inserted in the plan that the SFRY continued to exist for those 

who did not wish to secede. Th~ Serbo-Monlcncgrin illllCII<.1l11cnt was refused by the EC 

and, as a response, the Mjlosevic regime r~icctcd the Carrington Plan. On 8 November, 

the EC imposed economic sanctions against Yugoslavia and suspended an trade 

relations.598 

The Serb side refused the plan since, according to Lord Carrington, "it was essenf ial 

for all Serbs to live in one state (Greater Serbia), not in a number of independent 

republics bound by little mure than interstate reiatiofls"S99. The failure of the CarriJ~gton 

Plan resulted in appointment of Cyrus Vance, a lawyer and former government official of 

the United States, by the Javier Perez de Cuellar, the UN Secretary General, as 

peacemaker in November 1991. So, the center of the international intervention process 

shifled from the EC to the USA. 

After a series negotiations with the Croat and the Serb sides, Cyrus Vance prepared 

597 Radan, op. cit., p. 180. 
598 See Osman~avu~oglu, op. cit., pp. 50-52. 
599 Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 192. 
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an agreement plan, so-called the Vance Plan. Cease-fire agreement was signed in 

Sarajevo on 2 January 1992. Implementation of the Vance Plan began on 21 February 

1992. Although Milosevic and the YPA high command accepted the plan, Babic, 

President of the RSK, opposed the plan. As a result of Milosevie's pressure, Babic was 

replaced by Goran Hadzic on 26 February 1992.600 

According to the Vance Plan, the UN Protection Force (UNPROFORtOI 

involving 15,000 military personnel, with contributions from 26 countries, deployed in 

fi)llr sectors in Croatia - North (Ran~ja and Kordun), South (Lika and Kninska Krajina), 

East (Eastern Slavonija) and West (Western Slavonija/02 with lleadquarters in Zagreb. 

The UNPROFOR's mission waf) to provide the UN Protected Areas (UNPAs). The 

UNPAs were defined by the Vance Plan as "areas in which Serbs constituted the 

majority or a substantial minority of the population, and in which inter-communal 

tension led to armed C01~flict in the resent pasl".603 

The Vance Plan involved live main tasks:604 

1) Full demilitarization of the UNP As with full withdrawal of the YP A from Croatia and 

local irregular units and other military persOIUlel in the UNP As being disbanded and 

demobilized. Demobilized meailt ceasing to wear any unifornl and carry any weapons. 

The weapons were to be handed over to the UNPROFOR for safekeeping. 

2) To identify arrangements for local administration and confirm that tJle composition of 

these arrangements (including police /l)rcc) reflected the national composition of the 

population which lived in the area concerned before the war. 

3) To monitor the work oflocal police forces. 

4)To ensure that the UNPAs remained demilitarized, to protect the indigenous popu~ation 

from 'fear of armed attack' , and to help return displaced people to their homes. The UN 

High Commissioner for Refugees was asked to assume responsibility for designing and 

60(J I d . {a an, op. CIt., p. 181. 
601 UNPROFOR was renamed as UNCRO (the UN Conflict Resolution Operation in o-oatia) in March 

1995. 
602 See the Map in Glenny, Misha, The Fall (~rYugoslavia, London: Penguin Books, ]996, pp. V. 
603 Gow, James, Triumph (if the Lack {if Will: international Diplomacy and the Yugoslav War, New 

York: Colombia University Press, ]997, p. J02. 
604 Ibid., p. 103. 
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implementing a practicable plan for achieving the retU111. (5) Finally, the plan did not 

permit the UNPROFOR to carry out military operation. The UNPROFOR could use only 

minimal f<Jrce for self-defense. 

The Milosevic regime, that refused the Carrington Plan, accepted the Vance Plan due 

to four reasons: 

1) In December 1991, the USA cut off all trade agreements with Serbia and Montenegro, 

and the EC lifted economic sanctions in case of Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia and 

Bosnia.6
0

5 

2)Since 25 J Wle 1991, Germany has supported Croatian and Sloveuian independence 

declarations and tried to persuade the EC [or recognition of Croatia and Slovenia. The 

German gove111111ent has claimed that recognition ofSJovenia and Croatia would stop the 

war and the Serb aggression although the British, French and U.S. governments were 

against the recognition.606 Finally, on 23 December 1991, the German government 

declared that Gelmany would recognize Croatia and Slovenia before Christmas but the 

recognition would be implemented on 15 January 1992.6
()7 

3) By January 1992, about one-third of the Croat territory, that the Serb Alliance desired 

to occupy, had been accomplished. 

4) In Serbia, public opinion began to discus and criticize Milosevic's policies. The 

increasing opposition forced tlle Milosevic regime to soften its 'Croatian Policy'. The 

fIrst important demonstration against the Milosevic regime was organized in Belgrade in 

March 1991. About 40,000 demonstrators protested the anti-democratic policies of the 

Milosevic regime and demanded more democracy~ free media and resignation of 

Milosevic. The demonstrators were attacked by the police. Street violence lasted un~il the 

late afternoon and the 13c1grade police were ellectively defeated 3J:ld dispersed by the 

605 0 ~I' 55 sman~avu~og u, op. Cit., p. . 
606 Unlike the German Government, the British, French and American governments advocated that 
recognition of Croatia a.nd Slovenia would stimulate, expand and intensify the Yugoslav wars. (See for 
more details UJifinished Peace. Report oj the International Commission on the Balkans, 1996, pp. 59-
64). In 1993, British Lord Carrington declared that Germany bore an overwhelmingly responsibility for 
the explosion of Yugoslavia and the escalation ofthe war, because it forero Europe to recognize Slovenia 
and Croatia (Finkielkraut, Alain, Dispatches From the Balkan War and Other Writings; Lincoln: 

University of Nebraska Press, 1992, p. 142). 
607 Croatia and Slovenia were recognized by the EC on 15 January 1992 and by the USA in April 1992, 
and admitted by the UN Oil 22 M.1Y 1992. (See for more details OSlllanc;avu~oglu, op. cit., pp. 54-62). 
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demunstrators. AruWld 18.30 pm Y P A tanks and armured personnel carriers rolJed into 

Belgrade and took up key positions.60S After the,suppression of the demonstration by the 

YP A, Milosevic I agreed to talk to the students and academicians of the Belgrade 

University. The students told him that he should resign because he was not defending the 

interests of the Serbian people, which they defined as democracy, pluralism, freedom and 

pcace.60
<} 

v. 4. iv. After the Cease-fire 

Both Croatian and Serbian nationalism focused Oil the Bosnian War that began in 

April 1992 after the cease-fire and implementation of the Vance Plan. The YP A and the 

Serb paramilitary groups withdrew from Croatia and focused their forces in Bosnia­

Herzegovina. Freezing of military activity in Croatia on 2 January 1992, allowed the YI> A 

to prepare itself lor war in Bosnia. Also, the SAK participated in the Bosnian War and 

supported the Serb Army of Bosnia. In the same time, the Tudjman reginle, the Croatian 

Army and the Croat diaspora began to support the Croat lorces in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 

order to wrest Herzegovina. Furthermore, irregular paramilitary groups from Croatia 

rushed Bosnia-Ilerz.cgovina with nationalistic aggressive t1csires. 

On the other hand, after the' cease-fire in January 1992, the Tudjman regime launched 

a military program in order to reinforce and modernize the Croatian Army which would 

liberate the Croatian territory occupied by the Scrbian forces. This military program for 

reinforcement and modernization of the Croatian Army was supported actively by the 

American military and financial aids in order to establish a "better" regional (Balkan) 

balance of power and thus to contain Serb power.
6lO 

The reinforced and modernized Croatian Amly organized four offensive oper~tions 

against the RSK bctween May 1993 and August 1995:
611 

l)Operalion Tiger: The first operation covering 1,925 square kilometers operation a,rea 

started on 18 May 1992 and lasted until 9 September 1993. This operation liberated the 

Dubrovnik and Miljevie regions, the Maslenica Bridge, the Zadar hinterland, Rovanjska 

608 V' . ]25 aSIC, op. cit., p. . 
609 Vejvoda, op. cit., p. 109. 
610 C .. . 209 Vl1e, op. CIt., p. . 
61 J See Table 3,4 and 6 ill Zunec, Ozreri, "Operation Flash and Storm", in Magas & Zanic (eds.),op. cit., 

pp. 69, 78, 80. 
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and Gqspic. 

2)Operation Flash: Operation Flash, that covered 500 square kilometers and liberated 

the Weslcrn Siuvunija, started 011 I May 1995 and ended on 3 May 1995. The SAK 

responded the Croat offensive with firing shells ,on Zagreb. The shells kiIJed six people 

and wounded 175'people.612 

3) Operation Summer' 95: This olIcnsive between 25-28 July 1995 covered 1,200 square 

kilometers and occupied Bosansko Grahovo and Glmnoc. 

4) Operation Storm: The last and most important offensive operation of the Croatian 

Army was the Storm Operation between 4-10 August 1995. This operation covering 

10,500 square kilometers liberated the Krajina region. At the time of Operation Storm, 

the Croatian Army had 130,000 men, 51 brigades, 320 tanks, 240 armored transporters, 

812 cmmon, 36 aircraft and 12 helicopters. On the other side, the 8AK consisted of 

40,000 men, 20 brigades, 385 tanks, 195 armored transporters, 515 cannon, 20 aircraft 

and 10 helicopters. In the Operation Storm, the Croatian Anny seized 60 tanks, 11 

aircraft, 1 helicopter, 600 motor vehicles, 300 cannon 11-0111 the SAK. 

The Croatian Army carried out ethnic-cleansing during the operations. It forced 

around 200,000 Serbs to leave 'their homes for Bosnia and Serbia, and the regions tJlat 

was vacated by the Serb population was repopulated by Croats.613 The Serb civilians 

fleeing from Croatia were shelled by the Croatiml Army. Also, many Serbs who stayed in 

their villages, usually the old mId infirm, were shot. Especially, in Krajina, many unarmed 

elderly civilians were killed by the Croat soldiers, and several villages were burned. The 

UN, after inspecting 389 Serb viUages, reported that 17;000 houses out of 22;000 were 

destroyed or badly dmnaged by the Croatian forccs.
614 

The Croat Army's success over the SAK and recapture of Krajina and Western 

Slavonija revealed weakness and vulnerability of the Serb army. So, the success of the 

Croat ollcilsive operations and the defcat of the SAK shattered the myth of Serbian 

military invincibility.615 Also, the Croat military victory changed t.he military balalJcc ill the 

612 Taylor, op. cit., p. 28. 
613 Klemencic & Zagar, op. cit., p. 307. 
614 T 1 . 20 ay or, or. CII., p. ...,. 
'01\ 011111, IImmll, "llJrVIIIIIIJ' KrajiJlII't/1I lIulIgi I\lioIllllderi YlklJ'I", Mi/llyl'l, 22 AlIgu~t t995. 
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region and strengthened the hand of those who favored rur strikes against Serb targets in 

the Bosnian War.616 

These operations could not capture the Eastern Slavollija. After the operations, 

the SAK forces took up a position in the Eastern SJavonija and repulsed the Croatian 

Army. So, as a result of the Croatian offensive between 1992-1995, the RSK remained in 

the Eastern Slavonija and lost the regions of Western Slavonija and Krajina. Because of 

the Great Powers' pressure and termination of the Miloscvic regime's support, the RSK 

led by President Martie accepted to sign "the Basic Agreement of the Region of Eastern 

Slavonija" with Croatia on 12 November 1995. 

Under the terms of the Basic Agreement,617 the UN set up the UN Transitional 

Administration in Eastern Siavonija (UNTAES) to oversee the process. The new 

peacekeeping operation was begun by the UN Security Council Resolution 1037 in 

January 1996. The UNTAES was created I'Or au initial period of one year, and its 5,000 

troops were headquartered at VlIkovar. 

The UNT AES had nine main tasks: (1) supervising the demilitarization of the 

region; (2) overseeing the return of refugees and displaced persons; (3) establishing and 

training a transitional police ()rce; (4)monitoring the treatment ofprisoncrs;(5)organizing 

local elections; (6) monitoring the..international borders oftbe region; (7) monitoring the 

parties' commitment to human rights; (8) cooperating with the International Tribunal for 

the Former Yugoslavia in investigating and prosecuting war crimes; and (9) ensuring the 

maintenance of peace and security in the region. 

The transitional period officially ended on 16 January 1998; with withdrawal of 

the UNT AES. Hence, Eastem Slavonija was reintegrated into the Republic of Cr~mtia, 

and remnant of the RSK and its armed force, the SAK, disappeared altogether in January 

1998. 

V. 5. War In Bosnia-Herzegovina and Foundation of the "Republic of 

Bosnia and Herzegovina" (1990-2000) 

616 0 ~I· 217 sman~avl1~og 11, op. CIt., p. . . 
617 See for the Basic Agreement Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict III The Former Yugoslavia, 

op. cit., p. 272. 
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Bosnia-Herzegovina is surrowlded by Serbia in cast, by Croatia in north, west and south, 

and by Montenegro in southeast. It has an area of 51,112 square kilometers and 

population of 4,760,000 according to the 199] census. At the beginning of the] 990s, 

Bosniaks (Yugoslav Muslims), Orthodox Scrbs and Catholic Croats formed respectively 

·43.7, 31.4 and 17.3 percent of the population in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Also, 5.5 percent 

of the population described themselves as "Yugoslav" in the census.618 

Both Serbian and Croatian nationalism aimed to occupy Bosnia-Herzegovina in 

order to establish "Greater Serbia" or "Greater Croatia". For Serbian nationalism, 

Bosnia-Herzegovina was a keystone of "Greater Serbia". In 1993, General Kadijevic 

asserted that "Serb people in Bosnia-Herzegovina, by its geographical position and size, 

one of the keystones for the formation of a common stale for all Serb people". 619 

Like the Serbian nationalism, the Croatian nationalism regarded Bosnia­

Herzegovina as core of the "Greater Croatia". That is, from the view of Croatian 

nationalism, it was impossible to found "Greater Croatia" without absorption Bosnia­

Herzegovina.620 

V. 5. i. Foundation of NationaJist Liberal Parties in Bosnia.Henegovina 

At the beginning of the 1990s, like Serbia and Croatia, new nationalist, 

anticommunist and liberal parties emerged in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The Party of 

Democratic Actiol,} (PDA) , the Serbian Democratic Party (SDP), the Croatian 

Democratic Union (CDU) and the Muslim Bosniak Organization (MBO)621 were founded 

respectively on 27 March, 12 July, 18 August and September 1990. Also, the League of 

Communists of Bosnia-Herzegovina under leadership ofN. Durakovic transformed itself 

into the Party of Democratic Change (PDC) in September.
622 

The PDA was founded by lslarnic-nationalist Bosniaks under the leadership of 

618 S . ' , amary, op. CIt., p 173. 
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cit., p. 85. .. 
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Ali· lb' 623 Th ~a zet egoVlC. e party program described the PDA as ''political alliance oj the 

citizens oj Yugoslavia belonging to the historical-cultural sphere of 1slam".624 Its main 

aim to protect unity of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Bosniak culturc and idcntity. For this 

purpose, Izetbegovic called aU Bosniaks to support the PDA on the eve of the 1990 

elections: 

"Free elections are coming, and with them the day that the Muslim nation 

(Bosniak nation) has been waiting lor more than a hundred years. This is a historical 

moment, in which there can be no 'don't knows' or neutrals. . . That is why I am asking 

you to help on that day, by voting for the P DA, for liberty, and Jor Muslims (Bosniaks). 

The other Yugoslav nations are going to do it for themselves. Why should the Muslims oj 

Yugoslavia be the exception?,,625 

The MBO was another Bosniak party that was founded by Adil Zulflkarpasic and 

Muhamed Tunjo Filipovic626 who were representatives of the secular Bosniak nationalist 

trend in the PDA. In September 1990, thcy denounced the 'tact thaI the PDA is ruled by 

eleven people - of conservative and generally religious orientation "-- and that it is run 

by a closed and privatized council, held together by j(unily ties", and founded the MBO 

as a secular, liberal and nationalist party ofBosniakS.627 

Although both the POA and the MBO tried to protect unity of Bosnia­

Herzegovina and the Bosniak culture and identity against the Serbian and the Croatian 

nationalism, there were some differences between thcm. Firstly, MBO did not criticize 

only SDP's and CDU's nationaJist and militarist policies but also criticized antidemocratic 

characteristics and policies of the PDA. Unlike the PDA, the MBO emphasized that unity 

of Bosnia - Herzegovina and Bosnian peace could be protected only thro,ugh 

623 Izetbegovic had a background ofre!igious activism that earned him two years in prison from 1946 for 
organizing t.lll~ Young Muslims and uefcmling the Muslim 1l1ltiUl111lism. lie later graduated in law ii"um 
Sarajevo University and worked as a legal consultant to Bosnian firms. From I983 to 1989 he served 
another jail sentence, his 'Islamic Declaration' of 1970 being cited as evidence that he wished to 
proclaim a Muslim state ill Yugoslavia. (See Allcock, Miliv(~ievic, I lorton (cds.), Conflict In 771e Former 
Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 131). 
624 Bougarel, op. cit., p. 96. 
625 Ib'd I ., p. 99. 
626 Zulfikarpasic lived in Switzerland between 1960-1990 and became a successful businessman. He 
established the "Bosnian Institute" in Zurich. Filipovic born in l3anja Luka in 1929 is a philosopher and 
academician as weB as professor at Sarajevo University. 
62 ' • . ." 't 96 

7 Bougare!, "Bosnia and Herzegovina: Slate and Commumtanamsm ,op. CJ ., p. . 
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democratization of the political life and development of civil society in Bosnia and 

Ilcr:l'.cgovina. Filipovic maintaincd that not only the SDP and the CDU but also the PDA 

endangered the Bosnian wlity and peace because they hindered development of civil 

society and democratization in llosnia-Herzegovina.628 

Another contradiction and dillerencc bctween the PDA and thc MBO was related 

to 'definition of Bosniak identity'. The PDA emphasized the concept of Muslimanstvo 

(Islamic identity), while the MBO, which was more secular and liberal than the PDA, 

emphasized the concept of Bosnjaslvo (Bosniak identity).629 In tlus discussions, the 

concept of Bosnjaslvo was more accepted than the concept of Muslimanstvo among the 

Bosniak intellectuals and in public opinion. In this debate, the most important step was 

'People's Assembly ofBosniaks' which was assembled in Sarajevo in October 1993.349 

Bosniak politicians, clerics, academicians and intellectuals discussed the Bosnian War, 

Bosniak identity and future of Bosnia-Herzegovil1a at the assembly. In the declaration of 

assembly, the concept of Bosfyastvo was emphasized. In other words, Bosryastvo 

prevailed over Muslimanstvo at the end ofthe Bosniak Assembly. 630 

The SOP was ((lUntled hy nationalist. Bosnian Serbs under the leadership of 

Radovan Karadzic, who is a' Serb psychiatrist barn in Montenegro in 1945, and 

functioned as an agent of the Milosevic regime in Bosnia-Herzegovina. So, the SDP 

improved close relations and cooperation with the MiJosevic regime, the SDP of Serbia, 

the SDP of Krajina and the YPA. The ultimate goal of the Bosnian SDP was to attach 

Bosnia-Herzegovina to Serbja with aim of creating "Greater Serbia". 

The leaders of the SDP viewed Bosniaks as Serbs who had been converted to 

Islam by the Ottoman Empire. So, according to them, Bosniaks should be reconv~ed to 

the Orthodox Christianity, and those who rejected the reconversion should be expelled 

from Bosnia-Herzegovina. Also, the SDP regarded Bosniaks as 'agents of Turkey'. "We 

will never allow the return 0.[ Turkey in the Balkans" said Karadzic on 20 May 1995. 

Moreover he asserted that "Serbs, Croats and Muslims (Bosniaks) call no longer live 

628 See FjJipovic, Muhamed, "Bosna-Hersek'te Ban§l Korumanm YoJJan", in Samary, op. cit., pp. 
1&5-1&9. 
(,)'1 l\ul1""II. Aydlll, IIir UIII.VllII J)O}!U.)'/I." Uermi.yl('11 Uilnilmilu' 1I0.ynok!ar. Islllllhlll: Tnrih Yak Ii Y .... I 

Yaymlan, 2000, p. 202. 
630 See Babuna, "Dcgi§cn Oo§nak Kimligi Or,erinc", op. cit., pp. 80-81. 
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together. Just as the Croats and Muslims didn '( want 10 live in an uniled Yugoslavia, so 

we don't want to live in their state. You can't keep a dog and a cat in a box together. 

Either they would always be quarreling and jighLing or they would have to stop being 

what they are".631 

On the other hand, the CDU in Bosnia~Herzegovina was established as a agent of 

the Tudjman's CDU in Croatia. The Bosnian CDU involved two wings: the Klujic wing 

and the Boban wing. Stjepan Klujic, president of the party, favored multi-ethnic and 

multi-cultural Bosnia-Herzegovina and opposed partition of the territory between Serbia 

and Croatia. Nevertheless, Mate Boban backed by Tudjman desired unification of 

Herzegovina and Croatia. With the backing of the Croatian CDU, Boban replaced Klujic 

in February 1992.632 And in November 1992, both Tudjman's CDU and Boban's CDU 

forced Kiujic to resign from the State Presidency of Bosnia-Herzegovina in favor of a 

Croat separatist Miro Lazic.633 As a consequence, thanks to Tudjman's supp011, the 

Boban wing prevailed the Klujic wing and achieved absolute control within the party. 

V. 5. ii. Beginning of the War 

The lirst Ilmlti-party elections ill Bosnia-lIerzegovina was held in 18.11.]990 and 

02.12.1990. At the 1990 eJectio'ns there were not any "Strong federal party but there were 

strong nationalist and ethnic parties. Among them, the PDA was a relative winner of the 

elections, since the Muslims comprised the largest part (43.7%) of the Bosnian 

population. The SDP and the CDU came in second and third after the PDA with 41.25, 

35.41 and 20.41 percent of the scats, respectively. In the AssembJy of Bosnia­

Herzegovina, the PDA, the SDP and the CDU won 86, 72 and 44 seats of 240 seats, 

respectively. Another Bosniak party, MBO, won only 2 seats in the elections and 

Durakovic's PDC won 14 seats. In this elections, nearly 20 percent of the voters did not 

vote.634 

These figures of the 1990 elections shows that nationalist and ethnic parties which 

won 202 scats prevailed over non-nationalist and ethnic parties which won 38 scats. After 

6.11 U'!linis!Jed Peace, op. cit., 1996, p. 16. T" 

632 Allcock, Miliv~jevic, I-lorton (cds.), Confliel In The Former }ugoslavlO, op. CIt., p. 18. 
hl1 Ihili., p. 1"3. 
634 Agh, Altila, Emerging Democr.acies in East Central Europ: and the Balkans, Northampton, MA: E. 
Elgar, 1998, p. 217 and Babuna, Bir Ulusun Dogu.~u: ... , op. CIt., p.l98. 
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the victory of nationalism in the 1990 elections in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the coalition 

government was founded by the PDA, the SDP, and the cnu. The Presidency of Bosnia­

Herzegovina involved two Bosniaks, two Serbs, two Croats and one representative of 

other nationalities. The post of chairmen of the presidency went to Izetbegovic (PDA), 

and those of prime minister and chairmen of the assembly to J. Pelivan (enU) and 

Momcilo Krajisnik (SOP). 

Milosevic and Tudjman mct in 17 March 1991, before the outbreak of the 

Croatian War, in Karadjordjevo, one of the Tito's villas, in order to discus 'the Bosnian 

Issue'. Stejepan Mesic, who was prime minister of Croatian Republic between 30 April-

24 August 1990 and elected president of the Republic of Croatia in February 2000 after 

the death of Tudjman, explained after the Yugoslav Wars that Milosevic and Tudjman 

came to understanding to divide up Bosnia-Herzegovina between Serbia and Croatia at 

the Karadjordjevo meeting. He stated that this agreement "encouraged Tildjman's 

passionate desire to extend Croatia's borders".635 That is, Bosnia-Herzegovina became 

target of the Croat and Serb nationalism, led by the Tudjman and Milosevic regimes, in 

the (irst half of the 1990s. 
.. ~ 

In June 1991, the MBO . leaders Ziilfikarpasic and Filipovic met with the Bosnian 

SDP leaders Karadzic, Krajisnik and Nikola Koljevic lor the purpose of reaching an 

agreement on the status of Bosnia-Herzegovina. An agreement was reached that Bosrua­

Herzegovina would remain an integral whole, linked with Yugoslavia in a cOlllederal 

association, and that the Sandzak636
, which had been conjoined with Bosnia-Herzegovina 

until 1878, would be granted cultural and administrative autonomy, including complete 

self-administration in schooling, language, and culture; under the agreement, the, local 

Bosniaks would enjoy 60 percent rcpresentation in the Serbian portion of the Sandzak 

and 40 percent representation in tile Montenegrin portion. Milosovi.c agreed tIlls 

agreement, while lzetbcgovic did not agree it. lzctbegovic accused the MBO leaders as 

'traitors', while Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic claimed that Izetbegovjc killed the last chance 

-----.-.•• -------<.----- - ---.--.-.--.-,-.~" 

635 See Mesic, op. cit., pp. 11-12. 
636 According to the 1991 census, 71 percent of the Sandzak pop~.lation was Bosniak (Balic, Smail, 
"Bosnian Muslims: Historical Background and Present Conflict", in Ozdogan & Sayba~JlI (cds.), op. cit., 
p. 155). 
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Izetbegovic (President of Bosnia-Herzegovina) and his party, the PDA, did not 

support separatist policy of Slovenian and Croatian governments. Also, they were against 

militarist and irredentist policy of Serbian nationalism which was led by the Milosevic 

regime. The Izetbegovic's PDA favored confederal unity of Yugoslavia, that is, 

transRlrmation of the political and economic structure into confederation. 

lzetbegovic and the PDA opposed 'separation' and favored 'confederation' 

because of three reasons: (1) Military forces of Bosnia-Herzegovina were weaker than 

Serbian, Croatian, and Slovenian military forces. (2) Bosnia-Herzegovina had severe 

economic problems and disintegration of Yugoslavia would affect the petty Bosnian 

economy negatively. (3) Izetbegovic and the PDA foresaw tJlat any fragmentation of 

Yugoslavia would lead to a civil war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and its partition between 

Serbia and Croatia. 

However, after the Croatian and Sioveni;:ill independence declarations on 25 June 

1991, the PDA changed its policy (confederal assodation of Yugoslavia), and began to 

pursue separatist policy. The Assembly ofBosnia-Hcr7.cgovina voted for independence of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina on 15 October 1991. 

The SDP leader Karadzic addressed in the same day in the Bosnian Assembly: 

"The road you have chosen is fhe same road that took Croatia into Hell, except that the 

war in Bosnia will take you into a worse Hell, and the Muslim nation (Bosniaks) may 

disappear altogether".638 The Karadzic's SDP protested the Bosnian Assembly and 

established the 'National Assembly of Bosnian Serbs (NABS)' on 24 October. 

Referendum for independence of Bosnia-Herzegovina was org?Jlized ~n 29 

February - 1 March 1992. The referendum was protested by Serbian voters and the SDP. 

99.4 percent ofthe voters voted in Ulvor of independence of Bosnia-Herzegovina) and on 

3 March 1992, the independent Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina was proclaimed by the 

Bosnian Assembly. As a response the jndependence declaration, the NABS proclaimed 

Republika Szrpska (Serbian Republic - RS) whose capital was Banja Luka, and on 27 

637 See Ramet, Balkan Babel, op. cit., p.204. 
638 Bougarel, op. cit., p. lOO. 
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March 1992, the RS Assembly proclaimed the unification of the RS with Serbia.639 

One month later, on 27 April, Serbian and Montenegrin republics proclaimed the 

'Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY)'. Dobrica Cosic, who was called by the Serb 

nationalist liberals as the spiritual father of the Serb nationalism, became the first 

President and Milan Panic640 became the first Prime Minister of the FRY. So, the second 

Yugoslavia (SFRY) ollicially terminated on 27 April 1992, and the third Yugoslavia 

CPR Y) was established by the republics of Serbia and Montenegro. The third Yugoslavia 

accounted for roughly 40 percent of the territory, 44 percent of the population and 40 

percent ofthe social product of the second Yugoslavia.641 

The Milosevic regime insisted on keeping the name of Yugoslavia in order to gain 
I 

recognition as successor state to the SFRY, thus inheriting its intemational legitimacy and 

assets.642 Yet, it could not be achieved as the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) 

denied successor status to the FRY. The UNSC Resolution 777 on 17 September 1992 

declared that the FRY could not continue automaticaUy the membership of the former 

SPRY in the UN for the other republics (Croatia, Sloveni~ Bosnia-Herzegovina and 

Macedonia) had seceded.643 

V. 5. iii. The Bosnian War 

The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina broke out in April 1992 and continued until 

December 1995 when the Dayton Agreement was signed by the Bosniak, Serb and Croat 

sides. The Bosnian War was a product of Serbian and Croatian nationalism which aimed 

to occupy Bosnia-Herzegovina and, it was a struggle for protection of unity of Bosnia­

Herzegovina. 

The second and third meetings between Serb and Croat nationalism were h~ld in 

639 See Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. cit., pp. 84-87. 
640 Panic was born in Belgrade in ]942 but Jeft his country for the America in 1955, later acquiring U.S. 
citizenship. A professional and champion cyclist at t.he time of his defection from socialist Yugoslavia, 
he later became a successful businessman as the director of a pharmaceutical company in Califi>rnia. 
Panic was invented to the country by Milosevic and· Cosic, aDd returned in 1992. Soon thereafter his 
return, Panic was allowed by Milosevic to purchase a controlling interest in the leading Serbian 
pharmaceutical company, G/enika. In July, he was appointed to the Premiership of the FRY. (Allcock, 
Miliv~ievic, Horton (cds.), Co'!flict III The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 205). 
641 Vejvoda, op. cit., p. 112. 
642 Lukic &. Lynch, op. cit., p. 1 S6 
MJ Woodward, op. cit., p. 251. 
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February and May 1992 in Austria. Tudjman and Boban met with Serbian side (Milosevic 

and Karadzic) in order to discus pmiition of Bosnia-Herzegovina. In these meetings they 

agreed to divide up Bosnia-Herzegovina into three patts as 60% for Serbs/Serbia, 30% 

Ii)!' Croats/Croatia, and 10% l()r I ~osniaks.644 Furthermore, in July J 992, lloban alld his 

party, the Bosnian CDU, proclaimed the 'Croat RepubJic of Herzeg-Bosna (CRHB)' 

involving Western Herzegovina, Central Bosnia and Po savina (Northern Bosnia), and 

Mostar was declared as capital ofthe CRHB. 

Croat military force in the Bosnian War was formed by the Croatian Defense 

Council (CDC) mId the Croatian Defense Force (CDF). The CDC was founded by the 

Boban's CDU in May] 992, and commanded by headquarters at Mostar, TomisJavgrad, 

Vitez and Orasje. The CDC had around 50,000 troops, 100 tanks, 50 aonored fig11ting 

vehicles and 1,200 pieces of artillery, most of which were heavy mortars.645 

The CDF was fOWlded by the Croatian Party of Rights (the CPR) led by 

Dobroslav Paraga. According to the CPR, the unification of Bosnia-Herzegovina with 

Croatia was a 'natural right' of Croats like the wlification of Western Germany and 

Eastern Germany. Also, Paraga stated that the CPR is inheritor of the Ustasha 

Movement. The aim of the CPR, said Parag, was to recreate the NDH (the Independent 

State of Croatia between 1941-1945), which had involved Bosnia-Hcrzegovina.646 

The CDl" involved 10,000 soldiers of whkh up to 6,000 operated in western 

Bosnia. The CDF's political aim was the annexation of Bosnia-Her~egovina that had been 

absorbed into the NUll. Both the CDC led by Boban allli the C()F led by Paraga were 

supported directly by the Tudjman regime in Zagreb atld the Croatian Army.647 

Also the nationalist liberal Croatian diaspora gave financial, ideological and , , 

military support to the nationalist Croatian forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina during the war. 

Especially, the Croatian National Council that had been fOWlded by the Ustasha remnants 

in 1974 in Toronto gave great financial and military aid to the CDC and CDF.648 

On the other hand, the Serbian nat.ionalism involved five actors ill the Bosnian War: 

~ . 100 Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. CIt., p. 
645 See Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., pp. 58-60. 

646 Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. cit., pp. 210-211. 
617 O'Uallance, Edgar, Civil War In Bosnia (1992-1994), London: Macmillan Press, 1995, p. 50. 
648 See for more details Bora, Bosnia-Hersek: ... , op. cit., pp. 220-224. 
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(1) The Army ofRepublika Srrpska (ARS) that was founded by the Bosnian SDP in May 

1992 and commandcd Gcncral Ratko Mladic had about 50,000 men.649 (2) The Chctnik 

paramilitary force involving 5,000 men was fowlded by the Serbian Radical Party (SRI» 

led by VojisJav Seselj. The SRI' won 73 seats in the December 1992 elections and 

42 seats in the December 1993 elections in Serbia. (3) The Serbian VolLmteer 

Guards, co-called Tigers or Arkanovici, was founded in 1991 and led by Zeljko 

Raznjatovic (so-called Kapetan Arkan). Kapetan Arkan also founded the Party of 

Serbian Alliance I which won five and then onc scat in the December 1992 and the 

December 1993 elections.65o (4) Dragan Vasiklovic (so-calJed Kapetan Dragan)'s 

militarist group. (5) The Yugoslav Army (YA). After the declaration of the FRY, the 

YPA was transformed into the YA that was cQnlrol1ed by dIe Milosevic regime. The Y A 

involving 90,000 soldiers supported the ARS and the Serb paramilitary groups in the 

Bosnian War. 

These five actors formed Serbian nationalist-militarist alliance during the war. 

Their political aim was to occupy Bosnia-Herzegovina and to absorb it into "Greater 

Serbia". For tllls purpose, like the Croatian forces, they carried out ethnic cleansing 

against non-Serbs. Especially, the paramilitary groups "entered viUages and cities after the 

regular army (the ASR and the VA) units and started killing civilians, raping and 

looting.651 

However, some groups and politicians opposed to the nationalist-militarist Serb 

alliance. For example, Dobrica Cosic, President of the FRY, and Milan Panic, Prime 

Minister of the FRY, formed an opposition against Serbian militarist nationalism which 

tried to occupy Bosnia-Herzegovina by militarist methods. They favored to carrie~ out 

political methods instcad of militarist methods in Bosnia-Herzegovina.652 

Also, in the late 1992, Patriarch Pavle of the Serbian Orthodox Church and 

Cardinal Kuharic ofthc Croatian Catholic Church isslIcd a series of three joint statements 

which criticized Croat and Serbian militarist policies in Bosnia - J-Jer~egovina and called 

M9 O'Ballancc, op. cit., p. 50. 
650 See for the December 1992 and 1993 elections in Serbia Bora, Bosnq-Hersek: ... , op. cit., pp. 189-

190, 196. 
651 V· . 134 aSIC, op. CIt., p. . 
652 See for more details Bora, BosnG-Hersek: .""' op. cit., pp. 169-172. 
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Moreover, some meetings and demonstrations were organized in Belgrade against 

the Milosevic regime and protested the Bosnian War. For example, on 28 June 1992, the 

Belgrade meeting was organized by the opposition. About 100,000 demonstrators 

protested the war and called Milosevie to resign.654 

Also, on 5 April 1992 in Sarajevo, between 60,000 and 100,000 demonstrators 

involving the Sarajevo Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats massed in front of thc Bosnian 

Assembly, booing the parties in power (the PDA, the SDP and the CDU) and demanding 

that new elections be held. The demonstrators installed a 'committes of national safety'. 

They was dispersed on the afternoon of 6 April by the SDP snipers deployed on the roof 

of the Holiday. On 9 April, t.he 'committee of national sarety' was dissolved itself.655 

However, these demonstrations could not stop rise of nationalism and militarism. 

Furthermore, some civil organizations and associations were founded by Bosnian 

Serbs, Croats and Bosniaks in order to defend the unity of Bosnia-Herzegovina against 

Serbian and Croatian nationalism. The Serbian Civic Forwl1656
, the Red Lilies, the Women 

Association of Tuzla were some of these associations. The civil associations organized a 

'Cultural Festival' .in Sarajevo (February-March 1993)· and an 'Local Olympiad' in Tuzla 

(October 1993).657 That is, anti-nationalist Bosnian Serbs and Croats formed an alliance 

with Bosniaks against the Serbian and Croatian nationalism that aimed to occupy and 

divide up Bosnia-Herzegovina between Serbia and Croatia. 

On the other hand, when we look at the Bosniak side, we see the PDA 

domination. Izetbegovic's PDA formed a 'war government'. The war government headed 

by Prime Minister Haris Silajdzic involved fow' Serb ministers. On 5 July 1992, th~ war 

(.H Allcock, Miliv(~jcvic, 1101'10/1 (cds.), CUf!/liclln nlc Nmllcr }'l/.~O.~/llpia, op. cit., p. '51. 
654 Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , p.178-179. 

i 

65.~ Ilollgnrcl, op. dl., p. 102. 
656 The Serbian Civic Forum was formed by an anti-nationalist group of Sarajevo Serbs, who opposed the 
Karadzic's St)P, when SarajlW(} was besieged by the Serb li)rces in April 1992. The founders of the 
Serbian Civic Forum wllnlcJ to preserve lIlulti-ethnic Sarnjevu Ihrough couperntiull with the Bosniuks 
and Croats. During the siege, these Serbs, together with the other jnha~itallt~ of Sarajevo, were being 
subjected to constant bombing by Serbian artillery from the surroundmg hIlls. But also, they were 
subjected to attacks of numerous Bosniak irregular military forces .although the S,:bi~n Civic Forum 
opposcd holh the Miloscvic and KlIrIldzic governmcnts. (Kccmanovlc, Dusan. Ethmc 7,mes: ExplorinK 
EthllollotionllJism ill the Nmllcr Yugoslavia, London: Praeger Publishers, 2002, pp. 96~97). 
657 See Bora, Bosl/a-Hersek, op. cit., pp. 158·161 
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government announced the creation of the 'Army of Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina 

(ARBH)'. The ARBH involving 100,000 men was also supported by police and irregular 

militia forces such as the Green Berets and the Patriotic League which included some 

non-Bosniaks.658 

The AlillH, that was commanded by 8cJcr Halilovic at first and then Rasim Delie, 

was the weakest of the armed [orination involved in the Bosnian War. It was inferior in 

firepower to both the ARS, which was aided by the Miloscvic regime and the Y A, and to 

the CDC, which was backed by the Tudjman regime and the Croatian Army. 

The arms embargo, that has been imposed on Yugoslavia as a whole by the UN 

since September] 99], hindered the Bosniak government to empower its army through 

arm importation. Oespite the arms embargo, the A RBI I could received only illegal and 

restricted military aid from some Muslim countries such as Iran, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, 

Sudan, Lebanon, Libya and Turkey.659 

As a result, the embargo on arms induced the Serbian forces and Jater the 

Croatian forces to take advantage of tIle superiority of their armament to expand to the 

prejudice oUhe Bosniak fi:)f(;es.660 It is more impoltanL that the arms embargo, that froze 

the military imbalance in favor of Serbian and Croatian military forces, facilitated the Serb 

and Croat nationalism's ethnic cleansing policy against Bosniaks, and consequently, 

extended the victims of genocide. According to Philip Cohen, the arms embargo 

disregarded Article 51 of the UN Charter by denying the Bosniaks the right to deJend 

h I 
. . 661 

t emse ves aga111st aggrcssJOn. 

Muhamad Sacirbey, the permanent representative of Bosnia-Herzegovina to the 

UN, wrote in a letter to the presidcnt orthc UN Security Council, that if the ARBH had , , 

adcqunle menns f<n defense the war would never have exploded.662 But, the UN firm 

('.~8 O'Baliance, op. cit., p. 49. 
659 In 1993, lip to 4,000 MuslilJls fi'olJl over 24 Islamic cOllntries were lighting against the Serb amI Croat 
forces. (Huntington, Samuel P., "The Clash of Civilizations?", Foreign Affairs, 3, 1993). 
660 Anciaux, Robert, "Bosnia-Herzegovina: The Laboratory ofthe New International Order", in Ozdogan 
& Saybaillh (cds.), op. cit., p. 185. ,., 
661 The Article 51' stated that "Nothing in the present Charter .~hal/ impair the inherent right of 
individual and collective self-defense ~r an armed attack occurs against a member of the United Nations, 
ulltil the Security Councilltas taken measures necessary 10 maintain international peace and security". 

(COhCII, P . .I., op. cit., p. ](,) 
662 Finkielkraut, op. cit., p. J 32. 
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sanction, that prevented empowerment of the ARBH, maintained the military imbalance 

in Javor of Serb army; and consequently, the sanction contributed explosion of the war in 

Bosnia. However, although the Bosniak government persistently called for the ruUlS 

embargo to be lifted in their favor, arguing that the Bosnian state and its threatened 

people should have the right to defend themselves, the UN Security Council did not 

acccpt thc Uosniak dcmand.663 

During the war, some inner contradictions emerged in the Bosniak side. The most 

important ilmer con1lict occurred between the Bosniak government and Fikret Abdic, so­

called Babo (Father). He conflicted with Izetbegovic and fomled Ins own party, the 

Muslim Democratic Party, in opposition to the PDA. In July 1993, although the Bosniak 

government led President J~etbegovic and Prime Minister Silajdzic rejected the Geneva 

Plan, or so-called Owen-Stoltenberg Plan, Abdic advocated to accept the plan addressing 

"the prosecution of (his bloody war could res~it in the physical disappeardnce of our 

people (Bosruaks),,664. 

In September, he accused Jzetbcgovic for 'beHicosity', and called for a 

referendum on the Geneva Plan. Finally, Abdic proc1aimed 'Autonomous Province of 

Western Bosnia (APWB), on 27 September 1993. A few days later the fIrst armed 

clashes between Abdic's armed men and the ARBH occm-red in Bihac, that was declared 

the capital of the APWB.665 Fm-thermore, Abdic signed 'peace agreements' with Mate 

Boban and Milosevic-Karadzic on 20-21 October 1993.
666 

Finally, Abdic's army was 

destroyed by the Bosniak-Croat Alliance's lorces in August 1995, and Bihac was overtun 

by the Bosniak-Croat AJ1ia.nce. Abdic left Bihac and settled Rijeka, where he enjoys the 

. . h·· 667 protcctlon or thc Croatian aut Ol'llics. 

Furthermore, there were another inner conflicts in the Bosruak side. Sefer 

Halilovic (general staff officer of the ARBH until June 1993), Arif Pasalic (the 

commander ofMostar),Ramiz Drekovic (the commander ofBihac) were three important 

663 G . 37 ow, op. CIt., p. . 
6M U I . 106 ougarc , op. CIt., p. . 
665 Ibid., p. 107. 
666 Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. cit., pp. 141-142. .. . . 
667 Babuna. Bir Ulusun /)ogWjU, op. cit., p. 204 and Allcock, MlhYo.lCYIC, I lorton (eds.), Conflict In l1,e 

Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 1. 
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figures in the ARBH army. When they conflicted with the PDA 10 1993, they were 

purged by lzetbegovic and Silajdzic from the ARBH and the war government. Halilovic, 

known as the representative of the Sandzak Lobby within the ARBH, was replaced by 

Rusinl Dclic.MH 

Also, some Bosniak militarist groups and leaders, such as Musam Topolavic, 

known as Caco, and Ramiz Delalic, known as Celo, emerged during the war. They did 

not only fight against the Serbian forces but also they formed mafia and comroitted some 

serious crimes such as black-marketeering, racketeering, and smuggling. On 24 October 

1993, the ARBH took military action against Caco and Celo, and defeated tllem. In this 

operation, 194 mafia soldiers wcre arrcsted by the ARDIJ.669 

During the war, both Serbian and Croatian nationalism described the PDA as a 

fundamentalist Islamic party which aimed to establish a fundamentalist Islamic Republic 

in the hearth of Europe. Therefore, the nationalist Serbs and Croats insistently declared 

thal they did not ljght only in the interests of Serbs and Croats but also in the interest of 

the European civilization because they fought against fundamentalist Islam; and therefore, 

they protected European civilization against rundamentalist Islam. 

However, tlus argument was not true because ofthrce reasons: Firstly, the PDA, 

wlllch was the most important and strongest representation of Bosniaks during the war, 

was (and is) not a fundamentalist Islamic party alt.hough it emphasized (and emphasizes) 

the concept of Muslimanstvo rather than Bosnjastvo. 

Secondly, Bosnian Muslims (BOSluakS) are the most secularized Muslinl community 

in the Muslim World. Only 17 percent of the Bosniaks described themselves as believers 

in the polls conducted during the 1980s.670 Also, the concept of Bosnjastvo prevaile? the 

concept Muslimanstvo in the Bosniak community. Moreover, the Bosnian Islam h3.s a 

backgrowld of experiences in dealing with the Em-opean civilization. This Islam belongs 

geographically, historically, ethnically and culturally to Europe not to the Asian or African 

668 Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. cit., p. 139 and Bougarel, op. cit., p. 108. 
669 O'Ballance, op. cit., p. 222. . . 
670 Nation, R. Craig, «The Turcic and Other MuslIm People~ of Central ASI~, the Caucasus, and the 
Balkans" in Vojtech Mastny & Craig R. Nation (cds.), lurkey Between East And West, Colorado: 

Westview Press, 1996, p. 120. 
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Nhcan Muslim World.(m Hence, there was not any characteristics of Islamic 

fundamentalism in the Bosnian culture, and Bosnian Muslim people (Bosniaks) were (and 

are) against Islamic fimdamcntalism. 

Finally, both the }lOA and the MBO did not strive for foundation of an 'Islamic 

Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina' but they struggled against Serbian and Croatian 

nationalism with aim of preventing a probable occupation of Bosnia-Herzegovina by 

Serbia and Croatia. J lowever, although llosniak side did not aim to establish a Isicullic 

state/community in Bosnia-Herzegovina and although Bosniaks are the most secular 

community of the Muslim World, both the Croat and Serb nationalism, with aim of 

attracting the European public opinion and taking SUppOlt from the European 

governments, claimed insistently that Bosniaks tried to found an Islamic state/community 

in Bosnia-Herzegovina through the Muslim World's aid against the European 

civilization.672 

V. 5. iv. The .Illtematiollal Intervention into Bosnia-Hcl7.egovina 

The Republic ofBosllia-Herzegovina was recognized by the EU and U.S.A. in April 

1992. The Bosnian crisis were held and discussed in the UN Assembly and Security 

Council during the war. These' negotiations in the UN produced some measures CUlCJ 

sanctions:673 

The UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 755 of 20 May 1992 admitted the 

Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina to membership in the UN. The UNSeR 757 of 30 May 

1992 imposed political and economjc sanctions on Serbia. The UNSCR 776 of 

September 1992 extended the UNPROFOR's mandate to Bosnia-Herzegovil1a.674 The 

UNSCR 781 of October 1992 established no-fly zone in Bosnian airspace. The UN~CRs 
; 

819 and 834 of April and May 1993 established Srebrenica, Tuzla, Gorazde, Bihac, 

Sarajevo, and Zepa as 'safe areas'. The UNSeR 827 of May 1993 established the 

International War Crime Tribunal lor the Former Yugoslavia. The UNSeR 836 of June 

1.71 I} I' . 159 'U IC, op. Cll., p. . 
672 See Malcolm, op. cit., pp. 342-345. . 
(,n Allcock MiJivojcvic Ilorlon Cunf/ictln ~1/(! Furmer Yugoslavia, op. Cll., p. 302 
674 In f)ec~mher 1994, 'the lJNI:r~OI~OR in Bosnia-llerzegovina involved 22,208 troops from 19 states. 
Turkey joilled ill the UNI'ROH.)H. with 1,'162 troops. (See Table 10.4 ill Rumel, /laUelll /label, 01'. cit., 

p.226). 
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1993 authorized the UNPROFOR to protect the six safe areas. The UNSCR 998 of .hme 

1995 authorized the deployment of the Rapid Reaction Force to reinforce the 

UNPROFOR. 

The first significant meeting about the Bosnian War was held in London on 26-27 

August 1992. Representatives Jrom over 20 countries attended the London Conference. 

The conference issued a declaration covering matters such as recognition of Bosnia­

Herzegovina by all former Yugoslav republics, protection of territorial unity of Bosnia­

Herzegovina, guarantees for minorities and rights of return refugees, plus the 

establislnnent of an intemal peacekeeping force.Also, the conference condemned the Serb 

military forces' activities in Bosnia-Herzegoviria and regarded the new Yugoslavia (FRY) 

as assailant side. In the London Conference, Izetbegovic, as the representative of the 

Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina, appealed for military intervention or a lifting of the arm 

embargo that had been imposed in September 1991 on the whole of the former 

Yugoslavia by the UN. Yel, the Bosniak side's uemands wcre not acceptcu by the 

conference.675 

In April 1993, the Vance-Dwell pel Ice plan was devised by American Cyrus Vance, 

the UN peace envoy, and British Lord David Owen, the EU mediator. The plan divided 

up Bosnia-Herzegovina into 10 cantons on the basis of ethnicity and the historical 

contexts. According to plan, three of these cantons were to be mainly Bosniaks, three 

mainly Serbs, and three mainly Croat; and Sru:~jevo was to be governed by the three 

ethnic groups. Also, Sarajevo was to be scat of a weakcncd central government for 

Bosnia-Herzegovina. These plan was accepted by Croat side but Bosniaks and Serbs did 

1 1 676 not accept t le p an. 

On 22 May 1993, the Washington Accord (or Program) was prepared and signed by 

the USA, Russia, Britain, France and Spain in Washington. TIns accord considered that 

sanctions against the FRY should continue; the safe areas would be expanded; the nOefly 

zone was to be retained; war crime tribunal was to be established and international 

assistance should be sent to monitor Serbia's borucrs with 13osnia. The Washington 

675 See for more details Rossanet, Bertrand, Peacemaking and Peacekeeping In Yugoslavia, the Hague: 
I(luwcr 1 ,uw 11I1(~rnaliollul, 19%, pp. 5-11 nnd <JlIW, "p. cit., pp. 224-23 I. 
676 See for more details Gow, op. cit., pp. 235-247 and O'Ballance, op. cit., pp~ 136-139. 
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Accord was not welcomed and accepted by the three sides of the war. Izetbegovic, 

complaining that he had not been consulted, said the Washington Accord was 

unacceptable, and accused the international community of abandoning his country, of 

rewarding Serb aggression, and consigning the Bosniaks to the UN reservation. Also, 

lzetbegovic called for Western military iI11erve~tion.677 

One month lat~r, the Geneva Conference was held in July 1993 among Izethegovic, 

Milosevie and Tudjman. In the ncgotiations, mediators (Lord Owen and Norwegian 

Thornvard Stoltenberg) formed a peace plan which was called the Geneva Peace Plan or 

thc Owen-Stoltenherg Plan. These plan divided Bosnia-Ilcrzegovina into three parts on 

the basis of ethnicity. According to the plan, 53 percent, 30 percent, and 17 percent of 

the territory was given respectively to Serbs, Bosniaks and Croats. This plan was 

accepted by the Serb and Croat sides but rejected by the Bosniak government. The 

Owen-Stoltenberg Plan was modified at the end of 1993 in to 'European Union Action 

Plan'. The Action Plan gave the Serb side 49 percent of the territory, the Bosniak side 

33.5 percent, and the Croat side] 7.5 percent. The modified plan was again accepted by 

the Serbs and the Croats but rejected by the Bosniak side.678 

The Vance-Owen and Owen-Stoltenberg plans were not accepted by both the PDA 

and the MBO since they suggested that the disintegration of Bosnia-Herzegovina on the 

basis of ethnicity meant the destruction of Bosniak identity and nation. That is, they 

regarded the territorial unily of Bosnia-Herzegovina as the basic provision for protection 

of Bosniak nation and identity. 

Also, these peace plans accelerated 'ethnic cleansing policy' and intensified the war 

because they cut the territory into administrative entities on the basis of ethnic rnaj~rity. 
; 

Therefore, the Serbian and Croatian militarist forces accelerated and intensified 'policy of 

ethnic cleansing' against Bosniaks in order to increase the munber of regions where they 

• • 679 were maJority. 

On the other hand, there was a contradiction betwccn the London Conference and the 

peace plans because although the London Conference supported the protection of 

677 Gow, op. cit., pp. 167-169 
678 • 52 Urifinished Peace ... , op. CIt., p. . 
679 Anciaux, op. cit., p. 185. 
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territorial unity of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the peaee plans did not respect the wuty of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina and did not aim to protect its unity. On the contrary, the plans 

involved partition of Bosnia-Herzegovina on the basis ofethnicity.680 

At the end of 1993, the UN begin to threaten Croatia with economic sanction 

because of its support to the CDC and CDF. Tudjman, in order to satisfY the UN, forced 

Boban to resign from his posts of president of the CDU and the CRHB. On 8 February 

1994, Krcsimir Zubak rcphlccd Bobun as prcsident orthc CDU Ilnd the CIUIB.C>lII 

In the same month, the American and German pressures over Tudjman and 

Izetbegovic resulted in the cease-fire between Croat and Bosniak forces on 23 February 

1994. On 18 March, following the Bosniak-Croat cease-fire, the Croat and Bosniak sides 

signed the 'Washington Agreement' in Washington D. c., at a ceremony hosted by the 

U.S. President Clinton. 

This agreement provided that "Bosniaks and Croats, as constituent peoples and 

citizens of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in the exercise of their sovereign 

rights, transform the internal structure of the territories with a majority of Bosniak and 

Croat population in the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina into a Federation, which is 

composed of federal units with· equal rights and responsibilities. The decisions on the 

constitutional status of the territot:ies of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina with a 

majority of Serb population shall be made in the C(ourse of negotiations toward a 

peace/ill sel/lemenl (Ind a/ the Internalional COI!(erence un the Furmer Yugus/avill".6R2 

The Washington Agreement was an accord on the creation of a Bosniak-Croat 

Federation within Bosnia-Herzegovina, with a further preliminary agreement for a 

(';ollli.xh.::ratioll 0" this IICW Ilxlcralioll with Croatia itseiC Accordillg to thc agrccmcllt, thc 

Bosniak-Croat Federation's power was to be shared between the two ethnic groups,'with 

provision for the rotation of the posts of president and prime minister between Bosniaks 

and Croats. 

By the end of the month, the agreement had been ratiticd by the assemblies of 

680 See OUney, Nur~in Ate~oglu, "l3osna-llcrsek Sorullu ve Ban~ Oorii~meleri", in Oeneer Ozcan & 
Kemali Sayba~lh (cds.), Yeni Balkanlar, Eski Sorunlar, Istanbul: Haglam Yaymlan, 1997, p. 269-273. 
681 BOllgarcl. or. cit.. p. 110. 
(,H1 I' . 0 ,-oSSullet, op. CIt., p. 6 . 
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H.epublic of Bosnia-Herzegovina in Sarajevo and the CRHB in Mostar. lzetbegovic 

became the first president of the Bosniak-Croat Federation. Croat Kresimir Zubak was 

elected prime minister and Bosniak Eyup Ganic became deputy of prime minister.683 

Also, as a portion of the Washington Agreement, the 'Confederation Agreement' 

was signed by presidents Tudjman of Croatia and Izetbegovic of Bosnia-Herzegovina. It 

provided for a Confederal Council with rotaling chair, as well as for moves toward 

economic and cultural cooperation and cooperation of defense policies.684 

Aller the Washington Agreement, in July 1994, the Contact Group (Britain, 

France, Germany, Russia and t.he USA) prepared a plan t.hat called for division of tlle 

territory between the newly founded Bosniak-Croat federation and the Bosnian Serbs on 

the basis of a 51 percent to 49 percent of the territory. The Serb forces at this time 

controlled some 70 percent of Bosnia. On 20 July 1944, Karadzic rejected the 51-49 

percent territorial split; demanded guarantees for the Serbian corridors joining Serbia 

proper with Krajina; demanded access to the Adriatic Sea; and, most importantly, 

stressed that any acceptance of the plan must include provision for future review of the 

plan with the right of secession for the two constituent ethnic states. These demands were 

rejected by the Bosniak and Croat sides, and so, the Contact Group Plan failed.685 

The Bosniak-Croat cease-lire and the Washington Agreement was a product of 

American and German diplomacy that forced the. two sides to establish an alliance against 

the Serb side. Establishment of anti-Serb alliance betwecn Bosniaks and Croats through 

the cease-frre and the Washington Agreement started the tcnnination of the war in 

Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

The Bosniak-Croat alliance has organized joint military operations ag~t tl;te 

Serb lorces since the Washington Agreement, and this operations had damaged' and 

weakened considerably the Serb Jhilitary force by the 1995. On 22 July 1995, Izetbegovic 

and Tudjman met in Split and signed an agrce~~nt, so-called Split Declaration, that was 

supported by the US and Gennan government, on mjlitary cooperation against the Serb 

683 Babuna, Bir U1usun Dogu~u: ... , op. cit.,. p. 207... , . . 
684 Allcock, Miliv~ievic, Horton (cds.), Conflict In The Former }ug~.~~a~/a, op. CIt. p. 327. 
6ft5 See Ecollomides, Spyros &. Tllylo/', 1'11111, "Former Yllp,oslavm , 111 .lmncs Mllynll (cd.), 71,e New 
Interventionism, 199 J -} 994: United Nations Experience in Cambodia, Former Yugoslavia and SOIlIali, 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996, pp. 85-87. 
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forces.
686 

The Split Declaration was followed by Ole Croat attack (the Operation StOlID) 

on the RSK and the defeat of the SAK between 4-10 August 1995. 

On the other hand, bitter inner conflicts began to emerge in the Serb side in 1994. 

Serbia, that was damaged greatly by the UN economic sanctions, in order to satisfY the 

UN, imposed economic sanctions on the RepubJika Srpska on 4 August 1994. As a 

reward lor this, the UN rcopencd Belgrade airport Jor intcrnationaillights, restarted the 

ferry from Bar (Montcllegro) In Bari (llaly), amlliflcd sanctions in the spheres ofclIltliral 

and sport exchange. Of course, this situation broke up cooperation and alliance between 

the Milosevic regime in Serbia and the Karadzic government in the Republika Srrpska.687 

Furthcnnore, in August 1995, Karadzic forced Ratko Mladic, commandcr of thc 

ARS, to resign from his post. But, Mladic, who was fortified by the support of his 

ofticers, refused to resign. In the same time, the Serbian Patriotic Front, consisting of a 

number of opposition parties and supported by the army, demanded the resignation of 

Karadzic in October 1995.688 

The overrunning ofthe safe areas of Srebrenica and Zepa by the Serbian forces in 

July 1995 brought the issue to a head and paved the way for NATO to take a central role 

in managing the crisis. The UNPROFOR was strengthened by the deployment of the 

Rapid Reaction Force and the withdrawal of the UN peacekeepers from vulnerable 

position; NATO began to plan for more widespread air strikes, and the dual-key 

arrangement with the UN was abandoned. After a Serb mortar attack on Sar~evo on 28 

August 1995, which kiHeu 37 civilians and wounded 88, NATO issued an ultimatum to 

the Serb forces to remove the artillery from the area surrounding Sarajevo or face 

reprisals. When the Scrb f()[CCS did not comply, NATO initiatcd a tllr(~c-wcck campaign 

of air strikes targeting the Serb military installations, communications centers' and 

ammunition dumps. The Milosevic regime did no react to the attacks.
689 

Finally, (1) establishment of the Bosniak· Croat alliance under the Washington 

686 See Osman~avu~oglu, op. cit., pp. 215-216. 
687 Teokarevic, Jovan, "Neither War nor Peace: Serbia and Montenegro in the First Half oflhe I 990s", in 

Dyker & Vejvoda (eds.), op. cit., p. 186. 
688 Bougarel, op. cit., p. 112. 
689 Kaurman, Joyce P., NATO and the Former Yugoslavia: Crisis, Conflict, and the Atlantic Alliance, 
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2002, pp. 119-120. 
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Agreement, (2) the NATO air strikes against the Bosnian Serb forces, (3) the itmer 

conflicts within the nationalist Serb Alliance, and (4) the defeat of the SAK by the 

Croatian Army resulted in the Serb side agreeing to a cease-fire and eventually led to the 

Dayton Peace Accords. 

V. 5. v. The Dayton Peace Accords and Foundation of the "Republic of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina" 

Complex series documents was negotiated at the Wright~Patterson Air Foree Base of 

the U.S. Air Force, near Dayton, Ohio, bctween 1 and 21 Novcmber 1995. The 

docwnents were finally signed in Paris on 14 December 1995. The accords were signed 

by the representatives of the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Republic of Croatia 

and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, respectively Izetbegovic, Tudjman and 

Miloscvic. 

lzetbegovic in the same day addressed that "This (the Dayton Peace Accords) may 

not be a just peace, but it is morejusllhan a continuation o/war". Also, Tudjman stated 

that "the agreement will result ill Illsting pellce lind creale conditiol1s for the 

establishment of a new world order in this part of the world". And Milosevic emphasized 

that "the solutions achieved here· include pairiful concessions by all sides".69o 

The Dayton Peace Accords691 established the "Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina" as a 

federation, composed of two entities: the "Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina (populated 

predominantly by Bosniaks and Croat ethnicity) and the "Republika Srpska (Serbian 

Republic)". Its institution consists of a three-person Presidency (one llosniak and one 

Croat elected directly from the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and one Serb from 

Republika Srpska, chaimmllship rotating); a Council of Ministers (6 ministers tha~ are 

nominated by the Presidency a~ld endorsed by the I-louse of Representatives; 

chairmanship rotating); a bicameral Parliamentary Assembly (House of Representatives 

involving 42 members directly elected: 28 from the Federation and 14 from Republika 

Srpska, and HOllse of People invoJving ) 5 dcJegatcs: 5 .Bosniaks, 5 Croats arc delegated 

690 Taylor, op. cit., p. 4l. 
691 See for the Dayton Peace Accords Cousens, Elizabeth M. & Cater, Charles K., Toward Peace In 
Bosnia: Implementing the Dayton Accordy, London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2001, pp. 33-51 ; 
I1irfe~mi~. Milletfer Kararlarmda E~·ki Yugoslavya ve lJusl1a-lIersek, istanbul; DayaJ1l~lIla Vukf. 
Yaymlan, 1996, pp. 271-292 and, for the full text ofthe accord, htlp;//www.ohr.intfgfalgfu-home.htm. 
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by the Federation House of People and 5 Serbs are delegated by the Republika Srpska 

National Assembly); a Constitutional Court and a Central Bank. The Constitutional Court 

is dominated by judge who is appointed by the European Court of Human Rights and 

who cannot be a citizen of Bosnia or neighboring states, and the Central Bank is run by 

an IMF appointee who cannot be a Bosnian citizen. According to the Dayton Accord, the 

constitutional structure of the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina cannot be chqnged by the 

Parliamentary Assembly. 

The Republic is responsible for external representation and affairs, including 

foreign trade; customs; monetary policy; intemational and inter-entity Jaw enforcement; 

international and inter-entity transport and communications; coordination of the actions 

of the governments of the two entities; and execution of the decisions of the 

Parliamentary Assembly. It is answerable for its budget to the Parliamentary Assembly. 

The Republika Srpska's institution consists of National Assembly (83 members 

directly elected); the Presidency (President and Vice-President directly elected) and the 

Govenmlent that is nominated by the Presidency and endorsed by the National Assembly. 

Also, there are Municipal Councils at the municipal level.. 

The Federation of BosJlla-Herzegovina'sinstitution consists of Federation House 

of Representatives (140 members directly elected); Federation House of People (80 

members: 30 Bosniaks, 30 Croats, 20 others, delegated by Cantonal Assemblies); the 

Federation Presidency (President and Vice-President, 1 Croat and 1 Bosniak, nominated 

and endorsed by the Federation House of People, chairmanship rotating); the Federation 

Government that is nominated by the Federation Presidency and endorsed by the 

Federation House of Representatives. Also, unlike in the Repuhlika Srpska, there are lO 
\ . 

cantons which have their own institutions of cantonal Presidency, Assembly' and 

Government. In addition to these, there are also Municipal Councils at the municipal 

level. 

The Dayton Peace Accords conJinncd the central role of NATO in the Bosnia 

war and in the loundation of new Bosnian state. Under the Dayton Accords, NATO 

committed itself to depJoy the Implementation Force (lFOR) in order to implement the 

Accords. The IFOR, that replaced the UNPROFOR at the end of December 1995, had a 
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maximum strength of 60,000 troops and involved 35 country (NATO's 16 members, plus 

forces from Central and Eastern Europe, Russia, and other cowltries such as Malaysia 

and Egypt). In contrast to the UNPROFOR, the IFOR had the mandate, military means, 

and political backing necessary to maintain the peace in Bosnia-Herzegovina and for the 

fIrst time included the U.S. ground forces. In 1997, the IFOR was renamed the 

Stabilization Force (SFOR), and its size was reduced to 36,000 troops. Early in 1998, 

NATO members agreed to a further extension ofthe SFOR's mission with no clear time 

limit.692 

Another important product of the Dayton Accords is "the Office of the High 

Representative (the OrIR)".693 The OHR works under leadership of the "High 

Representative" who is nominated by the "Steering Board of the Peace Implementation 

Council" and endorsed by the UN Security Council. The High Representative has not 

authority over the NATO-led military SFOR. 

According to Article II of Annex 10 ofthe Dayton Accords, the OHR has seven 

tasks and authority: (1) To monitor the implementation of the peace settlement. (2) To 

maintain close contact with the parties to the Agreement and to promote their full 

compliance with all civilian aspects of the Agreement (3) To coordinate the activities of 

the civilian organizations and agencies in Bosnia-Herzcgovina and to ensure the efficient 

implementation of the civilian aspects of the peace settlement. (4) To facilitate, as the 

High Representative judges necessary, the resolution of any difficulties arising in 

connection with civilian implementation. (5) To participate in meetings of donor 

organizations. (6) To report periodically on progress to the UN, the EU, the USA, 

Russian Federation and other interested governments, parties and organiza.tio~. (7) 

Finally, to provide guidance to the UN International Police Task Force. 

The OHR has grown from a small organization, comprising just the High 

Representative and some 60 staff, into a much larger body. At the end of2000, the OHR 

employed 681 staff and 18 office throughout Bosnia-Herzegovina and one representation 

ollice in Brussels. The OUR's headquarters arc in Sarajevo.The High Representative, his 

692 Allcock, Milivojevie, Horton (cds.), Coriflictln The Former Yugoslavia ,op. cit., pp. 119-120. 
6<)) See lor the Otliec orlligh Represcntativc www. ohr. inl. 
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Principal Deputy and his Senior Deputies and their cabinets are based in Sar~evo. In 

addition, the Sarajevo Office accommodates the Political, Economic and Legal 
.. , 

Dcpartments, Rule of Law Pillar, the Return and Reconstruction Task Force, the Military 

Cell; the Press Office and the Resources Department. 

In the economic field, the OHR coordinates the repair and reconstruction of 

liosnia-Herzegovina's inlrastructure, including its roads, bridges, airports, telephone 

networks and utilities. The reconstruction islinanced undcr a 5.1 billion doJIars World 

BallI< I Furopeall ('Ollllllissioll program, A pal'l li'om (-"~()Ilnlllie rl'fllI'lll, ""hidl aims to 

integrate Bosnia-Herzegovina's economy into international capitalist relations, the.OHR 

is also focusing on other issues such as refugee return, judicial and legal reform, the 

protection of human rights, educational rdorm, media re.lorm, establishment of 

institutions of the state, establishment of public service broadcasting, and Bosnia­

Herzegovina's integration into Europe, 

On 8-9 December 1995, The Peace Implementation Council (PI C)694 was 

established by the Peace Implementation Conference in London. The PIC comprises 55 

countries and agencies. The PIC has come together at the rninisteriallevel five times to 

review progress and define the goals of implementation of the Agreement since the 

London Conference:in June 1996 in Florence; in December 1996 in London; in December 

1997 in Bone; in December 1998 in Madrid, and in May 2000 in Brussels. The .PIC funds 

the OHR. Its budget in 2002 is 25,1 million Euro. Contributions to the OHR budget 

break down as follows: EU 53%, USA 22%, Japan 10%, Russia 4%, Canada 3%, the 

Organization oflslamic Conference (OIC) 2.5%, others 5.47%. 

The London Peace Implementation Conference also established the "St~ering 

Board of the PIC" work under the chairmanship of the High Representative as the 

executive ann of the PIC. The Steering Board members are Canada, France, Germany, 

Italy, Japan, Russia, United Kingdom, United States, the Presidency of the European 

Union, the European Commission, and the OIC, which is represented by Turkey. The 

Steering Broad, which nominates thc High Representative, meets at the level of political 

directors every four to eight weeks and at the level of Foreign Ministers once a year. 

(,,)4 See lor the Pcacc Implcmcntation COllllcil www. ohr. int. 
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Among the most important milestones in the process of implementation of the 

Dayton Agreement was the PIC Conference that was held in December 1997 in Bone. 

The Bone Conference expanded the OHR's power to deciding the time, location and 

chairmanship of the government meetings; enacting measures that had not been accepted 

by the Bosnian oHic.ial authof.ities; and dismissing elected o:fficials at every level of 

government. 

After the Dayton Peace Accords, the first general election for BiH House of 

Representatives was held in September 1996. This election was sponsored and supervised 

by the international community. This election repeated the results of the previous election 

in 1990. That is to say, the 1996 election reproduced again ethnic division of Bosnia­

Ilcr;.r,egovina because the three nationalistic parties (the PDA, the SDP, the COU) won 

36 seats of the 42 seats in BiH House of Representatives. The SDP and the CDU came 

in second and third after the PDA WiU145.2 (19 seats), 21.4 (9 seats) and 19.0 (8 seats) 

percent orthe seats, respectively. The PDA and the CDU won respectively 54.2 and 25.3 

percent of the votes in the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the SDP won 54.5 

percent orthe votes in the Republika Srpska.695 

The three nationalist ieaders of Bosniak, . Serb and Croat communities -

rcspcctively, Alija Izclbcgovic, MOlllcil Knljisnik and Kresimir Zubak - were electcd in 

the September 1996 elections and they formed a three-member presidency Wlder the 

chairmanship of Izetbegovic, followed by the establishment of a common government for 

llosnia-llerzegovina. In thc l"cdc1'alion of Bosnia-Herzegovina, Krcsimir Zubak became 

Prcsident and llosniak Eyup Ganic became Vice-President. The ftrst prinlc ministcr ofthc 

rcderation was Haris Sil~jdzic.696 

On the other hand, in the Rcpublika Srpska, in June 1996, as a result of the 

West's pressure, Karadzic stepped down as president of Republika Srpska and 

relinquished this oflice to Biljana Plavsic,who was supported by the West. Also, 

Karadzic stepped down as president of the SDP. Four months later, PJavsic dismissed 

General Ratko Mladic, the commander of the ARS during the war.
697 

(',)5 • 
Agh, op. CIt., p. 218. .. . 

696 Babuna, "Degi~en Bo~nak Kimligi Uzerine", op. CIt., p. 85. 
697 Ramet, Balkan Babel, op. cit., p. 283. 
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Finally, it should be emphasized that the OHR has great power and authority in 

the Bosnian politics, and its power has increased since the Dayton Peace Accords at the 

expanse of Bosnian people, elected representatives and the state's institutions. For 

example, in July 1997, the OBR dissolved the RS Parliamentary Assembly and overruled 

the RS constitutional court to Jorce new eJections. 1 t then organized the selection of a 

governing coalition that excluded the largest party, the SDp. Furthermore, in March 

1999, the High Representative dismissed the newly elected the RS presidcnt, Nikola 

Poplasen, and prevented the vice-president, Mirko S aro vic, from assuming his post. 

Then, Poplasen's Serb Radical Party was banned from competing in the state, the entity 

and the municipal elections in 2000. Also, in November 1999, the high representative 

dismissed nine mayors along with other local ofiicials from the PDA, the SDP and the 

CDU. Also, neither the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina nor the Republika Srpska can 

determine their own economic policies. The economic policies of the l)OW Bosnian statc 

are prepared and carried out by IMF and the OHR. That is, the Bosnian state institutions 

and elected representatives have not power for determination and government of the 

B · 698 osman economy. 

v. 6. Costs and Results of the Wars 

In the Croatian war, according to the Croatian official records, arowld 20,000 

people were killed, 55,000 il1iured, 3,000 missing and 600,000 displaced.699 Before the 

war, Croatian economy had 1,690,000 people in employment, and in 1995 there were 

ahout 1 million; so, 690,000 johs were lost as a: result of the war.700 The war destroyed 
, 

about 30 percent of the Croatia's industrial potential. Total material damage is estimated 

at hetween $22 and $25 hillion. About 7800 miles of roads, or 38 percent of the tobd 

road network, was hadly damaged. Dozens of important bridges were wrecked, including 

the hridge at Maslenica near the port of Zadar Oil the Adriatic coast, which carries the 

bulk of the tourist traffic to and from Dalmatia, Croatia's most important tourist region. 

Also, thousands of factories, schools, hospitals and churches were badly damaged or 

698 See Chandler, David, "Bosnia: The Democracy Paradox", Current lIistory, 2001, pp. 14-19. 
699 M · . 8 eSIC, op. CIt., p. . 
700 B·I dz' . 90 I an IC, op. CIt., p. . 
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destroyed by artillery and aerial attacks.70' 

The most dramatic and bloody product of the col1apse of socialist self-management 

system and of the disintcgration of Yugoslavia was the Bosnian War. This war did not 

only damage Bosniak.s but also the Bosnian Croats and Serbs. However, we should 

accept that the Bosniak side was more damaged than the Croat and Serb sides. The 

destructive efiects of the Bosnian war are still continuing in Bosnia-Herzegovina in the 

present day. 

According to Vlademir Zerjavic, the distinguished Zagreb demographer, 215,000 

persons died in the Bosnian war between April) 992-Dccerpber 1995 and that among the 

dead were about 160,000 Bosniaks, 30,000 Croats, and 25,000 Serbs. Moreover, 

although the bitterness of the Croat-Bosniak battles can not be denied, Zerjavic claims 

that only 2,000 Bosniaks were killed by Croat forces; the remaining 158,000 died at the 

hand of Serbian forces. Of the 30,000 Croats who lost their lives in the war, 2,000 were 

killed by the Bosniak fbrces and about 28,000 were killed by the Serbian forces, 

according to Zerjavic's calculations. And of the 25,000 Serbs who lost their lives in the 

war, Zerjavic estimates that about half of them were killed by the Bosniak forces and half 

by the Croat forces. 702 

In addition to these casualties, nearly 30,000-70,000 women were raped during the 

war.703 Also, about 1,300,000 - 2,000,000 Bosnian people emigrated as a result of 

the war. These people emigrated to Austria (54.700), Belgium (5,000), Croatia 

(184,000), Denmark (18,500), Germany (275,000), Macedonia (6,200), Slovenia 

(29,000), Slovakia (l,800), Sweden (50,000), Switzerland (11,100), Turkey (20,000), 

the Czech Republic (4,000).704 According to Declaration of the Political Directors ,?fth~ 

PIC Steering Board on 30 January 2003, 900,000 people of them have returned and 

resettled in Bosnia-Herzegovina since 1996.
705 

Also,the economic life in Bosnia-Herzegovina was paralyzed by the war and~Bosnian 

701 Cviic, op. cit., p. 196. 
702 Ramet, Balkan Babel, op. cit., p. 239. 
703 See for the rape issue in the Bosnian war Alkan, Necmettin, Dagllan Yugos/avya Mozaginde Bosna, 

Istanbul: 8eyan Yaymlan, 1995, pp. 93-113. ..... 
704 Kumbetoglu, BelklS, "Gi>~men SlglllmacI Gruplardan SIr Keslt: Bulgarlstan Goc;:menlen ve Bosnall 
Slgmmacllar", in Sayba~lh & Qzcan (cds.), op. cit., pp. 243-244. 
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Bosnian people still suller fi'om the economic problems that resulted .lrOl11 the war: 

417,000 house were destroyed during the war and, the war increased number of 

unemployed people to 700,000.706 According to the World Bank, about one-third of 

Bosnia's health facilities, half of its schools, and about two-thirds of its housing were 

destroyed during the war. Much of the transportation and teJecommunications systems 

were destroyed, and in 1997, industrial production stood at about 10 percent of prewar 

levcls.
707 

Unemployment pegged at 50 percent in the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina 

and at 90 percent in the Republika Srpsak in 1996.708 

In 2003, according to the Institutes of Statistics of tlle Federation and tl1e 

Republika Srpska, there were 420,000 unemployed people in the Bosnian economy; and 

20 percent of the population was below the poverty line as internationally defined, and 

allother 30 pereelll. or t.he populatioll wm: close to it. Also, trude dl.',lieit wus 4,466 million 

KM. Mafia, organized crime, smuggling, drug, prostitution, bribe, tax evasion are other 

important problems of the current Bosnia-Hcrzcgovina.7
0

9 

Even though religion and religious differences played role in the Bosnian War, it 

IS absolutely wrong to describe the Bosnian War as a 'religious and cultural conflict/clash 

among Muslim Bosniaks-()rlho~lox Serbs-Catholic Croats,710 because of three rensons: 

705 See for this declaration www. ohr. int. 
706 Karatay, Osman, Ba'de Harabi'l Bosna, Istanbul: iz Yaymclhk, 1997, p. 87. 
707 Ramel, /lallwn /lahel, op. cit., p. 2RO. 
7()8 Cohcn, Lcnard J., "Whose Uosnia? The Politics of Nation Building", Current History, 6J 7, J 998, p. 
Ill. 
709 See for economic indicators ofBosnia-Herzegovina's economy www. ohr. int. 
710 Samuel Huntington argues that ''fimdamental source of conflict in this neW world will not be 
primarily ideological or primarily economic. The great divi,dons among humankind and the dominating 
source of conflict will be cultural. Nation states will remain the most powerfill aciors in world affairs, 
but the principle conflict of global politics will occur between nations and groups of different 
civilizations. The clash of civilizations will dominate global politics. The fault lines between civilizations 
will be the battle lines ofthefuture". (Huntington, op. cit., p. 22). 

So, according to this hypothesis, the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s in Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia 
were respectively the CaLholic Slovene-Orthodox Serb, the Catholic Croat-Ol1hodox Serb, and the 
Muslim Bosniak-Orthodox Serb-Catholic Croat wars. That is, Huntington maintains that these wars 
resulted from cultural and religious differences and conflicts among such nations. Therefore, according 
to his assumption, the SJovenian, Croatian and Bosnian wars were cultural and religious clashes among 
the Serbs Croat Slovene and Bosniak nations. (See Hlmtington, op. cit., pp. 33, 37-38). 

Also: like Huntington, the Croat nationalist liberal leader Tudjrnan viewed the Bosnian War as a 
'clash of civilization' : "The Yugoslav experience showed that Cll/lural divides and com/rainl.v turned out 
of be decisive - so strong that the common stale proved not viable, 11,e current fault-line overlaps with 
those of the Roman Empire (Theodosian line) between Rome, Byzantium, and hlam, as well as with the 
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First of all, there were bitter inner conflicts and contradictions in the Serb, 

Bosniak and Croat sides. These inner conflicts and contradictions illustrates the 

complexity of the war in Bosnia and suggests that it cannot be viewed as a religious and 

cultural clash alone. 

Secondly, during thc war, somc common civil organiwtions, associations, 

cooperation and demonstrations were formed by the Bosnian Bosniaks, Serbs and Croats 

against the militarist nationalist policies in order to prevent the war. Also, they extremely 

opposed any partition ofl3osnia between Serbia and Croatia. 

And [mally, some Serb politicians and generals took place 10 the Bosnik war 

government and in the ARBH. They supported independence and territorial unity of 

Bosllia-Ilerzcgovina, and li)r this purpose, li)ught against the Serb and Croat nationalist 

militarist forces that aimed to occupy Bosnia-Herzegovina. For example, a lot of the 

Sarajevo Serbs defended Sarajevo together with Bosniaks against the Serbian military 

forces during the siege. Serbs formed 30 percent of the Sarajevo defense force against the 

Serb siege. Also, the second commander of the Sarajevo defense force was a Bosnian 

Serb Jovan Divjak.711 

All of them shows that' the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina was not a religious and 

cultural clash, and did not spring from religious and cultural differences/contradictions. 

Also, it should be pointed that despite the religious differences, there is close cultural, 

linguistic and ethnical allinity among the Yugoslav peoples (Serbs, Croats, Slovenes, 

Bosniaks, Macedonians and Montenegrins). And this ruIinity played an important role in 

1oundation of both the Jirst and second Yugoslavia, and organization of the communist 

Partisan Movement in the Second World War. 

In fact, both the Bosnian and Croatian wat·s were products of economic and 

political aims of the Serbian and Croatian nationalist liberal bW'eaucratjc~technocratic 

ruling classes which aimed to promote their political and economic position through 

establishing capitalist "Greater Serbia" and (:~pltalist "Greater Croatia". lIenee, the 
.-., - -.---... ~ .. -•. -.-.~--_. ____ I __ ... __ ~_ •. _ .• '"_ .. _. _____ ... _ ... _. __ ,. ____ .-_~ ____ ' __ ".-

border between the Ottoman and the Habsburg empires. And the region where this divide of civilizations 
is most palpable, Bosnia-fJerzegovina, produced one of the most powerful crisis of today". (Unfinished 

Peace ... , op. cit., p. 16). 
711 13ora, Bosna-Hersek: ... , op. cit., 158. 
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Milosevic and Tudjman regimes played more important and detenninative role tlJan the 

religious/cultural differences in the wars. That is to say, the nationalist liberal alliance of 

Croatian Croats-Bosnian Croats and the nationalist liberal alliance of Serbian Serbs -

Bosnian Serbs exploded war in Bosnia-Herzegovina for they aimed to create a capitalist 

"Greater Croatia" or a capitalist "Greater Serbia". 

The Bosnian war was ended by the Dayton Peace Accords that was prepared and 

imposed by the Great Powers (the EU and the USA). It not only ended the war but also 

created "Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina" involving two entities, the 'Federation of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina' and the 'Republika Srpska'. The new Bosnian state constructed by 

the Dayton Accord is an independent state in the accord papers, but in reality, it is a 

'mandate state' which is controlled and governed by the Great Powers through the OUR 

and the SFOR. Also it is a very 'fragile state' since nationalism has not be abolished or 

mininuzed in the Bosnian politics. 

The Great Powers' inLcrvenLion712 in the Bosnia-Herzegovina through the OUIZ 

and the SFOR was ~enerally regarded as the essential provision for protection peace and 

integrity of Bosnia-I Ierzcgovina. In l~lcL, although it stopped the war, the Great Powers' 

intervention through the OHR' and the SFOR affected the Bosnian state and peoples 

negatively because or four reasons: Firslly, it disempowers the Bosnian people, political 

parties and elected representatives at the political sphere. Second.ly, it hinders 

improvement of negotiations about internal affairs anlong Bosniak, Serb and Croat sides. 

Thirdly, the intervention prevents development of the Bosnian state institutions. Finally; 

presence of the OHR and the SFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina institutionalizes and 

intensifies political, economic and regional fiagmentation in the country. 

Although the Serbo-Croat War in Croatia and the Bosnian War did not extend 

over the Serbian and Montenegrin territories, the Serbian and Montenegrin people 

sulIcrcd severely fi:om the wars as the Serbian and Montenegrin economies were 

damaged extensively by the UN economic sanctions between l\1ay 1992 and 1996. The 

economic sanctions deepened the ecollolllic crisis orthe 19808 and deteriorated sharply 

712 Simon Jenkins, a London Times columnist, defined the 'Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina' as "world 

capital (-!/inLervenlionism". (Chandler, or. cit., p. 116). 
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the standard of living of the Serbian and Montenegrin peoples. J n ] 992 when economic 

sanctions were introduced on the FRY, Serbi~Ul and Montenegrin social product fell 26 

percent in comparison with the previous year, and in 1993 it went down by another 30 

percent. While Serbia and Montenegro had a $3,300 per capita social product in 1990, in 

1993 it was only $700 and in 1994 $1,100. Also, unemployment grow considerably: out 

of the 10,500,000 inhabitants of Serbia and Montenegro, 720,000 were unemployed in 

1995. In 1994, 2,100,000 people, more than one-tJlird of the Serbian population, were 

oOicially below the poverty line. This figure had been 360,000, or 6.23 percent of the 

Serbian population, in 1990. 

Furthermore, the sanctions curtailed the dinar's value and increased inflation 

sharply. In 1991,5,000 dinars had a value of$550, while three weeks ailer the sanctions, 

their value dropped to $2.70. By May 1993, one year after the imposition of sanctions, 

inllation was at 205 percent monlhly. I n August, it rose to ] ,880 percent monthly. The 

Serb government calculated that the total damage inflicted by the sanctions amounted to 

$45 billion. 

It was more serious that, in two pediatric hospitals in Belgrade, 141 patients died 

in the course of] 993 because of shortage of medicines and surgical materials, which was 

80 more than in 1991. The mortality rate ofthe elderly was five times higher in 1993 than 

it had been in 1986. Twice as many people died in Serbia from infectious diseases and 

diabetes between 1991 and 1993 than in the previous two years. Furthermore, as a result 

of shortage, nearly 50 percent of BeJgrade's schoolchildren were anemic and 26 percent 

of the children in Nis were undernourished.
713 

The economic sanctions, which damaged Serbian economy and impoverishe;d the 
, i 

Serb people, had effect of strengthening the nationalist mood among the people, since 

sanctions were perceived as unjust and representing persecution of the Serbian people. 

That is, they felt that the Great Powers was punishing the Serb nation and considered the 

sanctions as 'international conspiracy' and 'genocide' against the SCffbs. This feeling and 

attitude of the Serb people was especially reinforced by the Serbian media that was 

713 These figures were quoted from Bookman, op. cit., pp. 78-80, I 14-1 18 and Tcokarevic, op. cit., pp. 

187-188. 
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controlled by the Milosevic regllllC. Thus, the sanctions drew people closer to the 

Milosevic regime, not further away. The Milosevie regime, in return, capitalized on the 

sanctions, bolstering public morale by encouraging the people to in history stand up to 

outside powers that were imposing iqjustice on the Serb nation. So, the economic 

sanctions on the FRY fed the Serbian nationalism and aggressiveness.714 

Another result of the economic and arms sanctions was about the power balance 

ill the Balkans. The sanctions damaged and weakened greatly the Serb army and 

economy, and thus, affected and altered the power structure in the Balkans.715 

Finally, we should emphasize that during the wars in Croatia and Bosnia, the 

Serbian and Croatian nationalist liberalism carried out ethnic-cleansing as political tool 

for creation or capitalist "Greater Serbia" and capitalist "Greater Croatia". For this 

purpose, likewise in the period of World War II, the Serb nationalist military forces 

attacked on non-Serb peoples and the Croat nationalist military forces on non-Croat 

peoples. Furthermore, they assaulted cultural and intellectual works such as libraries, 

museums, archives, mosques and churches. For this reason, the wars resulted in not only 

deaths and economic destruction, but also destruction of the civilian / social values and 

degeneration of the inteUectual· / spiritual life since the Serbian and Croatian nationalist 

liberalism aimed to destroy everything that might be an obstacle to capi~alist "Greater 

Serbia" and "Greater Croatia". Thus, the wars in Croatia and Bosnia which sprang from 

the Serbian and Croatian nationalist liberalism generated and increased hatreds among the 

Serb, Croat and Bosniak peoples. 

714 Bookman, op. cit., p. 122 and Teokarevic, op. cit., p. 186. 
715 Bookman, op. cit., p. 133. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

The Serbo-Croat relations in Yug(lslavia had two opposite and contradictory 

aspects: cooperaliol1 and conjlict. The Serbo-Croat cooperation had constructive, while 

the Serbo-Croat conflict had destructive effects in the botbfirst and second Yugoslavia. 

The first Serbo-Croat cooperation waC) set up in the period of World War I~ 1915-

1918, and played a constructive role in the foundation of the First Yugoslavia (the 

Kingdom of Yugoslavia). However, soon thereafter the foundation of the First 

Yugoslavia in 1918, the cooperation was transformed into conflict between the Serbian 

nationalism and the Croatian nationalism. 

The Serbian nationalism l~lvorcd ccntralization of the statc amI country, while the 

Croat side was in favor of federalization of the state and creation a federated Croat 

Repuhlic within the Kingdom. Also, somc nationalist Croat groups such as the Ustasha 

supported creation an independent "Greater Croatia". Moreover, some nationalist Serb 

groups such as Nikola Pasic's Serbian Radical Party regarded the foundation of the 

Kingdom of Yugoslavia as a m~lcstone lor creation a "Greater Serbia". The Serbo-Croat 

conflict in the First Yugoslavia culminated in the. 1929"royal coup and the a..<;sassination of 

King Aleksander Karadjordjcvic by the Ustasha Party in 1934. 

TIns conflict between centralist-nationalist Serbs and federalist-nat.ionalist Croat 

dominated and paralyzed the Yugoslav politics"in the interwar period. Although the 1939 

Sporazum between the Cvetkovic government and Macek's Croatian Peasant Party 

sofl.encd the eonnict and the political life, the fragile First Yugoslavia destroyed by the 

Axis occupation in April 1941. 

During the Second World WCJf, the Chclnik Movement led by DraAf..a Mihailovic 

and the Serb government-in-exile in London aimed to liberate the country and then to 

create "Greater Serbia" under the Karadjordevic dynasty. However, the Ustasha 

Movement and Croatian nationalism, thanks to the German and Italian support, 

established the Independent State of Croatia involving Croatia, Dalmatia, and Bosnia-

Herzegovina. 

The Chetniks assaulted the non-Serb population, while the Ustasha on the non-
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Croat population. The Chetniks carried out 'policy of ethnic cleansing' in order to lound 

"(ircalcl' Scrhia". whilc Ihe t ISlasha purslll~d t.he salllc policy (()J" establishment of 

"Greater Croatia". Of course, the Chetnik and the Ustasha terror deepened the Serbo­

Croat conflict and weakened the 'idea ofYugo~l~vism'. 

Uoth in the intcrwar period and during the Second World War, the most 

illlportant, dose and ellcclive Serbo-Croat cooperation was achieved within the yep and 

the Partisan Movement. or course. the Yugoslav communist. movement did not only 

include the Serb and Croat eOllllllunists, but the largest and the most influential actors of 

the YCP were the Belgrade and Zagreb branches of the party. 

Although, in the interwar period, some disagreements emerged between the 

Belgrade and Zagreb branches of the party, the communist Serbs and Croats struggled 

together against both the Serbian and Croatian nationalism and the Karadjordjevic 

dynasty in order to overthrow the existing regime and to achieve 'soc.ialist Yugoslav 

revolution'. After the Axis occupation in April 1941, the YCP formed the Partisan troops 

in order to liberate the cowltry and then to realize socialist revolution. During the war, 

the communist Partisans did not only fight against the occupying Axis annies led by 

Germany, but also against the Chetnik and the Ustasha armies. They coHaborated with 

the Germans and Italians in order to destroy the Partisan troops and to prevent any 

probable socialist revolution since the Chetniks and the Ustasha regarded the yep and 

the Partisan Movement as the most serious obstacle for creation of "Greater Serbia" and 

"Greater Croatia". for this reason, both Chetniks and the Ustasha collaborated with 

occupying German and Italian armies and attacked on the Partisan troops. As a result, the 

Partisans led by the YCP fuught against the occupying annies in order to liberat,e the 
i 

country and against the Serbian and Croatian nationalism in order to achieve socialist 

revolution aller the liberation. That is, communist Serbs and Croats established a 

cooperation within the Partisan Movement and the YCP, and fought together against the 

occupying amnes, the Serb Chetniks and the Croat Ustasha during the war. 

Aller the Partisan victory, the YCP founded the Second Yugoslavia. The Second 

Yugoslavia was founded as "Federal People's Republic of Yugoslavia" on 29 November 

PHS, alld its llalUC was changcd illto :'Socialist It'cdcrative Republic of Yugosll.lvil.l" by 



288 

the 1963 Constitution. So, the Sebo-Croat cooperation within the yep played a 

constructive role in the liberation or the country and foundatioll ofthe Second (Socialist) 

Yugoslavia. 

Since the Baisc Law of 27 June 1950, the socialist regime tried to demolish 

'exploitation of man by man' and to construct a 'classless society' in the Yugoslav 

Federation through the 'system of socialist self-management'. Between 1950-1980, the 

socialist self-management system achieved a considerable successes and development at 

the economic, politicaL cultural and intellectual levels, and established institutions for the 

working people's participation in the government of the economic, political and social life 

in order to remove 'exploitative relations' and to create 'classless society'. 

For the socialist self-management system, "the real threat came not from without, 

but from within".716 This 'treat coming from within' was the bureaucracy. The real enemy 

of the working people's self-management was not imperialism Of the old society's fwing 

classes hut 'upper hureaucrats' who controlled the state and party apparatuscs.717 This 

native enemy was called by Milovan Djilas as the New Class:m 

But this upper strata did not consist of Dilly 'upper bureaucrats' but also 

'managers of enterprises and lxinks'. So, James Silll11lie called this upper strata involving 

bureaucrats and technocrats as 'political and managerial elite' who controlled decision­

making process in the political and economic lite.719 Fred Singleton explained this 

'political-mtlllagerial elite' as 'rcd hourgeoisie' ill his hook ill 1l)76: "111 each republic 

there began to develop a local 'red bourgeoisie', each with its political power base in 

the republican League of Communists and its economic base in the local industrial 

entellJrises and banks. 111is was particularly ill evidence in Croatia, but it also affected 
i 

the other republics".720 

I calls this upper strata (the enemy of the socialist self-management system and 

working people) as "bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class (btrc)" that controlled 

political, economic, educational and media means.Benjamin Barber emphasizes that when 

716 Bennett, op. cit., p. 77. 
717 . 74 Horvat, op. CIt., p. . . 
718 See for more details Djilas, the New Class, op. cit. 
719 Simrnic, op. cit., p. 8. 
720 S' I . 272 109 eton, op. CIt., p. . 
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when citizens arc expelled 11'0111 the political sphere and power, it is occupied, controlled 

and governed by judges, bureaucrats and brigands.721 In the case of Socialist Yugoslavia, 

in order to empower and protect their economic and political position I power, the upper 

bureaucrats and technocrats expelled the working people from the political, economic, 

educational and media spheres, and occupied, controlled, and governed these sphercs.722 

So, especially since 1970, the political and economic position and power of the working 

people has continuously and dramatically weakened and declined because of the rise of 

the btrc. 

The ideological basis of the btrc was 'nationalist liberalism'. Nationalist upper 

bureaucrats-technocrats, in order to maxinlize their self-power and self-interests, tried to 

empower their own rcpublic's economic and political powcr at the expense ofthe others. 

Unavoidably, this nationalist attitude damaged and weakened sharply the 'idea of 

Yugoslavism' based on the principle of'Bratstvo i Jedinstvo (Brotherhood and Unity)'. 

But also, the btrc was 'liberal' since the upper bureaucrats-technocrats aimed to 

destroy the socialist self-management system, to reconstruct capitalism and to integrate 

the country into international capitalist relations in order to empower their economic and 

political position, that is, to promote their position from the btrc to the 'capitalist ruling 

class'. This liberal aim was achieved in the 1980s through implementation of nco-liberal 

economic policies. Also, the reconstruction of capitalism in Yugoslavia and its integration 

into international capitalist relation was supported by the capitalist core states. So, in the 

1980s, an economic and political cooperation was established between the Yugoslav buc 

and the capitalist core states. That is, the capitalist core states played an important role in 

the collapse of the self-management system and reconstmction of capitalism . in 

Yugoslavia. Although the Yugoslav workcrs«;Jpposed the nco-liberal policies through 

organizing strikes, the nco-liberal policies and reconstruction of capitalism could not be 

hindered. In other words, the Yugoslav working peoplc had not enough power to protect 

and develop the self-management system against the btrc-core capitalist states alliance. 

Thus, the rise or Serhian and Croatian nationalist liberalism in the 1980s based on 

721 Barber, Benjamin R, Gur;lu Demokravi: Yeni Bir C;og ir;ill Kailltmcl Siyaset, trans. Mehmet Be~ik~i, 
Istanbul: AyrmtJ Yaymlan, 1995. p. 152. 
722 Sec Vuskovic, op. cit., pp. 142-144. 



290 
the Serbian btrc and the Croatian btrc. The Serbian btrc formed the nationalist liberal 

Milosevic regime in order to create a "Greater Capitalist Serbia", while the Croatian btre 

formed the nationalist liberal Tudjman regime in order to create a "Greater Capitalist 

Croatia". So, both the Milosevic and Tudjman regimes were representatives of the 

nationalist liberal btrc in Serbia and Croatia. 

The Milosevic and Tudjman regimes had a common target: destruction oCthe self­

management system and reconstruction of capitalism. Hence, the Serbian and Croatian 

htrc cooperated in the destruction of self-management and reconstruction of capitalism, 

and both of them supported the neo-liberal economic reforms in the 1980s. But also they 
.. " 

had extremely opposite and contradictory targets: The Serbian btrc led by the Milosevic 

regime aimed to found "Greater Serbia", willIe the Croatian btrc led by the Tudjman 

regime desired a "Greater Croatia". This conflict (the Greater Serbia versus the Greater 

Croatia) produced at first the Serbo-Croat War in Croatian and then the Bosnian War in 

Bosnia-Ilcrzcgovina. 

For this reason, these two wars were not 'the retum of ancestral hatreds' or 'clash 

of civilization' but the conflict/clash between Serbian btrc and Croatian btrc. The Serbian 

and Croatian btrc fed and spread nationalistic ideas and sentiments among the Serb and 

Croat peoples throu~h using political, economic educational and media means that were 

controlled and Immaged by them. Both the Milosevic and Tudjman regimes tried to fed 

'nationalistic hatreds' in order to destroy critical thinking72\ the 'Bratstvo i Jedinstvo', 

the idea of Yugoslavjsm, and linal1y to prepare and concentrate the public opinion for war 

for "Greater Serbia" and "Greater Croatia". That is, national hatreds and hostility 

between Serb and Croat peoples were provoked by the governments before the war~724 in 

order to use the peoples for their projects: establishment of "Greater Capitalist Serbia" 

and "Greater Capitalist Croatia". The Serbian and Croatian btre led by the Milosevie and 

Tudjman regimes became successful in tms work because a ruling/sovereign class which 

controls and manage economic, political, educational and media means is also able to 

produce and spread its own ideology, to establish ideological hegemony over people and 

723 Kecrnanovic, op. cit., pp. 133~ 134. 
724 .Iulliard, op. cit., p. 60. 
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to control and managed public opinion.725 

In short, the Serbo-Croat cooperation played a constructive role in the 

foundation of both the First and Second Yugoslavia, while the Serbo-Croat conflict 

played a destructive role in paralyzing of the First Yugoslavia, collapse of the socialist 

self-management system in the Second Yugoslavia, and disintegration of the Second 

Yugoslavia. 

725 See Marx & Engels, Alman ideo!l4isi, op. cit., pp. 70-74 and Uras, Ufuk, ideolojilerin Sonu fIIU?, 

Istanbul: Sarmal Yaymevi, 1997, pp. 67-71. 
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