



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































215
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 I1.

The Serb media repeatedly propagandized that the Serbs in Kosovo and Croatia
were victims of social and ethnic discrimination and expulsion. The Serb media claimed
continuously that Serb women were raped by the Kosovo Albanians. However, a group
ol Yugoslav sociologists detected that in Kosovo in the period of 1982-88, .17 Scrbian
women were raped by the Albanian men and 154 Serbian women were raped by Serbian

494
men.

Letica 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 propaganda and lies."”® This situation, of course, helped
and facilitated rise of Serbian nationalism and aggression. That is, television, radio,
magazines and newspapers were insistently used by the Milosevic regime as “propaganda

496
tools and weapons”

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 very closely
the propaganda campaign of Nazi Germany in the 1930s. Indeed, the central theme —
that all Serbs should be united in a single Serbian state — was identical. The great
difference was that by the 1980s the media were infinitely more powerful than in the
19305 and consequently the capacily for disinformation was that much greater. While
Hitler had the press, an infant film industry and the radio waves to disseminate his
political philosophy, Milosevic was able fo beam his new Serb nationalism into every
5497

home in Serbia and beyond via saturation television.

Milosevic, who controlled the LCS and the Serb media, also endeavored to achieve

94 Bora, Yugoslavya: ..., op. cit., p. 106.

*3 Letica, op. cit., p. 95.
:?(’ Vejvoda, op. cit., p. 107.
7 Bennett, op. cit., p. 97.
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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 Milosevic government and tried to defend his provinee’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 Planka to Novi Sad, forty kilometers away. The crowd of around
15,000 attacked the Vojvodina Assembly by" uhurling stones and chanting slogans of
“Kosovo is Serbia”, “Vojvodina is Serbia”, “Together we are strong”. Sogorov phoned
Milosevic appealing for help and Milosevic replayed: “7 will save you, but there is one
condition: you must all submit your resignation. If you resign, I 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,**®

Similar operation was conducted in Kosovo against the League of Communist of
Kosovo (LCK) led by Titoist Azem Vllasi. In November 1988, pro-Milosevic politicians
in LCK organized a mass rally in Pristine. 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, whao dares to lie that
Serbia is little?”. These demonstrations forced the Vilassi leadership to resign. The Vilasi
leadership was replaced by Milosevic’s appointees. Although Kosovo Albanians
supported the Vllasi leadership and organized demonstrations against the Milosevic’s
coup, Milosevic government suppressed them by using army and police force.*”

Also, in the same year, the Yugoslav Armed Forces (YAF) was reorganized.

According to the reorganization, the Territorial Defense Forces of Kosovo and
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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 YAF.’”

On the other hand, on 8 October 1988, crowds estimated at 10,000 — 20,000
persons gathered in the Montenegro capital of Titograd to demand the resignation of the
republic’s leaders, shouting slogans in favor of Milosevic and urging strong cooperation
with Serbia. Unlike in Vojvodina and Kosovo, the leadership of Montenegro refused to
yield power. However, Montenegrin resistance to the Milosevic regime could not last
very long. In January 1989, Milosevic’s supporters in Montenegro again organized
demonstrations against the local communist leadership. Finally, they yielded to the
Milosevic regime and Serbian nationalism.>!

It should be stated that these Milosevic’s operations in Kosovo, Vojvadina and
Montenegro were extremely supported and praised by the nationalist and liberal Scrb
media. Especially, the media described the nationalistic demonstrations, that were

organized by the Milosevic’s followers, as ‘the Serb struggle and rebellion for

freedom’.*”

After the fall of Montenegro, the Milosevic government called for amendments to
Serbia’s constitution that would give Belgrade greater control over the police, judiciary,
social and financial planning, defense and foreign policy in Kosovo and Vojvodina. In
March 1989, the Serbian Assembly passed the amendments to the constitution of Serbia
reintegrating Kosovo and Vojvodina into Serbia and stripping the two provinces of their

political and legal autonomy.

* pavkovic, op. cit., p. 104.
%% According to the 1974 Constitution, the YAF composed of two equal components: Yugoslav People’s
Army (YPA) and Territorial Defense (TD). According to the Law on National Defense, these
components were equal as to training and acted as a single operative force in the event of external
aggression. The TD 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 Collective
Presidency of SFRY. The 1988 Reorganization of the YAF abolished the Kosove and Vojvading TD
forces, while the TD forces of the six republics continued to work. (See for more details Spegelj, Martin,
“The First Phase, 1990-1992: The INA Prepares for Aggression and Croatia for Defense”, in Magas &
g)elmic (eds.), op. cit., pp. 15-20)
o2 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. 155.

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 government sent police against the demonstrators. According to
Serbian government, 23 demonstrators died during the demonstration. However,
Slovenian sources reported the death total at 140 demonstrators. Afler this event,
Slovenia decided to withdraw its contingent from the combinced federal police units.””

Three month later, on 28 June 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 morc important for Serb nationalism that this day
is St. Vitus’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 lcader and hero, Slobodan Milosevic. He
delivered a nationalistic speech that praised Serbs and called the Serb nation to be
prepared for ‘battle’:

“Serbs in their history have never conqueréd or exploited others. 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 baltle undefeated. Six
centuries later, again we are in battles and quarrels. They are not armed baltles though
such things should not be excluded yet. ™"

Afler the cstablishment of Milosevic’s control over Vojvodina, Kosovo and
Montenegro, Milosevic also tried Lo attract the Macedonian leadership. 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

.

* Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. 153.
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whose economic aids were needed by the Macedonian econonty. Also, any alliance with

the Milosevic regime would stimulate uprisings of Albanian minority in Macedonia. These
three reasons prevented establishment of Serbo-Macedonian 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

b

?

crows, Tito is not around to protect you”, “We love you Slobodan because you hate the
Muslims”, “I’ll be first, who'll be second to drink some Turkish (Muslim) blood?” and

505
“We want arms™.

These slogans openly menaced and extremely frightened not only Kosovo
Albanians and Yugoslav Muslims (Bosniaks) but also Slovenes and Croats. For this
rcason, an alliance and cooperation has emerged among Croats, Slovenes and Albanians
against the Milosevic regime since 1989. Both the March 1989 Amendinents and the
Kosovo meceting of 28 June 1989 were roundly criticized and protested by Croatia,
Slovenia and Bosniaks. Croatia and Slovenia have supported Kosovo Albanians against
the Milosevic regime since 1989. A

On 2 July 1990, although the amendments of March 1989 had been accepted by
the Kosovo PrO\Irincial Assembly, the Kosovo Assembly, that was supported by Croatia
and Slovenia, proclaimed the province an ind¢pendent unit in the 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
dcclurcd 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, Romanics and other living Kosovo. llowever, on 28 Seplember 1990,
Serbian Assembly adopted new constitution. The new constitution revoked the

Assemblies of Kosovo and Vojvodina, and thus, abolished completely their autonomies
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wos Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 72.
Cigar, op. cit., p. 57.
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506 .. . . . e N .
It also climinated the world of “Socialist’ from the republic’s name. So,

status.”
“‘Socialist Republic of Serbia’ was changed to ‘Republic of Serbia’.*"’

After the adoption of new constitution, the first multiparty election in Scrbia was
held in December 1990. Milosevic’s party, Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS),>™ won 77.6
percent of the voles, giving it 194 of the 250 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.’”

The SDP was founded by Belgrade nationalist liberals in 1990. It favored
parliamentary liberalism at the political level and neo-liberal cconomic 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 centralization of the state.”"’

The SRM was a nationalistic party that was founded in 1990 under the leadership
of Vukasin (Vuk) Draskovic and Vojislav Seselj. Draskovic and his party pursuit extreme
nationalistic policy and aimed foundation of a “Greater Serbia”. The SRM assault on
Tito’s socialist regime and praised Draza Mihailovic and the Chetnik Movement.”"!

The second man of the SRM was the Bosnian Serb academician Vojislav Seselj
who was born m Sarajevo in 1941. He educated in the Universities of Sarajevo and
Belgrade, and then became a famous nationalist historian and writer of the Bosnian Serbs.
Seselj played an important role in establishment of the SRM, and after the December
1990 elections, established the Serbian Radical Party (SRP). Like SRM, the SRP was a
very extreme nationalistic party and desired an “Greater Scrbin™?"?

Scselj proposed a territorial division of Yugoslavia by ils only three ‘truc’ nations
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Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., pp. 153-154.
7 Lane, Yugoslavia: ..., op. cit., p. 178.
% On July 1990, the name of ‘the League of Communists of Serbia’ was changed to ‘the Socialist Party
of Serbia’ under leadership of Milosevic. 111 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
burcaucrats and technocrats led by Milosevic. It had a membership of around 400,000-500,000 during
the 1990s. (Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton, Conflict In The Former Yugosiavia, op. cit., pp. 278-279)
209 Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 119

 Ibid., p. 118.
o Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton, Conflict In 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”.”"

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 Veljko Kadijevic, former Defense Ministers Branko Mamula and
Nikola Ljubicic, former Chief-of-Stafl’ Stevan Mirkovic and Milosevic’s wife Mirjana
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 Milosevi¢’s party was the only party
to vote for in the forthcoming Serbian elections.”'* The seniors of the LCMY believed
that (he most dangerous threat for Yugoslavia was the Croatian and Slovenian nationalist
and separatist forces. As a result, they supported Milosevic who has struggled for
centralization of Yugoslavia.’"’

The December 1990 elections and emergence of new Serbian parties show that,
Milosevic and nationalism achieve absolute triumph in Serbia in 1990. Although
Milosevic and his party, the SPS, became leader of Scrbian nationalism, another
influential nationalist figures and parties emerged at the beginning of 1990s. So, Serbian
political life was determined by nationalist politicians and parties during the 1990s.

V. 2. iii. The 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.*'®

In May 1982, Association of Orthodox Priests of Yugoslavia declared that the

SOC was an inalichable clement of national identity, conscicnce and honor of the Serbian

> Ibid., p. 268.

'3 Bora Yugoslavia: ... , op. cit., p. 152.
Bennett op. cit., 133 134.
Wllhams op. cit., p. 79.

%16 Letica, op. cit., p 104.
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nation, and for this reason, it had a right to express opinion about matters of historic and

contemporary importance to the Serbian nation.”"’

This declaration was followed by alot of the SOC’s activities that aimed to
improve religious and nationalist spirit among Serbian people. Such activities were
welcomed by nationalist and liberal Serbian politicians and intellecctuals. Between 1980-
1990, the Serbian bureaucratic-technocratic ruling class whose ideological basis was
nationalist liberalism cooperated with the 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 belicvers
could enjoy full equality in the youth organization, even serving in leadership positions,

and proposed to create a postgraduate program in religious studies at the Belgrade

University.”'®

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 for the Pravoslavje, a religious and
political newspaper issued by the SOC, to be sold at public newsstands. Thirdly, in
January 1990, Orthodox Christmas was publicly celebrated in Belgrade for the first time
after the establishment of socialist regime. Also, in June 1990, the Milosevic government
removed Marxism classics from school curricula and replaced them with religious
instructions prepared by the SOC. In addition to these, Milosevic met with high-ranking
the SOC’s delegation in July 1990. Afler the mecting, nationalist liberal press praised the
SOC for its service to the Serbian people. Politika, a nationalist Serbian newspaper

issued in Belgrade,declared that the SOC was the spiritual basis for and the most essential

7 Macfarlane, L. J., op. cit., p. 144.
1% Ramet, op. cit, p. L11.
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essential component of the national identity of Serbs.’"

As return (o Milosevic regime’s support, the SOC became a loyal supporter of the
Milosevic regime and Serbian nationalism. For example, it participated in the Kosovo
rally of Serb nationalism on 28 June 1989 by carried pictures of Serbian historical heroes
and Milosevic. That is, the SOC took active place in Milosevic’s nationalistic canipaign
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 Macedonian Orthodox Church was
established by the socialist regime in order to weaken the Serb nation.””* Moreover, the
SOC alleged that the socialist regime cooperated with the Vatican and the Croatian
Catholic Church in order to weaken the SOC and Serbian nation.**'

Finally, in 1989, high-ranking clerics from the SOC prepared and declared a
manifesto to the Serbian public opinion. The manifesto called the Serbian state and
church to strive for unification of Serbs within a single Serb State: v

“History once again asks the Serbian State and the Serbian Church to gather
their people everywhere, both those within the country and those scattered throughout
the world. History asks that the cause of this people’s future be served by a final
overcoming of all of our accursed divisions and migrations, by having us forgive ane
another and by seeking reconciliation among ourselves over the overplowed 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

. 522
other divisions.”

V. 3. Rise of Croatian Nationalism (1980-1990)
Like in Serbia, nationalism rose dramatically in Croatia in the 1980s. Croatian
nationalism had two aims: (1) At first to transform the state structure from federalism to

loose confederation and then to create an “Greater Croatia” that would involve Croatia,

519

520 Ibid., pp. 112-113.
Ibid., p. 114.

> Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 89.

°2 Banac, op. cit., 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 international capitalist relations. So,
likewise Scrbian nationalism, Croatian nationalism in the 1980s was a ‘nationalist
liberalisny’.

Croatian nationalist liberalism had roots in the first 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 Kardelj founded the socialist self-
management system in order to weéaken 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 the Croatian nationalist rhetoric, Serbs were either
racially and culturally inferior or lapsed Croats who had betrayed the nation to foreign
interests, by converting to Orthodox Christianity.

Croatian nationalist movement in the 1980s réferred to the myth of the ‘unbroken
historical line of Croatian statchood’, starting in the tenth century and including both
Ustasha’s Independent State of Croatia (1941-5) and the Republic of Croatia in the
socialist Yugoslavia. The ‘argument of the unbroken line of Croatian statehood’ was used
to support the demands for a sovereign Croatia in a confederal 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.*”

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 played an important role in Croatian nationalist movement in the 1980s.

523 Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 92
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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 in 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 Croatian and Serbian nationalism. It is more
important that, they opposed cconomic reforms involving neo-liberal policies during the
1980s. That is, Titoist wing of the LCC opposed reconstruction of capitalism and
supported the socialist sclf~-management,

Titoist wing and Suvar was defeated by nationalist liberal wing led by Drago
Dimitrovic and Ivica Racan at the 11™ Congress of the LCC 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 0ne-pafly system and move toward multi-party
system. Also, the declaration agreed to fight against the Milosevic regime in order to
protcct Croatian nation. The congress clected Drago Dimitrovic Sccretary of the
Presidency of the LCC.** Also, the forty-year-old liberal Ivica Racan was elected
President of the 1LCC. .

11" Congress of the LCC was followed by 14™ Congress of the LCY that opened
in Belgrade on 20 January 1990. Croatian and Slovenian delegates favored
transformation of the LCY into a loose confederation of political parties, introductipn of
a multi-party system and confederalization of the country. Moreover, they asked that the
name of the 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 LCY and the state. Milosevic

addressed at the congress that “a unified party is essential because we are for a unified

*2 Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., pp. 162-163.

%5 Lampe, op. cit., p. 346.
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Yugoslavia”.”** Montenegrin delegates supported Serbian proposals, while Bosnian and

Macedonian delegates tried to reconcile the two side. On 23 January, Croatian and
Slovenian delegates left the Congress. And then, the LCC was renamed as the Party of
Democratic Change (PDC) under leadership of.Ivica Racan.’*’ That is, in January 1990,
Marxist LCC wag replaced by liberal and nationalist PDC.

The LCY reconvened its 14" Congréss in May 1990, but delegates from Croatia,
Slovenia and Macedonia did not attend. Seri)ian, Montenegrin and Bosnian delegates
drafled documents for the next session of the Congress, scheduled for September, but it
never took place and the LCY became defunct. That is, in the words of John Williams,
“the Communist party of Yugoslavia, creator and sustainer of the second Yugoslav state,
had self-destructed ” in May 1990.°%

V. 3. ii. Foundation of Nationalist Liberal Parties in Croatia

In 1989 and 1990, new nationalist and liberal parties emerged in Croatia. The
most important and influential party was Franjo Tudjman’s Croatian Democratic Union
(CDU). It was founded on 28 February 1989 under leadership of Tudjman. Although the
greater majority of its founders were university educated, there was a significant number
of tradesmen. These strata of self-employed entreprencurs and tradesmen provided
financial and organizational backbone to the party.

The CDU was supported by Croatian diaspora in Western Europe, America,
Canada and Australia. These émigrés had fled Yugoslavia it two major waves, one afler
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
émigrés gave ideological and economic support to the CDU. In 1989 and 1990, the

529

Croatian diaspora donated $8.2 million for the CDU. 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.”

%% Lukic & Lynch, op. cit., p. 165.

27 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 233.
528 Williams, op. cit., p. 84. ] .

2 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 61.
% Cviic, op. cit., p. 206. :
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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 aimed to destroy socialist self-
management and to reconstruct capitalism through implementation of neo-liberal policies
and integration of Croatia into international capitalist relation.

The CDU’s campaign continuously emphasized the cultural difference between
Croats and Serbs, and argued that 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
their common homeland — Croatia. The party claimed that for the Serbs in Croatia there
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 CDU, the Serbs in
Croatia don’t have rights of secession and self-determination. Any right of self-
determination for Croatia’s Serbs was regarded by the CDU as a cover for “Greater
Serbian expansionism”. The party-declared that, in Croatia, only the Croat nation has the
right of sell-determination and the right to statchood.” '

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 werec 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 civilization against
barbarian Orthodox Serbs.”*? Also, in the 1990 election campaign, Tudjman said that “/
am doubly happy that my wife is neither a Serb nor a Jew’ 253

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 II remained

in the YPA afler the war, rising to the rank of major general in 1960, the youngest of the

:" See Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 93-94, 110.
*2 Bora, Yugoslavya: ...,op. cit., p. 149.
33 ;

Bennett, op. cit,, p. 140.
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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 drastically inflated by the Titoist socialist regime. According to his calculation,
only 30,000 — 35,000 of them had been killed by Ustasha. This number was only one-
tenth of the number given in official estimates.”* According to Tudjman, Serbs inflated
this number and exaggerate the Ustasha terror with aim of denigrating the Croat
nation.””

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 socialist regime. Moreover, during 1970s, he travelled abroad and
madc links with the Croat émigré communities that were nationalist liberals and
anticommunist.

In February 1981, Tudjman was again sentenced to three years in prison and
banned from all public activities for five years due to his nationalist attitudes against
socialist regime. Afler his second release, he continued to claim that the Croatian people
was politically, cconomically and culturally oppressed in the socialist Yugoslavia. 'Thus,
he proposed foundation of an independent Croatian stale in order to ccasc such
oppression and to protect the Croat nation.

So, in the 1980s, Tudjman emerged as leader of the Croatian nationalist liberal
movement for independence and dismemberment of Yugoslavia.™ “Tudjman” writes
Bennett, “was proud to call himself a Croat nationalist and . . . nationalism was for him
a badge of courlage”.53 7 Also, Ann Lane emphasized that “Tudjman’s nationalism was
particularly odious because it resonated overtly with the fascism of the interwar
period”>*® The main slogan of this ‘odious nationalism’ was “a Croatia for Croatians

only”.***So, Tudjman and his party, the CDU, played a very important role in the collapse

>4 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 295.
235 Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 93.
536 Vuckovig, op. cit., p. 132.
*7 Bennett, op. cit., p. 128.
% Lane, Yugoslavia: ..., op. cit., p. 170.
539 .
Lampe, op. cit., p. 352.
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of socialist self-management regime and in the disintegration of Yugoslavia.

Apart from the CDU, 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
for his part in nationalist mass movements. Paraga’s CPR drew on the traditions of Ante
Starcevic’s Party of Rights and Ante Pavelic’s Ustatsha Party.”* The CPR, which was
extremely anticommunist and anti-Serb, desired foundation of “Greater Croatia™. It
insisted on the 'mtl:lusi.on of Bosnia-lerzegovina and some parts of Serbia into Croatia.>*'

The principle leaders of the Croatian Spring between 1967-71 did not join the
- Tudjman’s CDU but formed their own partics in 1989 and 1990: the Croatian Social
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 formed 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 for the Croatian Spring. On the other hand, the CDU
formed the six-party Croatian Democratic Bloc (CDB) led by Tudjman. Also, new Istrian
and Dalmatian regional partics were formed.

Except of these Croatian parties, on 17 February 1990, the Croatia’s Serbs
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.>*

V. 3. iii. The Croatian Catholic Church in the 1980s

All of these newly founded parties were highly responsible for rise of nationalism
in Croatia. Croatian parties fed Croatian nationalism, while the SDP increased nationalist
and militarist sentiment of the Krajina Serbs. Apart from political parties, Croat Catholic
Church (CCC) 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-

1 See Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., pp. 62, 206-207.

51' Zametlica, op. cit., p. 19. .
"2 See Pavkovic, op. cit., p. 111 and Bennett, op. cit., pp. 123, 126.
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State relations: First, the CCC demanded removal of Marxism in the school curricula and

introduction of a religious education in the school curriculum. Second, the CCC criticized
expulsions of believers from the LCY and official posts. In 1987, Cardinal Kubaric raised
this issue in an interview with the Catholic journal Veritas, adding that belicvers 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 Titoist regime violated civil, 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 community. Croatian clerics demanded to stop
this policy since they declared that Catholicism is unalienable feature of Croatian nation.
Filth, the CCC supported 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.’*

The CCC on the political sphere supported the Tudjman’s CDU. Close relations
and cooperation were established between the CCC and the CDU against the Orthodox
Serbs. The CDU regarded the CCC and Catholicism as a historical constituent of the
Croat nation and culture.**

Also, in the 1980s, the Croatian Catholic journals became very effective over
Croatian public opinion and backed rise of Croatian nationalism. After the Tito’s death,
the Croatian Catholic journals began to criticize the Titoist regime and to praise Pavelic’s
Ustasha Movement, Radic’s Croatian Peasant Party and Cardinal Stepinac.

In this period, the most important and influential journal of the Croatian
Catholicism was Glas Koncila. Glas Koncila continuously issued articles which criticized
Titoist regime and communism. For example, on June 1987, Glas Koncila, which
repeatedly sublimated Catholicism and Croatian nationalism, called communism ‘one of
the most reactionary ideologies of the century’.*®

Therefore, the CCC fed Croatian nationalism through spreading nationalistic and

3 Sec Ramet, op. cit., pp. 91-94 and Macfarlan, L. J., op. cit., pp. 143-144.

3 See Bora, Yugoslavya: ..., op. cit., pp. 148-149. . e

545 amet, Sabrina P., “The Role of the Press in Yugoslavia”, in Allcock, Horton, Milivojevic (eds.),
Yugoslavia in Transition: ..., op. cit., p. 436,
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religious ideas and sentiments over the Croatian public opinion. Thus, it became an

important element of the rise of Croatian nationalism in the 1980s.
V. 3. iv. Foundation of the Tudjman Regime

In Croatia, the first multi-party election were held in April-May 1990. The CDB
led by Tudjman’s CDU secured 205 of the 386 seats in the Croatian Assembly. Racan’s
PDC secured 101 seats. The CNA led 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 Dict clected Tudjman Croatia’s first post-communist President.”*®

Soon thereafler the elections, 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 Istria. Furthermore, Tudjman placed supporters and cadres of the CDU
in almost all key position in most Croatian institutions including media and university.
Especially, he launched a bitter campaign against opponent newspapers, weeklics,
journalist and intellectuals. 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 regime.>*
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 preparcd a nationalist liberal program. This program
involved five main policies: (1) Reconstruction of capitalism, destruction of the socialist
sell-managecment systcm and intcgration of the cconomy into intcrnational capitalist
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 aim, creation of “Greater Croatia”.

In July, the Croatian Assembly dominated by the T udjman’s CDU began to introduce

0 Goe for the clections Pavkovic, op. cit., pp. 11 {-112 and Bennelt, op. cit., pp. 127-128.
547 ¢ .
" See Woodward, op. cit., pp. 231-232.
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a scries ol constitutional amendments. The amendments enshrined the Croat literary

language as the official language in Croatia. Furthermore, the Tudjman 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 abolish communist
and Titoist tradition, removed symbols of the socialist regime and the Partisan Movement
through adopting new national emblems that resembled the ones used by the Ustasha
State between 1941-45. The CDU party flag, which had been based on traditional
Croatian designs including the red and white chess board, became the official flag of the
Republic of Croa‘tiu_ Also, strect and square names that had been adopted by the socialist
regime were changed. For example, Victims of Fascism Square (Trg Zriava Fasisma)
was changed to Croat Heroes Square (Trg Hrvatskibh Velikana).>*® Also, “Tito Square’
was converted to ‘Jelacic Square’. Jelacic had been famous ban of the Croatia in the
Habsburg Empire in 19* century.”®

According to Tudjman, the July amendments made Croatia a politically and
economically sovereign state.” These amendments were followed by a new constitution.
The new constitution of the Republic of Croatia was accepted in the Croatian Assembly
on 22 December 1990. 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 of Croatia.>!

The new constitution referred to the historical foundation of Croatian nation and

** Julliard, op. cit., p. 62.
549 )
Bora, Yugoslavya: ..., op. cit., p. 148.
*% Radan, Peter, The Break-up of Yugoslavia and International Law, London: Routledge, 2002, p. 175.
550 7y
Ibid., 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 of the
12 expeticnces. The new constitution aimed to legalize the ‘right of Croat nation for
foundation of an independent Croatian State’ by referring such historical experiences and
turningpoints.’

The first article of the new constitution described the Republic of Croatia as “a
united and indivisible democratic and social state.””” 1t did not offer autonomy to the
ethnic groups that have lived within the Republic of Croatia. Also, rights of self-
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 state
of members of other nations and minorities who are citizens: Serbs, Muslims (Bosniaks),
Slovenes, Czechs, Slovaks, Italians, Hungarians, Jews and others”. 534

This provision was a signilicant departure from 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 12.2 percent of the population of Croatia according
to the 1991 census™>, 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 Croat nation had right to self-determination 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 constitutional order,

independence , unity or territorial integrity of the Republic of Croatia shall be

j:i See for the 12 historical experiences Vuckovie, op. cit., pp- 136-137.
ot Letica, op. cit., p. 110.
Radan, op. cit., p. 157.
35 According to the 1991 census, Croatia had a population of 4,365,000. Croats formed 77,9 percent and
Serbs 12,2 percent of the population. (Samary, op. cit.,, p- 173.)
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prohibited” > 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 1o challenge this unitary concept.

Also, Article 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 inlo, or secede from, union with
other states. In this case the republic of Croatia has the sovereign right to decide the
amount of power o be relinquished”. And Article 140 emphasized that “Croatia remains

a part of Yugoslavia until a new agreement among the republics, or until the Croatian

. - - 57
Parliament decides otherwise”.’

On the other hand, Tudjman and his party prepared a ‘draft of the Treaty of the
Yugoslav Confederation — the Alliance of South Slavic States’. This draft was presented
to the Collective Presidency of SFRY on 5 October 1990, The drafl consisted of
following items: principles and mutual guarantees; membership; jurisdictions; institutions;
defense systems; financing; foreign affairs.

The draft proceeded from the premises that the confederation would be an
alliance of liberal states and be based on the principle of self~determination of the
constituent units, 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 units of the confederation. The draft envisaged a
consultative Confederal Parliament, a Council of Ministers, an Executive Commission,
and a Confederal Court at the confederal level. Confederal economic bodies would be
located throughout the confederation and financing for the confederal budget would be
determined by a combination of three factors: per capita 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 country on the confederal basis,

?6 Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 138.
*7 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 draft 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 drafis,
negotiations could not produce any compromise or agrecment.**®

V. 3. v. The Scrbs of Croatia and the Krajina Issue

Krajina, meaning ‘borderland’, refers to the historical Vojna Krajina, Austria —
Hungary’s military border to the Ottoman Empire. These Croatian lands were
administered from Vienna. Many Serbs from Serbia scitled in Krajina, where they were
given land by the imperial Austrian Army in return for military border duties. The Krajina
Serbs formed an army against the Ottoman Efnpire. 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 enjoyed economic,
political and social autonomy within the Habsburg Empire. This military border was
disarmed in 1873 and legally disbanded in 1881.%%

In the second Yugoslavia, Krajina remaincd within the Socialist Republic of
Croatia. The most important districts of Krajina are Knin, Donji Lapac, Obrovac,
Benkovac, Gracae, Titova Koronica, Dvor and \/ojnic. According to the 1991 census, the
entire population of Krajina was 117,000, of whom 90,000 or 77 percent were Serbs.
"The biggest district of this region was Kinin with 42,000 population, of whom about 90
percent were Serbs.>®

The political leader of the Krajina Scrbs was the Scrbian Democratic Party (SDP)
that was founded by Jovan Raskovic, Milan Babic and Jovan Opacic on 17 February
1990. The SDP and the Krajina Scrbs 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

55? See ibid., pp. 169-172.
;” Ibid., p. 151 and Silber & Little, op. cit., pp. 93-94.
“ Bennett, op. cit., pp. 134-135.
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and the CDU as the Ustasha remnant. Also, the close relations and cooperation between

the CDU and the Croatian nationalist diaspora frightened the Serb side. This fear peaked
in May 1990 when the CDU achieved great viclory in the elections and established
government. Especially, reintroduction of the Croatian flag and the ancient coat of arms,
that had been used by the Ustasha State between 1941-45, annoyed and worried the
Serbian community in Croatia.”®’

On the other hand, for the Croatlian 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 Scrbia”. 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
forms the hinterland of Croatia’s prosperous Adriatic coast, with which it had traded and
intermarried for centuries. Especially, the Croat economy needed Knin as it was the vital
rail and road junction connecting Zagreb to the southern coast. Because of these two
reason, in the 1980s, the first issue of Croatian nationalist liberalism was the “Krajina
Issue”, and the Tudjman government aimed to exterminate this issue.

Afier the clections of April-May 1990, Croatian President Tudjman and the
SDP’s President Raskovic met. Tudjman offered jobs in the coalition government to the
SDP. Raskovic asked the Serbs to be defined as a constituent nation in the new Croatian,
along with the Croats, that js, the Scrbs should not be reduced to the status of a national
minority. Raskovic’s demands were not accepted by Tudjman because he aimed to create
a sovercign and unitary Croatian nation-state. Also, Tudjman regarded this demand 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.*®?

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,

:6' Zametica, op. cit., p. 17.
“ Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 96.
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the ASM had involved the municipalities of Knin, Obrovac, Dvor, Vojnic and Donji

Lapac.563

In June 1990, the SDP organized a rally of 10,000 people in Petrinja, 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 that state 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, 10 wrile their script, to
have their schools, to have their education programs, their publishing houses, and their
newspapers.”*

One month later, the Assembly of the ASM convened on 25 July. In the
Assembly, Babic addressed that “we wanted the self-governing region which we founded
through the association of municipalities 1o transform itself into an autonomous region
10 preserve the Serbs’ sovercign national rights™%

The Assembly of ASM formed the ‘Serb National Council (SNC)’ as the
representative body of Croatia’s Serbs and endorsed a ‘Declaration of Sovereignty and
Autonomy of the Serb People’. The Declaration asserted the right to Croatia’s Serbs to
self-determination, including the right of secession, based upon the status of Serbs as a
constituent nation within Croatia, with rights to sovereignty equal to that of the Croats.
On the basis of this sovereignty, the Declaration demanded autonomy for the Serbs of
Croatia.”*

On the other hand, in the same month, Knin police inspector Milan Martic
declared that he and his officers would refuse to wear the uniforms of the Croatian police.
Although, Tudjman sent three representatives (the Croatian Interior Minister Josip
Boljkovac, his deputy Perica Juric and the Commander of Sibenik Police Ante Bujas) to

met Martic and to solve this issue, the negotiations could not produce any r esult.”

*% Ibid., p. 97
564 4y .
Ibid., p. 95.
j“ Ibid., p. 98.
5:7’ Radan, op. cit., p. 178.
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 Gracanin in Belgrade. Babic asked them four guarantees: first, that the new
Croatian flag would never fly ab;wc Knin; second that Croatian police should not be
allowed into Knin, and third that Serb policemen in Croatia should never be forced to
wear Croatian uniforms. These demands were supported by Jovic and Gracanin who
collaborated with Milosevic. One day later, on 13 August, Gracanin rebuked Tudjman’s
Interior Minister Boljkovac and warned him not to try to wrest control of Knin police
station and impose a new force.

As a response, Tudjman ordered to impose police forces into Knin. This order
was implemented by Boljkovac. On 17 August, Boljkovac sent seven columns of armored
police vehicles in order to wrest control of Knin. Also, threc helicopters from 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 police forces to withdraw
from Knin. In the same day, the Assembly of ASM declared ‘state of war’ and the Knin
police distributed weapons to the Knin Serbs. The cooperation of the SDP-the Milosevic
government-the YPA became successful and forced the Croatian armored colunms to
withdraw from Knin.*** '

“The 17 August’ was described as ‘the Serb Rebellion’ by the Croatian nationalist
liberalism, 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.

Afler ‘the 17 August’, the SNC organized a plebiscite which was held between 19
August and 2 September. Of 756,781 votes, 756,549 were in favor of Serb autonomy
within Croatia. On 30 September, the SNC issued ‘Declaration of Serb Autonomy’. it
claimed Serb autonomy over Croatian territory where Serbs lived or which was
historically Serb.>*

Following month, in October, the YPA took decision to disarm the Territorial

Defense Forces of Croatia. All Croatian Territorial Defense Forces had been disarmed by

j“j See ibid., pp. 100-102.
" Radan, op. cit., p. 178,
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the end of October 1990. As a response, Tudjman and Martin Spegclj, the Defense

Minister of Croatia, launched an armament program in order to cstablish the ‘Croatian
National Guards’. Hence, since October 1990, the Tudjman regime began to buy

weapons from abroad. This armament programm was funded greatly by the Croatian

nationalist-liberal diaspora.”

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, became llllc President of the SDP,

The SNC led by Babic’s SDP proclaimed the formation of the ‘Serb Autonomous
District of Krajina (SAD Krajina)’ on 22 December 1990, when the Croatian Assembly
adopted the new Croatian Constitution that reduced the status of the Croatia’s Serbs to
minority from the status of constituent nation and that abolished the rights of self-
determination and sceession for the Serbs. Soon thercafler, the ‘Serb Autonomous
Districts of Eastern Slavonija, Baranja and Western Srem ( SAD Eastern Slavonija)’ and
the “Serb Autonomous District of Western Slavonija (SAD Western Slavonija)’ were
formed.”™
V. 4. War In Croatia and Foundation of the Independent Croatian State
(1991-1995)

V. 4. i. Sccession of Croatia and Foundation of the Republic of Serb Krajina

Croatian Assembly passed a resolution (Croatian Resolution on Acceptance of the
Process of Disunion) on 21 February 1991 endorsing the proccess of the disassociation of
Yugoslavia. This resolution based on the inalicnable and inexpendable right of the Croat
nation to sell-determination, including the right 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 held 611 19 May 1991 m
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 Slavonija and

70 Sae Silber & Little, op. cit., pp. 107-109.

STt Radan, op. cit., p. 179.
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Western Slavonifa.

On 25 June 1991, the Croatian Assembly passed a Constitutional Decision
(Constitutional Decision on the Sovercignty and Independence of the Republic of
Croatia) and a Declaration (Declaration on the Establishment of the Sovereign and
Independent Republic of Croatia). In the Constitutiopal Decision, Croatia’s independence
was based upon the inalienable, unconsumable, 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
Croalia the right to self~determination including secession. Both the Constitutional
Decision and the Declaration referred to Croatia’s international borders being existing
republic borders and those parts of Yugoslavia’s international borders relevant to Croatia.

The Declaration also emphasized that Croatian claims to independence derived from
an unbroken historical process of Croatian statehood. That is, the Croatian Assembly
claimed that the declaration of independence and establishment of independent Croatian
State was a natural and necessary part and product of the historical process of Croatian
statehood.

Both Constitutional Decision and the Declaration of Independence were declared
unconstitutional and void by the Yugoslavia’s Constitutional Court in October 1991 and
November 1991 brespectively.m

‘The declaration of independence of Croatian State was not welcomed friendly by the
Croatia’s Serbs. They 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
disagsociation of SAD Krajina on 28 February 1991, ‘The Krajina resolution was justified
on the basis of the internationally recognized right of people to self-determination as well
as provisions in the 1974 Constitution of Yugoslavia granted the equality of 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 Krajina Serbs from

* See for more details ibid., pp. 176-177 and Vuckovic, op. cit., pp. 138-140
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Yugoslavia. '

The resolution was formalized on 18 March 1991 by a decision of the SAD Krajina to
separate from 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 SAD Krajina Assembly was constituted and Babic was elected
President of the SAD Krajina.

Finally, 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 all citizens living in Krajina. The
Constitution and the RSK based on the right to self-determination of the Serb nation in
Croatia.””

The RSK cstablished its own army: the Serb Army of Krajina (SAK). The SAK,
which cooperated with the YPA 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 SAK was commanded by Milan Martic, the Interior Minister between 1991-1994
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, Kordum, 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 artillery, a
number of surface-to-surface missiles, antitank .and antiaircraft missiles, 50 air defense
guns, 12 combat aircrafl and 5 armed helicopters. The SAK highly depended on Scrbia
for military materials, fuel, finance and skilled personnel.””*

V. 4. ii. The Serbe-Croat War in Croatia

The Yugoslav wars of the 1990s did not begin in Croatia but in Slovenia. The

Yugoslav People’s Army (YPA) attacked on Slovenia on 27 June 1991 soon thereafier

" See Radan, op. cit., pp. 179-180.
™ Allcock, MlllVOijlc, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The I ormer Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 262.
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the Slovene declaration of independence and sceession on 25 June. The Slovene War,

that continued only ten days, was terminated by the Brioni Accord on 7 July and the YPA
withdrew from Slovenia. In the Brioni Accord, a three-month moratorium on
independence was agreed. When this time ran out, Slovenia declared independence on 8
Octlober and adopted its own congtitution. On 15 January 1992, the European
Community recognized Slovenia, which joined the United Nations in May 1992°"

The war in Slovenia was short since the homogeneous character of the country made
the war that ensued a war between the YPA and Slovenians, rather than a war between
different ethnic groups. Also, the Scrbian nationalism’s project of “Greater Serbia” did
not involve Slovenia as there was not an important Serb population.>”®

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 figure for the YPA were 37 killed and 163
wounded.””’

However, lhcl Serbo-Croat War in Croatia was longer and more bloody duc to fact
that Croatia includes a significant Serb population that in 1991 formed 12.2 percent of
the Croatia’s population and about half of the Croat territory was envisaged by the
Serbian nationalism within “Greater Serbia”. The war in Croatia began openly in July

1991 when the Serb-dominated YPA’™ attacked on Croatia although fights between

375 See for more details  Grizold, Anton, “Fhe Defense of Slovenia”, in Danica Fink-Hafoer & John R.
Robbins (eds.), Making a New Nation: The Formation of Slovenia, Aldershot: Darimouth Publishing
Company, 1997, pp. 46-55 ; Bucar, Bojko, “The International Recognition of Slovenia®, in Fink<Hafher
& Robbins (eds.), op. cit., pp. 31-45 and Bora, Yugoslavya: ..., op. cit., pp. 187-197.
576 According to the 1991 census, Slovenia had a population of 1,963,000. Slovenes constituted 87,6
percent of the population; Croats 2,7 percent; Serbs 2,5 percent; Bosniaks 1,4 percent and other
nationalities 5,9 percent (Samary, op. cit., p. 174).
577 . .

Vuckovic, op. cit., p. 140.
% In 1990, 54.3 percent of the YPA officers 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 Raseta and Marijan Cad), not
one person who was born in Croatia 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, many Croat, Slovene and other non-Serb
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Croat army, 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 Milosevic regime, the YPA,
the RSK and the Serb paramilitary groups coming from Serbia and Montenegro®’®) 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 fact, was the main actor of the
war. On 16 March 1991, Milosevic boasted, as leader of the Serbian nationalist
liberalism, that “If we (Serbs) have to fight, well then we will fight. But I hope they
(Croals) are not going lo be crazy enough to fight with us. For If we don’t know how to
work and produce well, at least we will know how to fight well ? >*°

In order to fight, Miloscvic improved close relations and cooperation with the
Serb-dominated YPA, the RSK and the Serb militiamen, and established a nationalist
Serb Alliance. During the war, the Serb Alliance, in order to justify their military action
against Croatia, claimed that they tried to protect the union of Yugoslavia and the Serb
minority in Croatia.”®

In January 1991, Federal Defense Minister General Veljko Kadijevic accused
Tudjman for rekindling the fires of 1941, fascism and genocide against the Serbs, and

launched a blistering attack on the Tudjman regime threatening to use force to disarm

Croatia’s police and destroy the Tudjman regune:

conscripts of the YPA had been sent to Serbia and Montencgro, and many Serb and Montenegrin
conscripts had been 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 defonded 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)
™ THe most important Scrb paramilitary group in Croatia was Dragan Vasiklovic (known as Captain
Dragan)’s forces. Vasiklovic, who was a Serbian émigré in Australia, had served the Australian Army as
a legion before the war. Also, there were other paramilitary groups: Vojislav Seselj’s Chetniks and Zeljko
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, Yugoslavya: ..., op. cit., pp. 170-171).

580 Cohen, Lenard J., “The Disintegration of Yugoslavia”, Cyrrent History, November 1992, p. 370 and
Stanicic, Mladen, “Problems and Prospects For Croatia”, in Ozdogan & Saybagih (eds.), op. cit., p. 171.
581 Mesic, op. cit., p. 7.
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“The biggest danger for the country’s integrity and security comes from the intensive
work towards setting up purely national armies. They (the Tudjman regime) are driving
the country further towards the abyss of 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 canstitutidn, 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”.>*

Also, before the outbreak of the war, commanding officers of the YPA prepared a
document, titled “Information about the Situation in the World and in Yugoslavia and
about the Imminent Tasks of the Yugoslav Army” which was signed by the Central
Political Commissariat of the YPA. This document, that was published in Fjesnik on 31
January 1991, stressed the USA and the Western Lurope tried to destroy communism
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 anticommunist/anti-
Yugoslav political elements that aimed to destroy the Socialist Yugoslavia. Hence,
according to the document, the main task of the YPA and its commanding officers, as
leading political factors of the Socialist Yugoslavia, was to fight against this counter
revolution that was planned and conducted by the alliance of imperialism and traitors (the
domestic anticommunist and anti- Yugoslav political elements).’®

So, during the Yugoslav wars in Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia, Milosevic and the
YPA’s commanding officers such as Veljko Kadijevic described the Slovene, Croat and
Bosniak sides as ‘traitors’ who collaborated 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

5: Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 109.
™ See for this document 1etica, op. cil., pp. 105-107.
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the Yugoslav socialism with gim of creating new and profitable markets for their capitals,
and also it is truc 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. alliance’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 Serbia™*, and for this purpose, the nationalist Serbian
Alliance “pursued their brutal policy of ‘ethnic cleansing’ of the non-Serbs”.’

The war plan for the attack on Croatia was prepared and implemented by the YPA
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 decp incursion into the Croat rear and to support
the SAK and the Serb militiamen. (2) In order to gain enough time for military
preparation, the YPA high command and the Milosevic regime continued negotiations
with the leadership of Croatia at all levels and encouraged the belief that everything could
be resolved by negotiations, (3) Oslentatious movements of tanks and heavy artillery,
low-altitude over-flights, and also the use of agents to collect and make public data about
individuals and institutions. All of them was organized with aim of discouraging the Croat
public opinion and encouraging the Serb public opinion for the war.”*

Croatia’s defense plans, that were produced in Junc 1991 and against at the end
of July 1991, were based on the following:
(DTo carry out the preparation for mobilization in two levies. The first, smaller levy
involving 60,000 soldiers, as a first step in the 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 extéend and réconstruct the
Croatian police force involving 30,000 men, and to use them to control territory and the

movements of the YPA military formations. (3) To use the first mobilized levy and part

*™ Vasic, op. cit., p. 130. _ . X

385 Cohen, Philip J., “Ending the War and Securing Peace in Former Yugoslavia”, in Mestrovic (ed.), op.
gil., p. 31

* See Spegelj, op. cit., pp. 28-31.
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of the police force Lo keep the garrisons and depots of the YPA under observations, and

(4) in the event of attempted military action to surround and occupy them. (5) To hold
military and political negotiations in order to gain time for military preparation. (6)
Finally, to try to form an alliance of the republics and provinces that have been threatened
by the Milosevic regime since 1987.%%7

The YPA allugkcd on Croatia on 10 July 1991. This attack, that was reinforced
by the SAK and the Serb paramilitary groubé, damaged the Croat cities and towns
greatly. The most severe and dramatic battle occurred in Vukovar and Dubrovnik.

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 and 37 pereent Serb according to the 1991 census. Before the 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 anxious to capture the town because it had oil
and rich farming land.

The town was put under sicge until 18 November when the Croat defenders
surrendered and the town was occupied by the Serbian forces. During the siege, Vukovar
was bombarded daily with more than 5,000 shells 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 forces to leave for other parts of Croatia. The Serbian forces
which carried out ethnic-cleansing did not withdrew from Vukovar until 1997.%%*

Dubrovnik (Italian name Ragusa) is a medieval walled city that lies on the
Adriatic coast in the southern part of Croétia. 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 ..
Ibid., pp. 31-33. . .
W Gue Taylor, David, The Wars of Former Yugoslavia, Austin: Raintree Steck-Vaughn Publishers,
kd S kd

2001, 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 successful tourist industry based
upon historical, architectural and coastal attraction and attracted millions tourists from

abroad. It was known as the ‘the pearl of the Adriatic’.>*

According to t‘he 1991 census, the city had a predominantly Croat population of
50,000. Only 6,000 Serbs lived in the city. Like in Vukovar, before the war there had
been no friction between the Croats and their Serb neighbors, and also there was no
military garrison. Publicly, the YPA declared that the Croats were harassing the Serbs of
Dubrovnik, but in reality its motive for 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.”® Afier the
war, Kadijevic declared the reason for the Dubrovnik operation: “Jt (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”.' So, like Vukovar, Dubravnik, ‘the pearl of
the Adriatic’, was a victim of the project of Greater Serbia.

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 YPA and the Serb
militiamen coming from Montenegro and Serbia. Like in Vukovar, the Serb forces
pursued ethnic-cleansing in Dubrovnik.*?

In mid-November 1991, a case-fire was signed for Dubrovnik. In May 1992, an

agreement was reached between the Croat government and the YPA for the withdrawal
™ Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 80.
3% Taylor, op. cit., p. 26.

531 Vasic, op. cit., p. 129.
? Sce Taylor, op. cit., pp. 27.
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of the YPA from the Dubrovnik hinterland.® The YPA accepted the withdrawal since it

focused its forces on the Bosnian War that begin in April 1992.

The Croatian Army was in the position of defense until September 1991. In
September 1991, the second mobilized levy of the Croatian Army launched an attack
upon the YPA garrisons and depots. At the end of September, the Croatian Army
occupied the YPA garrisons and depots in Croatia and captured almost 200 tanks, 150
armored personnel carriers and infantry combat vehicles, as well as about 400 artillery
picces, 180,000 rifles and automatics, 18 ships, 2 million tons of ammunition, bombs and
mines.”*

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.””

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 Slavonija and Western Slavonija (the
RSK’s territory) 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-fire in
Sarajevo on 2 Jaﬁuary 1992.

V. 4. iii. The International Intervention and the Cease-fire

The European Community (EC) issued an ultimatum on 28 August 1991: either the
republics (Croatia and Serbia) should comply with a demand for a cease-fire and
negotiations by 1 September, or the EC would discuss additional measures inciudi;lg
international action. Although a cease-fire was signed in Belgrade on 2 September, the
war did not stop and war continucd increasingly.”® Intensity of the war led to the United

Nation (UN) Security Council Resolution 713 on 25 September 1991 which imposed “a

%% Alicock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 81.

S rus, op. cil., p. 52.

> Ibid., pp. 61-62.

5% Osman cavusoplu, Emel G., The Wars of Yugoslav Dissolution and Britain’s Role in Shaping Western
Policy, Ankara: SAM Papers, 2000, pp. 43-49.
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general and complete embargo on all deliveries of weapons and military equipment to

. 597
Yugoslavia”.

In the same month, the EC appointed Lord Peter Corrington, formerly foreign
secretary in the British government in the 1980s, as peacemaker. On 16 October, he
prepared ‘Arrangement for a General Settlement’, so-called Carrington Plan. The
Carrington Plan that aimed to restructure Yugoslavia on the basis of confederalizm
guarantced a wide range of individual, cultural and political rights to the Serbs outside
Serbia. In areas of Croatia and Bosnia where they formed a majority, the Serbs would be
entitled to use their national 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
ultimatum to acécpl the Carrington Plan in onc week from 28 Octlober or face
comprehensive economic sanction. _.

On 30 October, Serbia and 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. The Serbo-Montenegrin amendment was refused by the EC
and, as a response, the Milosevic regime rejected the Carrington Plan. On 8 November,
the EC imposed economic sanctions against Yugoslavia and suspended all trade
relations.’”

The Serb side refused the plan since, according to Lord Carrington, “it was essential
Jor all Serbs to live in one state (Greater Serbia), not in a number of independent
republics bound by little more than interstate relations””. The failure of the Carriqgton
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

297 Radan, op. cit., p. 180.
* See Osmangavusoglu, op. cit., pp. 50-52.
Silber & Little, op. cit., p. 192.

599
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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 Milosevic’s pressure, Babic was
replaced by Goran Hadzic on 26 February 19925

According to the Vance Plan; the UN Protection Force (UNPR()I?OR)('OI
involving 15,000 military personnel, with contributions from 26 countries, deployed in
four sectors in Croatia — North (Banija and Kordun), South (I.ika and Kninska Krajina),
East (Eastern Slavonija) and West (Western Slavonija)**® with headquarters in Zagreb.
The UNPROFOR’s mission was to provide the UN Protected Arcas (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
22 603

tension led to armed conflict in the resent past
The Vance Plan involved five main tasks:*"*

1) Full demilitarization of the UNPAs with full withdrawal of the YPA from Croatia and

local irregular units and other military personnel in the UNPAs being disbanded and

demobilized. Demobilized meant ceasing to wear any uniform 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 the composition of

these arrangements (including police foree) reflected the national composition of the

population which lived in the area concerned before the war.

3) To monitor the work of local police forces.

4)To ensure that the UNPAs remained demilitarized, to protect the indigenous population

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

% Radan, op. cit., p. 181. ) . .. s

%1 UNPROFOR was renamed as UNCRO (the UN Conflict Resolution Operation in Croatia) in March
1995.

92 oo the Map in Glenny, Misha, The Fall of Yugoslavia, London: Penguin Books, 1996, pp. V.

603 Gow, James, Triumph of the Lack of Will: International Diplomacy and the Yugoslavy Wor, New
York: Colombia University Press, 1997, p. 102.

% Ibid., p. 103.
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implementing a practicable plan for achieving the return. (5) Finally, the plan did not

permit the UNPROFOR to carry out military operation. The UNPROFOR could use only

minimal force 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 lified economic sanctions in case of Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia and
Bosnia.’”
2)Since 25 June 1991, Germany has supported Croatian and Slovenian independence
declarations and tried to persuade the EC for recognition of Croatia and Slovenia. The
German government has claimed that recognition of Slovenia and Croatia would stop the
war and the Serb aggression although the British, French and U.S. governments were
against the recognition.®® Finally, on 23 December 1991, the German government
declared that Germany would recognize Croatia and Slovenia before Christmas but the
recognition would be implemented on 15 January 1992,
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 the 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 ungil the

late aflernoon and the Belgrade police were eflectively defeated and dispersed by the

605 Osmancavugoglu, op. cit., p. 55.

%% Unlike the German Government, the British, French and American governments advocated that
recognition of Croatia and Slovenia would stimulate, expand and intensify the Yugoslav wars. (See for
more details Unfinished Peace. Report of the International Commission on the Balkans, 1996, pp. 59-
64). In 1993, British Lord Carrington declared that Germany bore an overwhelmingly respansibility for
the explosion of Yugoslavia and the escalation of the war, because it forced Europe to recognize Slovenia
and Croatia (Finkielkrant, Alain, Dispatches From the Balkan War and Other Writings, Lincoln:
University of Nebraska Press, 1992, p. 142).

7 Croatia and Slovenia were recognized by the EC on 15 January 1992 and by the UsA. in April 1992,
and admitted by the UN on 22 May 1992. (See for more details Osmangavugoglu, op. cit., pp. 54-62).
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demonstrators. Around 18.30 pm YPA tanks and armored personnel carriers rolled into

Belgrade and took up key positions.*”® Aficr the suppression of the demonstration by the
YPA, Miloscvic 'agreed to talk to the studenis 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

609
peace.”

V. 4. iv. After the Cease-fire
Both Croatian and Serbian nationalism focused on the Bosnian War that began in

April 1992 afier the cease-fire and implementation of the Vance Plan. The YPA 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 YPA
to prepare itself for war in Bosnia. Also, the SAK participated in the Bosnian War and
supported the Serb Army of Bosnia. In the same time, the Tudjman regime, the Croatian
Army and the Croat diaspora began to support the Croat forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina in
order to wrest Herzegovina. Furthermore, irregular paramilitary groups from Croatia
rushed Bosnia-Herzegovina with nationalistic aggressive desires.

On the other hand, afier 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 Serbian 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 cstablish a “better” regional (Balkan)
balance of power and thus to contain Serb power.*"°

The reinforced and modernized Croatian Army organized four offensive operations
against the RSK between May 1993 and August 1995:5"" |
1)Operation Tiger: The first operation covering 1,925 square kilometers operation area
started on 18 May 1992 and lasted until 9 September 1993. This operation liberated the

Dubrovnik and Miljevic regions, the Maslenica Bridge, the Zadar hinterland, Rovanjska

608 Vasic, op. cit., p. 125.
609 Vejvoda, op. cit., p. 109.
610 - .
Cviic, op. cit., p. 209. _ - s .
"' See Table 3, 4 and 6 in Zunec, Ozren, “Operation Flash and Storm”, in Magas & Zanic (eds.),op. cit.,
pp. 69, 78, 80.
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and Ggspic.

2)Operation Flash: Operation Flash, that covered 500 square kilometers and liberated
the Western Slavonija, started on | May 1995 and ended on 3 May 1995. 'The SAK

responded the Croat offensive with firing shells on Zagreb. The shells killed six people

and wounded 175 'people.®'

3) Operation Summer’ 95: This offensive between 25-28 July 1995 covered 1,200 square
kilometers and occupied Bosansko Grahovo and Glamoc.

4) Operation Stdrm: The last and most important oflfensive 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 cannon, 36 aircraft and 12 helicopters. On the other side, the SAK consisted of
40,000 men, 20 brigades, 385 tanks, 195 armored transporters, 515 cannon, 20 aircrafl
and 10 helicopters. In the Operation Storm, the Croatian Army seized 60 tanks, 11
aircrafl, 1 helicopter, 600 motor vehicles, 300 cannon from the SAK.

The Croatian Army carried out ethnic-cleansing during the operations. It forced
around 200,000 Serbs to lcave ‘their homes for Bosnia and Scrbia, and the regions that
was vacated by the Serb population was repopulated by Croats.®”® The Serb civilians
fleeing from Croatia were shelled by the Croatian Army. Also, many Serbs who stayed in
their villages, usually the old and infirm, were shot. Especially, in Krajina, many unarmed
elderly civilians were killed by the Croat soldiers, and several villages were burned. The
UN, afler inspecting 389 Serb villages, reported that 17,000 houses out of 22,000 were
destroyed or badly damaged by the Croatian forces.*™* \

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 offensive operations and the defeat of the SAK shattered the myth of Serbian

military invincibility.5'* Also, the Croat military victory changed the military balance in the

i"z Taylor, op. cit., p. 28.

"3 Klemencic & Zagar, op. cit., p. 307.

614 Taylor, op. cit., p. 29. ) . ,

“ Unal, Hasan, “Hievatlar Krajina’da Hangi Efaneleri Yike?”, Milliyet, 22 August 1995.
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region and strengthened the hand of those who favored air strikes against Serb targets in

the Bosnian War.*'®

These operations could not capture the Eastern Slavonija. After the operations,
the SAK forces took up a position in the Eastern Slavonija 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 Greal Powers’ pressurc and termination of the Milosevic regime’s support, the RSK
led by President Martic 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,”” the UN set up the UN Transitional
Administration in Eastern Slavonija (UNTAES) to oversee the process. The new
peacckeeping operation was begun by the UN Sceurity Council Resolution 1037 in
January 1996. The UNTALS was created for an initial period of one year, and its 5,000
troops were headquartered at Vukovar,

The UNTAES had nine main tasks: (1) supervising the demilitarization of the
region; (2) overseeing the return of refugees and displaced persons; (3) establishing and
Lraining a transitional police force; (4)monitoring the treatment of prisoners;(5)organizing
local elections; (6) Iﬁonitormg the international borders of the 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 UNTAES. Hence, Eastern Slavonija was reintegrated into the Republic of Crpatia,
and remnant of the RSK and its armed force, the SAK, disappeared altogether in Jaﬁuarjr
1998.

V. 5. War In Bosnia-Herzegovina and Foundation of the “Republic of

Bosnia and Herzegovina” (1 990-2000)

616 Osmangavusoglu, op. cit., p. 217. )
517 See for the Basic Agreement Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia,
op. cit., p. 272.
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Bosnia-Herzegovina is surrounded by Serbia in east, 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 1991 census. At the beginning of the 1990s,
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.®'®

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 state for all Serb people” *"’

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-

. 62
Herzegovina.**’

V. 5. i. Foundation of Nationalist Liberal Parties in Bosnia-Herzegovina

At the beginning of the 1990s, like Serbia and Croatia, new nationalist,
anticommunist and liberal parties emerged in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The Party of
Democratic Action (PDA), the Serbian Democratic Party (SDP), the Croatian
Democratic Union (CDU) and the Muslim Bosniak Organization (MBO)*! were founded
respectively on 27 March, 12 July, 18 August and September 1990. Also, the League of
Communists of Bosnia-Herzegovina under leadership of N. Durakovic transformed itself
into the Party of Democratic Change (PDC) in September.*?

The PDA was founded by Islamic-nationalist Bosniaks under the leadcr';hlp of

618 Samary, op. cit., p 173.

619
Gow, op. cit., p. 34.

2 Bilandzic, Dusan, “I'ermination and Aflermath of the War in Croatia”, in Magas & Zanic (eds.), op.
cit., p. 85.
! After the war, the MBO evolved into the Liberal Bosman Organization.

522 See Bougarel, Xavier, “Bosnia and Herzegovina: State and Communitarianism”, in Dyker & Vejvoda,
op. cit., pp. 95-96.
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Alija Izetbegovic.””* The party program described the PDA as “political alliance of the

citizens of Yugoslavia belonging to the historical-cultural sphere of Islam”.*** Its main
aim to protect unity of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Bosniak culturc and identity. For this
purpose, Izetbegdvic called all 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 for 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 PDA, for liberty, and for Muslims (Bosniaks).
The other Yugoslav nations are going to do it for themselves. Why should the Muslims of
Yugoslavia be the exception?”®® -

The MBO was another Bosniak party that was founded by Adil Zulfikarpasic and
Muhamed Tunjo Filipovic®®® who were representatives of the secular Bosniak nationalist
trend in the PDA. In September 1990, they denounced the “fuct that 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 family ties”, and founded the MBO
as a secular, liberal and nationalist party of Bosniaks.*”’

Although both the PDA 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 them. Firstly, MBO did not criticize
only SDP’s and CDU’s nationalist and militarist policics 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 through

%23 1zetbegovic had a background of religious activism that earned him two years in prison from 1946 for
organizing the Young Muslims and defending the Muslim nationalism, He later graduated in law from
Sarajevo University and worked as a legal consultant to Bosnian firms. From 1983 to 1989 he served
another jail sentence, his ‘Islamic Declaration’ of 1970 being cited as evidence that he wished to
proclaim a Muslim state in Yugoslavia. (See Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (cds.), Conflict In The Former
Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 131).

624 Bougarel, op. cit., p. 96.

%25 Ibid., p. 99.

%% Zulfikarpasic lived in Switzerland between 1960-1990 and became a successful businessman. He
established the “Bosnian Institute” in Zurich. Filipovic born in Banja Luka in 1929 is a philosopher and
academician, as well as professor at Sarajevo University. o )

627 Bougarel, “Bosnia and Herzegovina: State and Communitarianism”, op. cit., p. 96,
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democratization of the political life and development of civil society in Bosnia and

Lerzegovina. Filipovie maintained that not only the SDP and the CDU but also the PDA
endangered the Bosnian unity and peace because they hindered development of civil
society and democratization in Bosnia-Herzegovina.*®

Another contradiction and difference between the PDA and the MBO was related
to ‘definition of Bosniak identity’. The PDA emphasizéd the concept of Muslimanstvo
(Islamic identity), while the MBO, which was more sccular and liberal than the PDA,
emphasized the concept of Bosnjastvo (Bosniak identity).®”® In this discussions, the
concept of Bosnjastvo 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 of Bbsniaks’ 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-Herzegovina at the assembly. In the declaration of
assembly, the concept of Bosnjustvo was emphasized. In other words, Bosnjastvo
prevailed over Muslimanstvo at the end of the Bosniak Assembly. **°

The SDP was founded by nationalist Bosnian Serbs under the leadership of
Radovan Karadzic, who is a Serb psychiatrist born 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 Milosevic 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 Serbia 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 reconverted to
the Orthodox Christianity, and those who rejected the reconversion should be exliellc;d
from Bosnia-Herzegovina. Also, the SDP regarded Bosniaks as ‘agents of Turkey’. “We
will never allow the return of Turkey in the Balkans” said Karadzic on 20 May 1995,

Morcover he asserted that “Serbs, Croats and Muslims (Bosniaks) can no longer live

%3 See Filipovic, Muhamed, “Bosna-Hersek’te Barist Korumanmn Yollars”, in Samary, op. cit., pp.
185-189.

“ Babuna, Aydm, Bir Ulusun Doguyn: Gegmigten Gitniimiize Boynaklar, 1stanbul: "Tarih Vak i Yurt
Yayinlari, 2000, p. 202. . .

% See Babuna, “Depisen Bosnak Kimligi Uzerinc”, op. cit., pp. 80-81.
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together. Just as the Croats and Muslims didn’t want o live in an united Yugoslavia, so

we don’t want (o live in their state. You can’t keep a dog and a cat in a box together.

Either they would always be quarreling and fighting or they would have to stop being

what they are” %'

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.°% And in November 1992, both Tudjman’s CDU and Boban’s CDU
forced Klujic to resign from the State Presidency of Bosnia-Herzegovina in favor of a
Croat scparatist Miro Lazic.*®> As a consequence, thanks to Tudjman’s support, the
Boban wing prevailed the Klujic wing and achieved absolute control within the party.

V. 5. ii. Beginning of the War

The first multi-party elections in Bosnia-llerzegovina was held in 18.11.1990 and
02.12.1990. At the 1990 elections 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 afler the PDA with 41.25,
35.41 and 20.41 pereent of the scats, respectively. In the Assembly 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 ndt
vote.”* |

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. Afier

o Unfinished Peace, op. cit., 1996, p. 10. , . .

2 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 18.

“Vlbid., p. 143,

o4 Agh, Attila, Emerging Democracies in East Central Europe and the Balkans, Northampton, MA: E,
Elgar, 1998, p. 217 and Babuna, Bir Ulusun Dogusu: ..., op. cit., p.198.
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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 CDU. 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 (CDU) and
Monucilo Krajisnik (SDP).

Milosevic and Tudjman met in 17 March 1991, before the outbrecak 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 betweein 30 April-
24 August 1990 and clected president of the chublic of Croatia in February 2000 afler
the death of Tudjman, explained afier 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 Tiudiman’s
passionate desire 10 extend Croatia’s borders”.*” That is, Bosnia-Herzegovina became
target of the Croat and Serb nationalism, led by the Tudjman and Milosevic regimes, in
the first half of the 1990s.

In June 1991, the MBO leaders Zﬁlﬁkaff)asic and Filipovic met with the Bosnian
SDP leaders Karadzic, Krajisnik and Nikola Koljevic for the purpose of reaching an
agreement on the status of Bosnia-Herzegovina. An agrecment was reached that Bosnia-
Herzegovina would remain an integral whole, linked with Yugoslavia in a confederal

association, and that the Sandzak®*

, 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 representation in the Serbian portion of the Sandzaic
and 40 percent representation in the Montenegrin portion. Milosovic agreed this
agreement, while Izetbegovic did not agrec it. 1zetbegovic accused the MBO leaders as

“traitors’, while Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic claimed that Izetbegovic killed the last chance

%% See Mesic, op. cit., pp. 11-12. ) ] )

536 According to the 1991 census, 71 percent of the Sandzak p_oplilatxon was Bosniak (Balic, Smail,
“Bosnian Muslims: Historical Background and Present Conflict”, in Ozdogan & Saybagili (eds.), op. cit.,
p. 155).
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for peace in Bosnia-Herzegovina.””’

Izetbegovic (President of Bosnia—Herzeé:)vina) 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,
transformation of the political and economic structure into confederation.

Izetbegovic 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 disintcgration of Yugoslavia would affect the petty Bosnian
economy negatively. (3) Izetbegovic and the PDA foresaw that any fragmentation of
Yugoslavia would lead to a civil war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and its partition between
Serbia and Croatia.

However, afier the Croatian and Slovenian independence declarations on 25 June
1991, the PDA changed its policy (confederal association of Yugoslavia), and began to
pursue separatist policy. The Assembly of Bosnia-Herzegovina 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 the same road that took Croatia into Hell, excepl that the
war in Bosnia will take you into a worse Hell, and the Muslim nation (Bosniaks) may
disappear altogether”.®® The Karadzic’s SDP protested the Bosnian Assembly and
established the ‘National Assembly of Bosnian Scrbs (NABS)’ on 24 October.

Referendum for independence of Bosnia-Herzegovina was organized on 29
February - 1 March 1992. The referendum was protested by Serbian voters and the SDP
99.4 percent of the voters voted in favor 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 independence declaration, the NABS proclaimed

Republika Swpska (Serbian Republic - RS) whose capital was Banja Luka, and on27

637

See Ramet, Balkan Babel, op. cit., p.204.
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March 1992, the RS Assembly proclaimed the unification of the RS with Serbia.®*®

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 Panic**® became the first Prime Minister of the FRY. So, the second
Yugoslavia (SI'RY) officially terminated on 27 April 1992, and the third Yugoslavia
(FRY) 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 of the social product of the second Yugoslavia.®!

The Milosevic regime insisted on keeping the name of Yugoslavia in order to gain

recognition as successor state to the SFRY, thus inheriting its international legitimacy and

0642

assets.”~ 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 automatically the membership of the former
SFRY in the UN for the other fepubh'cs (Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina and
Macedonia) had seceded.*®
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 held in

3% See Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ..., op. cit., pp. 84-87.

0 panic was born in Belgrade in 1942 but left his country for the America in 1955, later acquiring U.S.
citizenship. A professional and champion cyclist at the time of his defection from socialist Yugoslavia,
he later became a successful businessman as the director of a pharmaceutical company in California.
Panic was invented to the country by Milosevic and- Cosic, and returned in 1992. Scon thereafter his
veturn, Panic was allowed by Milosevic to purchase a controlling intt.:rest .in 'Ehe leading Serbian
pharmaceutical company, Glenika. In July, he was appointed (o the Premicrship of the FRY. (Allcock,
Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 205).

! Vejvoda, op. cit., p. 112, ‘

42 1 ukic & I.ynch, op. cit., p. 156

T 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 partition of Bosnia-Herzegovina. In these meetings they
agreed to divide up Bosnia-Herzegovina into three parts as 60% for Serbs/Serbia, 30%
for Croats/Croatia, and 10% for Bosniaks.”** Furthermore, in July 1992, Boban and his
party, the Bosnian CDU, proclaimed the ‘Croat Republic of Herzeg-Bosna (CRHB)’
involving Western Herzegovina, Ceniral Bosnia and Posavina (Northern Bosnia), and
Mostar was declared as capital of the CRHB.

Croat military force in the Bosnian War was formed by the Croatian Defense
Council (CDC) and the Croatian Defense Force (CDF). The CDC was founded by the
Boban’s CDU in May 1992, and commanded by headquarters al Mostar, Tomislavgrad,
Vitez and Orasje. The CDC had around 50,000 troops, 100 tanks, 50 armored fighting
vehicles and 1,200 pieces of artillery, most of which were heavy mortars.**’

The CDF was founded 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 unification 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-Herzegovina,**®

The CDF involved 10,000 soldiers of which up to 6,000 operated in western
Bosnia. The CDIs political aim was the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina that had been
absorbed into the NDIL Both the CDC led by Boban and the CDF led by Paraga were
supported directly by the Tudjman regime in Zagreb and the Croatian Army.**’

Also, the nationalist liberal Croatian diaspora gave financial, ideological and
military support to the nationalist Croatian forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina during thc‘warv.
Especially, the Croatian National Council that had been founded by the Ustasha remnants
in 1974 in Toronto gave great financial and military aid to the CDC and CDF e

On the other hand, the Serbian nationalism involved five actors in the Bosnian War:

4 Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ..., op. cit., p. 100 ' )
% See Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., pp. 58-60.

%48 Bora, Bosna-lersek: ..., op. cit., pp. 210-211. . i
7 O’ Ballanee, Edgar, Civil War In Bosnia (1992-1994), London: Macmillan Press, 1995, p. 50.
4% See for more details Bora, Bosnia-Hersek: ..., op. cit., pp. 220-224.
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(1) The Army of Republika Sirpska (ARS) that was founded by the Bosnian SDP in May

1992 and conmnanded General Ratko Miadic had about 50,000 men.®* (2) The Chetnik
paramilitary force involving 5,000 men was founded by the Serbian Radical Party (SRP)
led by Vojislav Seselj. The SRP won 73 secats in the December 1992 clections and
42 seats in the December 1993 elections in Serbia. (3) The Serbian Volunteer
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 which won five and then onc scal in the December 1992 and the
December 1993 elections.*® (4) Dragan Vasiklovic (so-called Kapetan Dragan)’s
militariét group. (5) The Yugoslav Army (YA). After the declaration of the FRY, the
YPA was transformed into the YA that was controlled by the Milosevic regime. The YA
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 this purpose, like the Croatian forces, they carried out ethnic cleansing
against non-Serbs. Especially, the paramilitary groups entered villages and cities after the
regular army (the ASR and the YA) units and slarted killing civilians, raping and
looting.%

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 carric\d out
political methods instead of militarist methods in Bosnia-Herzegovina.*? |
Also, in the late 1992, Patriarch Pavle of the Serbian Orthodox Church and

Cardinal Kuharic of the Croatian Catholic Church issucd a scries of three joint statements

which criticized Croat and Serbian militarist policies in Bosnia - Herzegovina and called

649 O’Ballance, op. cit., p. 50. ) ) .

650 Gee for the December 1992 and 1993 elections in Serbia Bora, Bosng-Hersek: ..., op. cit., pp. 189-
190, 196.

! Vasic, op. cit., p. 134. .

652 See for more details Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ..., op. cit., pp. 169-172.
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peace.”

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 Milosevic to resign.**

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 the 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 ‘committee 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, the ‘committcc of national safety’ was dissolved itsclf.®’
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 Forum®®, the Red Lilies, the Women
Association of Tuzla were some of these associations. The civil associations organized a
‘Cultural Festival’ in Sarajevo (February-Marc.h 1993) and an ‘Local Olympiad’ in Tuzla
(October 1993).%°7 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, wheﬁ we Jook 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 four Serb ministers. On 5 July 1992, thl‘e war

91 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (cds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cil., p. 151.

%% Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ..., p. 178-179.

5 Bougarel, op. ¢it., p. 162. '

65 The Serbian Civic Forum was formed by an anti-nationalist group of Sarajevo Serbs, who opposed the
Karadzic’s SDP, when Sarajevo was besicged by the Serb forces in April 1992, The founders of the
Serbian Civie Forum wanted lo preserve multi-ethnic Sarajevo lhru.ugh c.ouperuliuu wilh the Bosninks
and Croats. During the siege, these Serbs, together with the other mhal?xtanls' of Sarajevo, were being
subjected to constant bombing by Serbian artillery from the surrounding hills. But.also,.tbey were
subjected to attacks of numerous Bosniak irregular military forces .although the S?rbl?,n Civic Forum
opposed hoth the Milosevic and Karadzic governments. (KCC'““"(}V!C, Dusan, Ethnic Times: FExploring
Ethnonationalism in the Former Yugoslavia, London: Pracger Publishers, 2002, pp. 96-97).

%7 See Bora, Bosna-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.**®

The ARBH, that was commanded by Sefer Halilovic at first and then Rasim Delic,
was the weakest of the armed formation involved in the Bosnian War. It was inferior in
firepower to both the ARS, which was aided by the Milosevic regime and the YA, 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 1991, hindered the Bosniak government to empower its army through
arm importation. Despite the arms embargo, the ARBH could received only illegal and
restricted military aid from some Muslim countries such as Iran, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan,
Sudan, Lebanon, Libya and Turkey.®”®

As a result, the embargo on arms induced the Serbian forces and later the
Croatian forces to take advantage of the superiority of their armament to expand to the

%9 1¢ is more important that the arms embargo, that froze

prejudice of the Bosniak forces.
the military imbalance in favor of Serbian and Croatian military forces, facilitated the Serb
and Croat nationalism’s cthnic clcansing policy against Bosniaks, and conscqucently,
extended the victims of genocide. According to Philip Cohen, the arms embargo
disrcgarded Article 51 of the UN Charter by denying the Bosniaks the right to defend
themselves against aggression.”'

Muhamad Sacirbey, the permanent representative of Bosnia-llerzegovina to the
UN, wrotc in a letter to the president of the UN Sccurity Council, that if the ARBH had

662 '
adequate means for defense the war would never have exploded.™ But, the UN arm
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individual and collective self-defense if an armed attack accurs against a member of the United Nations,

until the Security Council has taken measures necessary (o maintain inlernational peace and security”.

(Cohen, P. 1, op. cit., p. 36) )

“? Finkielkraut, op. cit., p. 132.
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sanction, that prevented empowerment of the ARBH, maintained the military imbalance

in favor of Serb army; and conscquently, the sanction contributed explosion of the war in
Bosnia. However, although the Bosniak government persistently called for the arms
embargo to be lifted in their favor, arguing that the Bosnian state and bits threatened
people should have the right to defend themselves, the UN Security Council did not
accept the Bosniak demand. % |

During the war, some inner contradictions emerged in the Bosniak side. The most
important inner conflict occurred between the Bosniak government and Fikret Abdic, so-
called Babo (Father). He conflicted with Izetbegovic and formed his own party, the
Muslim Democratic Party, in opposition to the PDA. In July 1993, although the Bosniak
government led President Izetbegovic and Prime Minister Silajdzic rejected the Geneva
Plan, or so-called Owen-Stoltenberg Plan, Abdic advocated to accept the plan addressing
“the prosecution of this bloody war could resull in the physical disappearance of our
people (Bosniaks)”**.

In September, he accused lzetbegovic for ‘bellicosity’, and called for a
referendum on the Geneva Plan. Finally, Abdic proclaimed ‘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 occurred in Bihac, that was declared
the capital of the APWB.*® Furthermore, Abdic signed ‘peace agreements’ with Mate
Boban and Milosevic-Karadzic on 20-21 October 1993.°° Finally, Abdic’s army was
destroyed by the Bosniak-Croat Alliance’s forces in August 1995, and Bihac was overrun
by the Bosniak-Croat Alliance. Abdic left Bibac and settled Rijeka, where he enjoys the
protection of the Croatian authoritics. 667

Furthermore, there were another inner conflicts in the Bosniak side. Sefer
Halilovic (general staff officer of the ARBH until June 1993), Arif Pasalic (the

commander of Mostar),Ramiz Drekovic (the commander of Bihac) were three important

%3 Gow, op. cit., p. 37.

4 Bougarel, op. cit., p. 106.

5 Ibid., p. 107.

% Bora, Bosna-Hersek: ..., op. cit., pp. 141-142.

667 Babuna, Bir Ulusun I)oguw op. cil., p. 204 and Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The
Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 1.
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figures in the ARBH army. When they conflicted with the PDA in 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

Rasim Delic.***

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 committed some
serious crimes such as black-marketeering, rackctecring, and smuggling. On 24 October
1993, the ARBH took military action against Caco and Celo, and defeated them. In this
operation, 194 mafia soldiers were arrcsted by the ARBIIL®®

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
that they did not fight 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 fundamentalist Islam.

However, this argument was not true because of three reasons: Firstly, the PDA,
which was the most important and strongest representation of Bosniaks during the war,
was (and is) not a fundamentalist Islamic party although it emphasized (and emphasizes)
the concept of Muslimanstvo rather than Bosnjastvo.

Secondly, Bosnian Muslims (Bosniaks) are the most secularized Muslim community
in the Muslim World. Only 17 percent of the Bosniaks described themselves as believers
in the polls conducted during the 1980s.57° Also, the concept of Basnjastvo prevailegl the
concept Muslimanstvo in the Bosniak community. Moreover, the Bosnian Islam has ;1
background of experiences in dealing with the European 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.

% O’Ballance, op. cit., p. 222. .

670 Nation, R. Craig, “The Turcic and Other Muslim Peoples of Central ASIfl, the Caucasus, and the
Balkans™ in Vojlech Masiny & Craig R. Nation (cds.), Turkey Between East And West, Colorado:
Westview Press, 1996, p. 120.
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Aliican Muslim World.”" llence, there was not any characteristics of Islamic

fundamentalism in the Bosnian culture, and Bosnian Muslim people (Bosniaks) were (and
are) against Islamic fundamentalism.

Finally, both the PDA 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. However, although Bosniak side did not aim to cstablish a Islamic
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 support from the European
governments, claimed insistently that Bosniaks tried to found an Islamic statc/community
in Bosnia-Herzegovina through the Muslim World’s aid against the European
civilization.®”

V. 5. iv. The International Intervention into Bosnia-Herzegovina

The Republic of Bosnia-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 and

sanctions:*”

The UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 755 of 20 May 1992 admitted the
Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina to membership in the UN. The UNSCR 757 of 30 May
1992 imposed political and economic sanctions on Serbia. The UNSCR 776 of
September 1992 extended the UNPROFOR’s mandate to Bosnia-Herzegovina.”* The
UNSCR 781 of October 1992 established no-fly zone in Bosnian airspace. The UNSCRS
819 and 834 of April and May 1993 established Srebrenica, Tuzla, Gorazde, Bihac;
Sarajevo, and Zepa as ‘safe areas’. The UNSCR 827 of May 1993 established the
International War Crime Tribunal for the Former Yugoslayia. The UNSCR 836 of June

“1 Balic, op. cit., p. 159.

72 See Malcolm, op. cit., pp. 342-345. )

073 Allcock, Milivojevic, Horton, Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia, op. cit., p. 302

% In December 1994, the UNPROFOR in Bosnia-l lerzegovina involved 22,208 troops from 19 states,
Turkey joined in the UNPROFOR with 1,462 troops. (See Table 10.4 in Ramet, Balkan Babel, op. cit.,
p. 226).
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1993 authorized the UNPROFOR to protect the six safe arcas. The UNSCR 998 of June

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 from 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
establishment of an internal peacekeeping force.Also, the conference condemned the Serb
military forces’ activities in Bosnia-Ilerzegovina and regarded the new Yugoslavia (IFRY)
as assailant side. In the London Conference, lzetbegovic, 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 Septembér 1991 on the whole of the former
Yugoslavia by the UN. Yet, the Bosniak side’s demands were not accepled by the
conference.””

In April 1993, the Vance-Owen peace 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 thesc cantons were to be mainly Bosniaks, three
mainly Serbs, and three mainly Croat; and Saféjevo was 1o be governed by the three
ethnic groups. Also, Sarajevo was to be seat of a wcakened central government for
Bosnia-Herzegovina. These plan was accepted by Croat side but Bosniaks and Serbs did
not accept the plan.*”

On 22 May 1993, the Washington Accord (or Program) was prepared and SIgned by
the USA, Russia, Britain, France and Spain in Washington. This accord considered that
sanctions against the FRY should continue; the safc areas would be expanded; the no-fly
zone was to be retained; war crime tribunal was to be established and international

assistance should be sent Lo monitor Serbia’s borders with Bosnia. The Washington

675 Qoo for more details Rossanet, Bertrand, Peacemaking and Peacekeeping In Yugoslavia, the Hague:
Kiuwer Law International, 1996, pp. 5-11 and Gow, op. ¢it., pp. 224-231.
57 See for more details Gow, op. cit., pp. 235247 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,
Izetbegovic called for Western military intervention.®”’

’One month later, the Geneva Conference was held in July 1993 among Izetbegovic,
Milosevic and Tudjman. In the negotiations, mediators (LLord Owen and Norwegian
Thornvard Stoltenberg) formed a peace plan which was called the Geneva Peace Plan or
the Owen-Stoltenberg Plan. These plan divided Bosnia-llerzegovina into threc 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 17.5 percent. The modified plan was again accepted by
the Serbs and the Croats but rejected by the Bosniak side.”

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-Ilerzegovina on the
basis of ethnicity meant the destruction of Bosniak identity and nation. That is, they
regarded the territorial unity 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 majqrity.
Therefore, the Serbian and Croatian militarist forces accelerated and intensified ‘policy of
ethnic cleansing’ against Bosniaks in order to increase the number of regions where they
were majority.®”

On the other hand, there was a contradiction between the London Conference and the

peace plans because although the London Conference supported the protection of

77 Gow, op. cit., pp. 167-169
678 Unfinished Peace ..., op. cit., p. 52.
7 Anciaux, op. cit., p. 185.
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territorial unity of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the peace plans did not respect the unity of

Bosnia-Herzegovina and did not aim to protect its unity. On the contrary, the plans
involved partition of Bosnia-Hcrzegovina on the basis of ethnicity.*®

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, Kresimir Zubak replaced Boban as president of the CDU and the CREH3Y

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 lerritories with a majority of Bosniak and
Croat population in the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina info a Federation, which is
composed of federal units with equal rights and responsibilities. The decisions on the
constitutional status of the territories of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina with a

majority of Serb population shall be made in the course of negoliations toward a

¥ 682

peaceful settlement and at the International Conference on the IFormer Yugoslavia

The Washington Agreement was an accord on the creation of a Bosniak-Croat
Federation within Bosnia-Herzegovina, with a further preliminary agreement for a
conlederation of this new federation with Croatia itselll According to the agrecment, the
Bosniak-Croat Federation’s power was to be shared between the two ethnic gl’OUpS,.Wit‘h
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 ratificd by the assemblies of

o0 See‘Guney, vNyur'sin;—At;soglu, «[3osna-Hersek Sorunu ve Barig Gortigmeleri”, in Gencer Ozcan &
Kemali Saybagihi (eds.), Yeni Balkanlur, Lski Sorunlar, Istanbul: Baglam Yaymlari, 1997, p. 269-273.
B! Bougarel, op. cit., p. 110.

% Rossanet, op. cit., p. 60.
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Republic of Bosnia-llerzegovina 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.**?

Also, as a portion of the Washington Agreement, the ‘Confederation Agreement’
was signed by presidents Tudjmanhof Croatia and Izetbegovic of Bosnia-Herzegovina. It
provided for a Confederal Council with rotating chair, as well as for moves toward
economic and cultural cooperation and cooperation of defense policies.5*

Afier the Washington Agreement, in July 1994, the Contact Group (Britain,
France, Germany, Russia and the USA) prepared a plan that called for division of the
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 Scrb 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.*®

The Bosniak-Croat cease-fire 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 between Bosniaks and Croats through
the cease-fire and the Washington Agreement started the termination of the war in
Bosnia-Herzegovina.

The Bosniak-Croat alliance has organized joint military operations agains:t the
Serb forces since the Washinglon Agreement, and this opcrations had damaged a.n;j
weakened considerably the Serb rilitary force by the 1995. On 22 July 1995, Izetbegovic
and Tudjman met in Split and signed an agrecrpflet, so-called Split Declaration, that was

supported by the US and German government, on military cooperation against the Serb

83 Babuna, Bir Ulusun Dogusu: ..., op. cit., p.207. ' .

684 Allcock, Milivejevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former }’ugf).ila\jia, op. cit. p. 327.

5 See  Leonomides, Spyros & Taylor, Paul, “Former Yugoslavia ", in James Mayall (ed.), The New
Interventionism, 1991-1994: United Nations Lxperience in Cambodia, Former Yugoslavia and Somali,

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996, pp. 85-87.
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The Split Declaration was followed by the Croat attack (the Operation Storm)

on the RSK and the defeat of the SAK between 4-10 August 1995.

forces.%*®

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 cconomic sanctions on the Republika Srpska on 4 August 1994. As a
reward for this, the UN reopened Belgrade airport for international flights, restarted the
ferry from Bar (Montencgro) to Bari (Italy), and lified sanctions in the spheres of cultural
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 Sirpska.®®’

Furthermore, in August 1995, Karadzic forced Ratko Mladic, commander of the
ARS, to resign from his post. But, Mladic, who was fortified by the support of his
officers, 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.°%

'The overrunning of the safe areas of Srebrenica and Zepa by the Scrbian 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 Sarajevo on 28
August 1995, which killed 37 civilians and woundcd 88, NATO issued an ultimatum to
the Serb forces to remove the artillery from the area surrounding Sarajevo or face
reprisals. When the Serb forces did not comply, NATO initiated a three-week campaign
of air strikes targeting the Serb military installations, communications centers and
ammunition dumps. The Milosevic regime did no react to the attacks.®

Finally, (1) establishment of the Bosniak - Croat alliance under the Washington

%86 See Osmangavusolu, op. cit., pp. 215-216. - '
7 Teokarevic, Jovan, “Neither War nor Peace: Serbia and Montcnegro in the First Half of the 1990s™, in
Dyker & Vejvoda (eds.), op. cit., p. 186.
688 .

Bougarel, op. cit., p. 112. . .
% Kaufman, Joyce P., NATO and the Former Yugoslavia: Crisis, Conflict, and the Atlantic Alliance,

Lanham: Rowman & Littleficld Publishers, 2002, pp. 119-120.
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Agreement, (2) the NATO air strikes against the Bosnian Serb forces, (3) the inner

conllicts 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 ncgotiated at the Wright-Patterson Air Force Base of
the U.S. Air Force, near Dayton, Ohio, between 1 and 21 November 1995. The
documents were finally signed in Paris on 14 December 1995. The accords were signed
by the representatives of the Republic of Bosnia-Ilerzegovina, the Republic of Croatia
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, respectively Izetbegovic, Tudjman and
Milosevic.

Izetbegovic in the same day addressed that “This (the Dayton Peace Accords) may
not be a just peace, but it is more just than a continuation of war”. Also, Tudjman stated
that “the agreement will result in lasting peace and create conditions for the

establishment of a new world order in this part of the world”. And Milosevic emphasized

2 690

that “the solutions achieved here include painful concessions by all side.

691

The Dayton Peace Accords” ' established the “Republic of Bosnia-Ilerzegovina” as a
federation, composed of two entities: the “Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina (populated
predominantly by Bosniaks and Croat cthnicity) and the “Republika Srpska (Serbian
Republic)”. Its institution consists of a three-person Presidency (one Bosniak and one
Croat elected directly from the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and one Serb from
Republika Srpska, chairmanship rotating); a Council of Ministers (6 ministers that‘ are
nominated by the Presidency and endorsed by the House of Represe:ntati\ves,i
chairmanship rotating); a bicameral Parliamentary Assembly (House of Representatives

involving 42 members directly elected: 28 from the Federation and 14 from Republika

Srpska, and House of People involving 15 delegates: 5 Bosniaks, 5 Croats are delegated

%% Taylor, op. cit., p. 41. ) i

91 See for the Dayton Peace Accords Cousens, Elizabeth M. & Cater, Chz}r]es K., Toward Peace In
Bosnia: Implementing the Dayton Accords, London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2001, pp. 33-51 ;
Birlesmis Milletler Kararlarmda Eski Yugoslavya ve Bosna-lersek, lslan'bulz Da)fn.msma Vakfi
Yaynlari, 1996, pp. 271-292 and, for the full text of the accord, http://www.ohr.int/gfa/gfa-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 changed by the
Parliamentary Assembly.

The Republic is responsible for external representation and affairs, including
foreign trade; customs; monetary policy; international and inter-entity law 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
Government that is nominated by the Presidency and endorsed by the National Assembly.
Also, there are Municipal Councils at the municipal level..

The Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s institution 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 Péople, chairmanship rotating); the Federation
Government that is nominated by the Federation Presidency and endorsed by the
Federation House of Representatives. Also, unlike in the Republika Srpska, there are 10
cantons which have their own institutions of cantonal Presidency, Assembly anid
Government. In addition to these, there are also Municipal Councils at the municipal
level.

The Dayton Peace Accords confirmed the central role of NATO in the Bosnia
war and in the foundation of new Bosnian state. Under the Dayton Accords, NATO
committed itself to deploy the Implementation Force (IFOR) 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 countries 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 of the SFOR’s mission with no clear time
limit.692

Another important product of the Dayton Accords is “the Office of the High
Representative (the OIHR)”.*? 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 11 of Annex 10 of the 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 Bosnizi—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 organizationg;. @)
Finally, to provide guidance to the UN International Police Task I'orce. |

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 of 2000, the OHR
employed 681 staffand 18 office throughout Bosnia-Herzegovina and one representation

oflice in Brussels. The OHR’s headquarters are in Sarajevo.The High Representative, his

2 Alicock, Milivojevic, Horton (eds.), Conflict In The Former Yugoslavia ,op. cit., pp. 119-120.
1 See for the Office of High Representative www. ohr. int.
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Principal Deputy and his Senior Deputies and their cabinets are based in Sarajevo. In

addition, the Sarajevo Office accommodates the Political, Economic and Legal
Departments, Rule of Law Pillar, the Return and i{econslruction Task Force, the Military
Cell, the Press Office and the Resources Department.

In the economic field, the OHR coordinates the repair and reconstruction of
Bosnia-Herzegovina’s inlrastructure, including its roads, bridges, airports, telephone
networks and utilities. The reconstruction is financed under a 5.1 billion dollars World
Baonk / Furopean Commission program, Apart from cconomic reform, which 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, cducational reform, media rcform, establishment of
institutions of the state, establishment of public service broadcasting, and Bosnia-
Herzegovina’s integration into Lurope.

On 8-9 December 1995, The Peace Implementation Council (PIC)** was
established by the Peace Implementation Conference in London. The PIC comprises 55
countries and agencies. The PIC has come together at the ministerial level 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 of Islamic Conference (OIC) 2.5%, others 5.47%.

The London Peace Implementation Conference also established the “Stgering
Board of the PIC” work under the chairmanship of the High Representative as the
executive arm 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 the High Representative, meets at the level of political

directors every four to eight weeks and at the level of Foreign Ministers once a year.

“* See for the Peace Implementation Council 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 official authorities; and dismissing elected officials at every level of
govermment.

Afier 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-
Herzegovina because the three nationalistic parties (the PDA, the SDP, the CDU) 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 with 45.2 (19 seats), 21.4 (9 seats) and 19.0 (8 seats)
percent of the 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 of the votes in the Republika Srpska.®”

The three nationalist leaders of Bosniak, .Serb and Croat communities —
respectively, Alija Izetbegovie, Momeil Krajisnik and Kresimir Zubak — were clected in
the September 1996 elections and they formed a three-member presidency under the
chairmanship of Izetbegovic, followed by the establishment of a common government for
Bosnia-Herzegovina. In the Federation of Bosnia-llerzegovina, Kresimir Zubak became
President and Bosniak LEyup Ganic became Vice-President. The first prime minister of the
chgrdllon was Haris Silajdzic. 696 .

On the other hand, in the Republika Srpska, in June 1996, as a result of the
West’s pressure, Karadzic stepped down as president of Republika Srpska and
relinquished this office to Biljana Plavsic, who was supported by the West. Also,
Karadzic stepped down as president of the SDP. Four months later, Plavsic dismissed

General Ratko Miladic, the commander of the ARS during the war.”’

5 Agh, op. cit., p. 218.
6% Babuna, “Degisen Bognak Kimligi (Jzerine”, op. cit., p. 85.
7 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 OHR dissolved the RS Parliamentary Assembly and overruled
the RS constitutional court to force new elections. It 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 clected the RS president, Nikola
Poplasen, and prevented the vice-president, Mirko Sarovic, ffom assuming his post.
Then, Poplasen’s Serb Radical Party was banned from competing in the state, the entity
and the municipal clections in 2000. Also, in November 1999, the high representative
dismissed nine mayors along with other local officials 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 new 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 dctermination and government of the
Bosnian economy.**

V. 6. Costs and Results of the Wars

In the Croatian war, according to the Croatian official records, around 20,000
people were killed, 55,000 injured, 3,000 missing and 600,000 displaced.®® Before the
war, Croatian economy had 1,690,000 people in employment, and in 1995 there were
about 1 million; so, 690,000 jobs were lost as &t result of the war.””® The war destroyed
about 30 percentlof the Croatia’s industrial potential. Total material damage is estimated
at between $22 and $25 billion. About 7800 miles of roads, or 38 percent of the total
road network, was badly damaged. Dozens of important bridges were wrecked, including
the bridge at Maslenica near the port of Zadar on 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

% See Chandler, David, “Bosnia: The Democracy Paradox™, Current History, 2001, pp. 14-19,
% Mesic, op. cit., p. 8.
7 Bilandzic, op. cit., p. 90.
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destroyed by artillery and aerial attacks.”"

The most dramatic and bloody product of the collapse of socialist sclf-management
system and of the disintegration of Yugoslavia was the Bosnian War. This war did not
only damage Bosniaks 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 eflects of the Bosnian war are still continuing in Bosnia-Herzegovina in the
present day. |

According to Viademir Zerjavic, the distinguished Zagreb demographer, 215,000
persons died in the Bosnian war between April 1992-December 1995 and that among the
dead were aboui 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 forces 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.””

In addition to these casualties, nearly 30,000-70,000 women were raped during the
war.”® 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 (1,800), Sweden (50,000), Switzerland (11,100), Turkey (20,000),
the Czech Republic (4,000)."" According to Declaration of the Political Directors of the
PIC Steering Board on 30 January 2003, 900,000 people of them have returned an;l
reseltled in Bosnia-Herzegovina since 1996.7%

Also,the economic life in Bosnia-Herzegovina was paralyzed by the war and,Bosnian

" Cviic, op. cit., p. 196.

792 Ramet, Balkan Babel, op. cit., p. 239. . ]

703 See for the rape issue in the Bosnian war Alkan, Necmettin, Dagilan Yugoslavya Mozaginde Bosna,
Istanbul: Beyan Yayinlari, 1995, pp. 93-113. ' . _ .

7% Kiimbetoglu, Belkis, “Gogmen Siginmact Gruplardan Bir Kesit: Bulgaristan Gtégmenleri ve Bosnali
Siginmacilar”, in Saybagili & Ozcan (eds.), op. cit., pp. 243-244.
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Bosmian people still suffer from the cconomic problems that resulted from the war:

417,000 house were destroyed during the war and, the war increased number of
unemployed people to 700,000.7% 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 telecommunications systems
were destroyed, and in 1997, industrial production stood at about 10 percent of prewar
levels.”” Unemployment pegged at 50 percent in the Federation of Bosnia-lerzegovina
and at 90 percent in the Republika Srpsak in 1996.7

In 2003, according to the Institutes of Statistics of the Federation and the
Republika Srpska, there were 420,000 unemployed people in the Bosnian economy; and
20 percent of the population was below the poverty lin¢ as internationally dcfined, and
another 30 percent of the population was close to it. Also, trade deficit was 4,466 million
KM. Malfia, organized crime, smuggling, drug, prostitution, bribe, tax evasion are other
important problems of the current Bosnia-Herzegovina,””

Even though religion and religious diflerences played role in the Bosnian War, it
is absolutely wrong to describe the Bosnian War as a ‘religious and cultural conflict/clash

s710

among Muslim Bosniaks-Orthodox Serbs-Catholic Croats’”'" because of three reasons:

795 See for this declaration www. ohr. int.

706 Karatay, Osman, Ba'de Harabi’l Bosna, Istanbul: iz Yaymnalik, 1997, p. 87.

7 Ramet, Balkan Rabel, op. cit., p. 280.

79% Cohen, Lenard J., “Whose Bosnia? The Politics of Nation Building”, Current History, 617, 1998, p.
111

799 See for economic indicators of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s economy www. ohr. int.

"% Samuel Huntington argues that “fundamental source of conflict in this new world will not be
primarily ideological or primarily economic. The great divisions among humankind and the dominating
source of conflict will be cultural. Nation states will remain the most powerful actors 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 faull lines between civilizations
will be the battle lines of the future”. (Huntington, op. cit., p. 22).

So, according to this hypothesis, the Yugoslav wars of the 1990s in Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia
were respectively the Catholic Slovene-Orthodox Serb, the Catholic Croat-Orthodox Serb, and the
Muslim Bosniak-Orthodox Serb-Catholic Croat wars. That is, Huntington maintains that these wars
resulted from cullural and religious differences and conflicts among such nations. Therefore, according
to his assumption, the Slovenian, Croatian and Bosnian wars were cultural and religious clashes among
the Serbs, Croat, Slovene and Bosniak nations. (See Huntington, op. cit., pp. 33, 37-38).

Also, like Huntington, the Croat nationalist liberal leader Tudjman viewed the Bosnian War as a
‘clash of civilization’ : “The Yugoslav experience showed that cultural divides and constraints turned out
of be decisive — so strong that the common state proved rot viable. The current fault-line overlaps with
those of the Roman Empire (Theodosian line) between Rome, Byzantium, and Islam, 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.

Sccondly, during the war, some comunon civil organizations, 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 of Bosnia between Serbia and Croatia.

And finally, some Serb politicians and generals took place in the Bosnik war
government and in the ARBH. They supported independence and territorial unity of
Bosnia-llerzegovina, and for this purpose, fought 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.”"

All of them shows that the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina was not a religious and
cultural clash, and did not spring from religibus and cultural differences/contradictions.
Also, it should be pointed that despite the religious differences, there is close cultural,
linguistic and ethnical aflinity among the Yugoslav peoples (Serbs, Croats, Slovenes,
Bosniaks, Macedonians and Montenegrins). And this affinity played an important role in
foundation of both the first and second Yugoslavia, and organization of the communist
Partisan Movement in the Second World War. .

In fact, both the Bosnian and Croatian warts were products of economic aﬁd
political aims of the Serbian and Croatian nationalist liberal bureaucratic-technocratic
ruling classes which aimed to promote their political und cconomic position through

cstablishing capitalist “Greater Serbia” and capitalist “Greater Croatia”. Hence, the

border between the Otioman and the Habsburg empires. And the region where this divide of civilizations
is most palpable, Bosnia-llerzegovina, produced one of the most powerful crisis of today”. (Unfinished
Peace ..., op. cit., p. 16). -

" Bora, Bosna-Hersek...., op. cit., 158.
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Milosevic and Tudjman regimes played more important and determinative role than 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 OHR
and the SFOR. Also it is a very ‘fragile state’ since nationalism has not be abolished or
minimized in the Bosnian politics.

The Great Powers’ intervention’'? in the Bosnia-Herzegovina through the OHR
and the SFOR was generally regarded as the essential provision for protection peace and
integrity of Bosnia-Herzegovina. In fact, althou"gh it stopped the war, the Great Powers’
intervention through the OHR and the SFOR aflfected the Bosnian state and peoples
negatively because of four reasons: Firstly, it dissmpowers the Bosnian people, political
parties and elected representatives at the political sphere. Secondly, it hinders
improvement of negotiations about internal affairs among 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 fragmentation 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
sulfered severely from the wars as the Scrbian and Montenegrin cconomies were
damaged extensively by the UN economic sanctions between May 1992 and 1996. The

cconomic sanctions deepened the economic crisis of the 1980s and deteriorated sharply

. . ] . . -
712 Simon Jenkins, a London Times columnist, defined the *‘Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina’ as “world
capital of interventionism™. (Chandier, op. cit., p. 116).
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the standard of living of the Serbian and Montenegrin peoples. In 1992 when economic

sanctions were introduced on the FRY, Serbian 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 onc-third of the Serbian population, were
oflicially below the poverty linc. 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 after the sanctions,
their value dropped to $2.70. By May 1993, one year after the imposition of sanctions,
inflation was at 205 percent monthly. In August, it rose to 1,880 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 1993 because of shortage of medicines and surgical materials, which was
80 more than in 1991. The mortality rate of the 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 Belgrade’s schoolchildren were anemic and 26 percent
of the children in Nis were undernourished.”"

The economic sanctions, which damaged Serbian economy and impoverishqd the
Serb people, had effect of strengthening the nationalist mood among the people, lsinc‘e
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 Serbs. This feeling and

attitude of the Serb people was especially reinforced by the Serbian media that was

3 These figures were quoted from Bookman, op. cit., pp. 78-80, 114-118 and Teokarevic, op. cit., pp.
187-188.
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controlled by the Milosevic regime. Thus, the sanctions drew people closer to the

Milosevic regime, not further away. The Milosevic 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 injustice on the Serb nation. So, the economic
sanctions on the FRY fed the Serbian nationalism and aggressiveness.”"*

Another result of the economic and arms sanctions was about the power balance
in the Balkans. The sanctions damaged a;ld weakened greatly the Serb army and
economy, and thus, affected and altered the power structure in the Balkans.”"”

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 of capitalist “Greatér Scrbia” and capitalist “Greater Croatia”. For this
purpose, likewise in the period of World War 11, 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 intellectual / spiritual life since the Serbian and Croatian nationalist
liberalism aimed to destroy everything that might be an obstacle to capitalist “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.

4 Bookman, op. cit., p. 122 and Teokarevic, op. cit., p. 186.
5 Bookman, op. cit., p. 133.
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CHAPTER V1

CONCLUSION

The Serbo-Croat relations in Yugoslavia had two opposite and contradictory
aspects: cooperation and conflict. 'The Serbo-Croat cooperation had constructive, while
the Serbo-Croat conflict had destructive effects in the both first and second Yugoslavia.

The first Serbo-Croat cooperation was set up in the period of World War 1, 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 favored centralization of the state and country, while the
Croat side was in favor of federalization of the state and creation a federated Croat
Republic wilthin the Kingdom. Also, some nationalist Croat groups such as the Ustasha
supported creation an independent “Greater Croatia”. Morcover, some nationalist Serb
groups such as Nikola Pasic’s Serbian Radical Party regarded the foundation of the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia as a milestone for creation a “Greater Serbia”. The Serbo-Croat
conflict in the First Yugoslavia culminated in the 1929 royal coup and the assassination of
King Aleksander Karadjordjevic by the Ustasha Party in 1934.

This conflict between centralist-nationalist Serbs and federalist-nationalist 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
sofiened the conflict and the political life, the fragile First Yugoslavia destroyed by the
Axis occupation in April 1941. ‘

During the Sccond World War, the Chetnik Movement led by Draza 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 found

“Greater Serbia”, while the Ustasha pursucd the same policy for establishment of
“Greater Croatia”. Of course, the Chetnik and the Ustasha terror deepened the Serbo-
Croat conflict and weakened the ‘idea of Yugos"l“avism’.

Both in the interwar period and during the Second World War, the most
important, close and effective Serbo-Croat cooperation was achieved within the YCP and
the Partisan Movement. Of conil'sc, the Yugoslav communist movement did not only
include the Serb and Croat communists, 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 nationalisth and the Karadjordjevic
dynasty in order to overthrow the existing regime and to achieve ‘socialist Yugoslav
revolution’. After the Axis occupation in April 1941, the YCP formed the Partisan troops
in order to liberate the country and then to realize socialist revolution. During the war,
the communist Partisans did not only fight against the occupying Axis armies led by
Germany, but also against the Chetnik and the Ustasha armies. They collaborated 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 YCP and
the Partisan Movement as the most serious obstacle for creation of “Greater Serbia” and
“Greater Croatia”. For this rcason, 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 fought against the occupying armies in order to liberate the
country and against the Serbian and Croatian nationalism in order to achicve soc.ialis.t
revolution after the liberation. That is, communist Serbs and Croats established a
cooperation within the Partisan Movement and the YCP, and fought together against the
occupying armies, the Serb Chetniks and the Croat Ustasha during the war.

Alier the Partisan victory, the YCP founded the Scecond Yugoslavia. The Second
Yugoslavia was founded as “Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia” on 29 November

1945, and its name was changed into “Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia™ by
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the 1963 Conslitution. So, the Sebo-Croat cooperation within the YCP played a

constructive role in the liberation of the country and foundation of the 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”.”'® This “trcat coming from within’ was the bureaucracy. The real enemy
of the working people’s self-management was not imperialism or the old society’s ruling
classes but ‘upper bureaucrats’ who controlled the statc and party apparatuscs.”'” This
nalive enemy was called by Milovan Djilas as the New Class.”"

But this upper strata did not consist of only ‘upper burcaucrats’ but also
‘managers of enlerpriscs and banks’. So, James Simmic called this upper strata involving
bureaucrats and technocrats as ‘political and managerial elite’ who controlled decision-
making process in the political and economic lite.”"” Fred Singleton explained this
‘political-managerial clite” as ‘red bourgeoisic” in his book in 1976: “In 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

enterprises and banks. This was particularly in evidence in Croatia, but it also affected
the other republics”.”™ ‘

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

16 Bennett, op. cit., p. 77.

"I Horvat, op. cit., p. 74.

718 See for more details Djilas, the New Class, op. cit.
" Simmie, op. cit., p. 8.

729 Singleton, op. cit., p. 272.
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when citizens are expelled from the political sphere and power, it is occupied, controlled

and governed by judges, burcaucrats and brigands.””' In the case of Socialist Yugoslavia,
in order to empower and protect t‘ilcir economic and political position / power, the upper
bureaucrats and technocrats expelled the working pebple from the political, economic,
educational and media spheres, and occupicd, controlled, and governed these spheres.””
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 birc was ‘nationalist liberalism’. Nationalist upper
bureaucrats-technocrats, in order to maximize their self-power and self-interests, tried to
cmpower their own republic’s economic and political power at the expense of the 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 systeni, to reconstruct capitalism and to integrate
the country into international capitalist relations in order to empower their economic and
political position, that is, to promole their position from the btrc to the “capitalist ruling
class’. This libcral 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 birc
and the capitalist core states. That is, the capitalist core states played an important role in
the collapse of the self-management system and reconstruction of capitalism .in
Yugoslavia. Although the Yugoslav workers opposed the nco-liberal policies throuéh
organizing strikes, the neo-liberal policies and reconstruction of capitalism could not be
hindered. In other words, the Yugoslav working pcople had not enough power to protect
and develop the self-management system against the btrc-core capitalist states alliance.

Thus, the rise of Serbian and Croatian nationalist liberalism in the 1980s based on

72! Barber, Benjamin R., Giicli Demakrasi: Yeni Bir Cag Igin Katllimet Siyaset, trans. Mehmet Begikgi,

Istanbul: Ayrinti Yaymnlari, 1995. p. 152.
22 See Vuskovic, op. cit., pp. 142-144.
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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 btrc
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 of the self-
management system and reconstruction of capitalism. Hence, the Serbian and Croatian
btrc 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 targégs: The Serbian btrc led by the Milosevic
regime aimed to found “Greater Serbia”, while 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-llerzegovina.

For this reason, these two wars were not ‘the return of ancestral hatreds’ or ‘clash
of civilization’ but the conflict/clash between Serbian btre and Croatian btrc. The Serbian
and Croatian btrc fed and spread nationalistic ideas and sentiments among the Serb and
Croat peoples through using political, economic educational and media mecans that were
controlled and managed by them. Both the Milosevic and Tudjman regimes tried to fed
‘nationalistic hatreds’ in order to destroy critical ’thinkingm, the ‘Bratstvo i Jedinstvo’,
the idea of Yugoslavism, and finally 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 wars’ 2* in
order 1o use the peoples for their projects: establishment of “Greater Capitalist Sérbia"’
and “Greater Capitalist Croatia”. The Serbian and Croatian btrc led by the Milosevic and
Tudjman regimes became successful in this 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 Kecmanovic, op. cit., pp. 133-134.
4 Julliard, op. cit., p. 60.
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to control and managed public opinion.””’

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 Gee Marx & Engels, Alman Ideolojisi, op. cit., pp. 70-74 and Uras, Ufuk, /deolojilerin Sonu mu?,
Istanbul: Sarmal Yaymevi, 1997, pp. 67-71.
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