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Prologue
The history preceding the conflict: Yugoslavia
up till 1991






Chapter 1
The era up till 1945

1. Introduction

In January 1991 J. Fietelaars, the Dutch ambassador to Yugoslavia, sent a message from Belgrade to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in The Hague that Slovenia was virtually certain to leave the Federation of
Yugoslavia.! The Dutch diplomat felt this would lead to a political momentum where Croatia would
rapidly follow Slovenia’s example and the remaining republics of Bosnia-Hercegovina, Macedonia and
Montenegro would no longer wish to belong to the remnants of a Yugoslav state that would be
dominated by Serbia.

An answer to the question of what would happen if Yugoslavia were to disintegrate came on 16
January from none other than President Milosevic of Serbia during a four-hour lunch in Belgrade with
the European Community ambassadors to Yugoslavia. Here, Milosevic indicated ‘the ultimate
compromise’ that Serbia was prepared to make if Yugoslavia were to collapse: ‘If this cannot be
achieved peacefully, Serbia will have to opt for the power resources that we have at our disposal but
they (the remaining republics) do not possess.” According to the coded message that Ambassador
Fietelaars sent to The Hague, the Serbian president continued by saying:

<

.. [BJut let there be no misunderstanding about this: if a federal Yugoslavia is
no longer supported then the Serbian willingness to make sacrifices is rendered
superfluous and is robbed of its value. We will then return to our starting point,
to our Serbia. But this is not the present administrative department but the
Serbs’ fatherland, and the Serbs in Yugoslavia who declare themselves in favour
of a return to the Serb fatherland have the right to do this and the Serbian
people will enforce that right.””

Milosevic told his diplomatic audience that Serbia had no objection to Slovenia leaving the Yugoslav
state structure because hardly any Serbs lived there. In Croatia, where 650,000 Serbs lived, ‘the borders
will be adjusted and the Serbian enclaves will be secured. This is inevitable and is non-negotiable.
Otherwise leaving the federation cannot be accepted and will be opposed by every available means.” As
yet the Serbian leader had reached no conclusions about Macedonia’s position. But Montenegro and
Bosnia-Hercegovina would have to remain a part of Yugoslavia. “There’s no place for concession.”

Five months later Slovenia and Croatia declared independence on 25 June 1991. During the
days that followed, images appeared throughout the world of terrified Yugoslav People’s Army
conscripts who had found themselves caught up in a real war in Europe. For 45 years Europe had been
synonymous with the absence of war. This almost idyllic situation came to an abrupt end in June 1991.
For the Europeans, war was no longer something distant.

At first it still seemed like a ‘dréle de guerre’ an operetta-like war in Slovenia. It was a war that
would last for ten days and would claim no more than a few dozen dead and wounded.* By contrast in
Croatia, which had also proclaimed its independence, the conflict between Belgrade and the renegade
republics rapidly took a sinister turn. Serbs and Croats were fighting a war where the Geneva
Convention was repeatedly violated.

I Hazewinkel, ‘Beleid’, pp. 10 and 13.

2 ABZ, DDI-DEU/ARA/00408, Joegoslavié/Binnenlandse politiek/Servi€, Fietelaars 14, 21/01/91.

3 ABZ, DDI-DEU/ARA/00408, Joegoslavié/Binnenlandse politiek/Servi€, Fietelaars 14, 21/01/91.

4 Zametica, Conflict, p. 15 mentions the Slovenian armed forces sustaining 19 fatalities with the federal army incurring 45.
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The conflict spread to Bosnia-Hercegovina in April 1992. This occurred shortly after the United
Nations had decided to station troops in Croatia that were known as the United Nations Protection Force,
or UNPROFOR for short. It was under this UNPROFOR flag that the Netherlands soon became
involved in the conflict in the former Yugoslavia as ultimately it was also to be in the fall of Srebrenica.
This was because UNPROFOR’s mandate was rapidly extended to include Bosnia.

The Netherlands contributed to the UNPROFOR peacekeeping force from the very start. At
first its contribution included a signals battalion and a transport battalion but this was later extended to
the formation of a fighting unit in East Bosnia in March 1994. This meant that the Netherlands had
sent 2339 armed soldiers to the former Yugoslavia so that the Dutch were the fourth largest supplier of
troops to UNPROFOR (after France, Great Britain and Jordan) and were the eighth worldwide in
terms of the 17 United Nations’ peace operations that were currently underway.” In addition,
approximately 400 men of the Dutch Royal Navy and an additional 400 members of the Dutch Royal
Air Force were deployed for the operations in and around the former Yugoslavia. Moreover, with its
contingent of 50 unarmed UN observers, the Netherlands also supplied the largest proportion of the
600 United Nations Military Observers (UNMOs) in the former Yugoslavia. Most of the unit, or ‘Dutchbat’
as it was known in UN jargon, was stationed at Srebrenica, a Muslim enclave in East Bosnia. Its role
was security, a task for which other countries had shown little enthusiasm.

In July 1995, sixteen months after the deployment of the first Dutch fighting battalion, Bosnian
Serb troops overran the United Nation’s Safe Area of Srebrenica. The Dutch UN troops who were
present were forced to abandon their task and over the following days several thousand Muslims were
killed in the forests and at execution sites in this ‘safe area’s” immediate vicinity.

Many felt that this was proof of the moral bankruptcy of an international community that had
worked for three years without finding a political solution to the conflict in the former Yugoslavia. This
was a bitter blow, certainly when bearing in mind the radical changes to the world stage that had
recently occurred. The world order had changed radically since the reformer Mikhail Gorbachev had
taken office in Moscow in 1985: Soviet control over Eastern Europe had been dismantled, the Berlin
Wall had fallen and, finally, Communism had ceased to be the Soviet Union’s governing movement in
the summer of 1991. This led around 1990 to a general sense of euphoria about the new world order
that had been created by the end of the Cold War which had dominated international relations for
more than 40 years. This euphoria became still more intense at the beginning of 1991 when an
international force under the leadership of the United States rapidly ended the occupation of Kuwait.
American President George Bush declared that his country had entered the war against Iraq because of
‘more than one small country; it is a big idea, 2 new world order’.’ This new wortld order would include
new forms of co-operation between countries, a peaceful settling of differences, international solidarity
against aggression, arms reduction, arms control and the fair treatment of all peoples. It was received
with general acclaim.

However, there was also cause for concern. Now that a suicidal war between East and West was
no longer an issue, there was an increasing awareness that there were also fewer restraints on outbursts
of violence, particularly in the Balkans.” Indeed, rather than suddenly improving, the international
context had simply changed. This does not alter the fact that the violent outbursts in the Balkans in the
early 1990s were difficult to understand within this international context.

The violence in the Balkans was also in stark contrast to the solemn tributes at the 1980 funeral
of Josip “Tito’ Broz. This event in a still-united Yugoslavia was attended by the largest imaginable
collection of heads of state from both Fast and West along with the Non-Aligned Movement countries.

5 Apart from the three countries already mentioned, it came after Pakistan, India, Bangladesh and Malaysia. M.A.W.
Scheffelaar, ‘De blauwe onmacht’, Carré 1995, no. 11, p. 11; the Information Service of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
‘Nederlandse militairen in en rond voormalig Joegoslavié€. Stand van zaken 1 maart 1994’

¢ Quoted in Dore, Japan, p.116.

7 K. Koch, 'Het nieuwe dreigingsbeeld, Nederlandse defensie tegen een nieuwe achtergrond’, p. 11.
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All of them paid their last respects to the man who, for 35 years, had enabled Yugoslavia to gain a
unique position and respect in the world.

What happened in the 11 years between 1980 and 1991 when the country that Tito had forged
together was finally to disintegrate? Where are the causes of the dramatic end of the multi-ethnic state
of Yugoslaviar? Do these causes exclusively exist in Yugoslavia itself or were there also external ones?
Have other nations or the international community either intentionally or unintentionally contributed
to the collapse of Yugoslavia’s political structure? Would it have been possible to try to prevent this
deterioration externally? And what were the outside world’s options to end or to limit the conflict once
it had started? Which routes were open here and what resources were available? These questions are
mainly discussed at the beginning of the preceding history because they are necessary for a good
understanding of the events that occurred in and around the former Yugoslavia between 1991 and
1995. What follows reveals an all-too-frequent collision between the reality of international decision-
makers and the reality of the developments within the region itself. The consequences were to be
fateful.

As was previously stated, a good understanding of the events in Srebrenica can only be achieved
by exploring the history of Yugoslavia. This chapter has already referred to President Tito who
managed to maintain his country’s unity for dozens of years. We must now focus on the period of his
regime and on the preceding era so as to be able to understand that the conflict in the early 1990s had
an extensive and contiguous history.

2. The death of Tito

On 10 May 1980 the Dutch publisher Uitgeverij Het Spectrum had no scruples about literally capitalizing
on the death six days eatrlier of the Yugoslav president and die-hard Communist Josip Broz, or Tito as
he was better known. Amongst newspaper advertisements was the headline “Yugoslavia After Tito’.
The advertisement read: “Which course will Yugoslavia take? East, West or will it once again become
Serbia, Montenegro and Croatia, just as before the First World War? Will national interests override the
international ones?’ If you wanted to discover more ‘about this country’s wealth of history, art, workers’
self-rule, politics and music’ the thing to do was to invest in the 25-volume Grote Spectrum Encyclopedie.

This commercially astute publisher had played on the interest shown throughout the world over
the previous week in the late statesman who was also the oldest major leader since World War Two.
Governments from both East and West along with the Non-Aligned Movement, which was partly
founded by Tito, sang the praises of this political tight-rope walker who not only managed to control
regional differences in his own country but also maintained an independent foreign course between the
Communist and the Capitalist powers.

Tito’s recognition and importance was demonstrated at his funeral. Apart from half a million
Yugoslavs, dignitaries from as many as 129 countries came to pay their last respects to the statesman in
Belgrade. They included four kings, six princes, three presidents, ten vice presidents, eleven
parliamentary leaders, dozens of premiers, 47 foreign ministers and many Communist Party leaders.
The official Dutch delegation was also considerable and consisted of Prince Bernhard, Prince Claus,
Premier van Agt and Minister Van der Klaauw of Foreign Affairs.

Many people felt that Yugoslavia would probably never be the same again after the death of its
first president and this was illustrated by the Dutch newspapers of the day. To quote the A/gemzeen
Dagblad reporter B. van Oosterhout, Tito had taken Yugoslavia from being ‘a backwards Balkan
province, a ball on the field of influence of international politics” and had turned it into ‘a self-aware,
independent Socialist country’.” Apart from the hundreds of thousands of mourners, Yugoslavia

8 B. van Oosterhout, ‘Belgrado loopt uit’, Algemeen Dagblad, 07/05/80. Also F. Schaling, ‘Tito: de successtory van een
meedogenloze partizanenleider’ & ‘Door breuk met Stalin kon Joegoslavié geschiedenis maken’, NRC Handelsblad,
05/05/80.
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appeared outwardly unchanged in the days following the death and funeral of the ‘old man’ - ‘Stari’ or
‘old man’ being one of Josip Broz’ nicknames. Four months of illness had prepared the country for the
death of the last major leader of the Second World War.

The Dutch newspapers focused considerable attention on the main points of Tito’s political
course during the 35 years after the war: his independent foreign politics, workers’ self-rule and his
policy concerning Yugoslavia’s separate regions. The daily newspapers described him as ‘the greatest
statesman (...) to come out of the Balkans’,” the man who was called the ‘only Yugoslav’,"” and — to
quote Nehru — the man who had forged Yugoslavia out of ‘six republics, two autonomous provinces,
five different peoples, four languages, three religions, two alphabets and one political party’."

The question was whether Tito’s legacy would be preserved.? According to F. Schaling of the
NRC Handelsblad, Tito ‘had lived too long because his all-but-eternal presence had blocked the
solutions to many of the problems of Yugoslavia’s future and this had resulted in a general stagnation
in the country’s leadership.” This stagnation was, for instance, evident in the carefully-formulated rules
concerning the collective leadership that was to govern Yugoslavia after Tito’s death and which,
Schaling argued, ‘would automatically have a brief existence.” Stagnation was also demonstrated by the
fact that the set of leaders under Tito was generally frighteningly mediocre because Tito distrusted all
forms of ambition and quality was not rewarded.””

Clearly disturbance within the Yugoslav state system could not be excluded. A crisis could be
caused by the leadership of the Soviet Union which had recently invaded Afghanistan: “The Afghan
scenario — an internal power struggle, tensions between national minorities and finally a cry for help to
sympathetic Communists in the Kremlin — ultimately was and is the nightmare of many Yugoslavs.’"*
However, Moscow publicly stated that it would leave Tito’s country alone. President Carter warned that
the United States would tolerate no form of ‘terrorism’ against Yugoslavia. In diplomatic circles it was
understood that here the American president was referring to the causing of internal disorder 'which is
regarded as being a much greater danger to Yugoslav independence than any “normal’ military
invasion."

According to a leader article in the ["o/kskrant, ‘one of Tito’s greatest virtues is the fact that the
formation of the Yugoslav nation seems to be sufficiently rooted so as to be able to survive his
passing.”'’ By contrast other Dutch commentators argued that, although the Yugoslavs’ sense of
national identity had increased under Tito, the Serbs, Croats, Bosnians, Montenegrins and Macedonians
‘and all those other tribes’ were still contaminated by ‘the passionate tribal chauvinism that the mixed
population of Yugoslavia has suffered from since time immemorial.”"” ¢ The strength of the forces that
threaten the country’s unity both at home and abroad will be revealed now that the old leader is no
longer around’**

® M. Broekmeyer, ‘Tito was uitzonderlijk’, Hez Parool, 06/05/80

10 B. van Oosterhout, ‘Belgrado een tranendal’, Afgemeen Dagblad, 09/05/80. Also “Tito was zijn eigen Marx’, de 1"olkskrant,
05/05/80.

1 Nehru quoted in T. Kuijt, “Tito's leven in het teken van strijd’, Hez Parool, 05/05/80.

12 Joegoslavié zonder Tito’, Algemeen Dagblad, 05/05/80; B. van Oosterhout, ‘Belgrado loopt uit’, Alemeen Dagblad,
07/05/80.

13 F. Schaling, ‘Door breuk met Stalin kon Joegoslavié geschiedenis maken’, NRC Handelsblad, 05/05/80.

14T, Kuijt, “Tito's leven in het teken van strijd’, Hez Parool, 05/05/80. J. den Boef, ‘Kan Joegoslavié zonder Tito?’, Trouw,
05/05/80, “Tito’, NRC Handelsblad, 05/05/80; F. Schaling, ‘Leiders Joegoslavié hebben eerste vuurproef doorstaan’, NRC
Handelsblad, 06/05/80.

15 A. de la Kromme, ‘Supermachten laten Joegoslavié met rust’, de Telegraaf, 08/05/80. ‘De politicke dood van een
staatsman’, Het Parool, 05/05/80; ‘Commentaar - Tito's dood, Tromw, 05/05/80; ‘Russen blijven uit Joegoslavié’, ibidens,
06/05/80.

16 “Ten geleide — Tito’, de 1V olkskrant, 05/05/80.

17 “Tito was zijn eigen Marx’, de [olkskrant, 05/05/80. Also J. den Boef, ‘Kan Joegoslavié¢ zonder Tito?’, Tromw, 05/05/80.
18 Joegoslavié zonder Tito’, Algemeen Dagblad, 05/05/80. “Tito's naaste adviseurs krijgen de macht’, de 1Volkskrant, 07/05/80;
“Tito’, NRC Handelsblad, 05/05/80; F. Schaling, ‘Leiders Joegoslavié hebben eerste vuurproef dootstaan’, NRC Handelsblad,
06/05/80;De politiecke dood van een staatsman’, Hez Parool, 05/05/80.
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Tito’s obituaries were illustrations of the developments that had occurred in his country during
the 20" century. He was born in 1892 to a Croat father and a Slovenian mother. Before assuming
leadership of the Communist Party at the end of the 1930s, Tito had climbed the ranks of the Imperial
Army to become a sergeant major during the First World War - Croatia still being a part of the Austro-
Hungarian Empire. At first he fought against the Serbs along the Drina, a fact that he later preferred to
omit from his biography.'” After being captured by the Russians, he converted to Communism and
initially remained in Russia. When Josip Broz returned to the land of his birth in 1920, Croatia was no
longer a part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire but of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes that
was later to be called Yugoslavia. This first Yugoslavia took him by chance just as its end took him by
surprise in 1941. The second Yugoslavia, which was formed after the Second World War, was largely
his creation and survived him by only eleven years.

The events that led to Slovenia and Croatia’s proclamations of independence in the summer of
1991 raised the question as to the feasibility of a Yugoslavia that had been created and destroyed on
two occasions during the 20™ century. Of course, the question was not simply of academic importance
but was also relevant for the initial positioning of other countries vis-a-vis the conflict that arose in
1991. Linked to this is the question of whether the collapse of Yugoslavia can be attributed first and
foremost to causes within Yugoslavia itself (endogenous explanations) or to external developments and
events (exogenous explanations). Some authors place great emphasis on internal factors in terms of the
collapse of both Yugoslavias. One of them, Dusan Necak, has written: “The nations of Yugoslavia have
faced a decision on their common destiny on several occasions in history, but the forces of division and
disintegration have always been stronger than those of unity and consolidation.”” Ivo Banac, an
authoritative historian who specializes in Yugoslavia and works at the University of Yale, goes one step
further. He attributes no credit whatsoever to the Yugoslavs for the creation of their state of
Yugoslavia (which literally means South Slavia): ‘Every examination of the Yugoslavia project will show
that the idea of South Slavic unity and reciprocity was promoted, often unwittingly, by the non-Slavs
and was undermined by the southern Slavs themselves.”” We will explore in depth the question of
whether this is correct. The answers are important so as to show which centrifugal tendencies were
present in both the First and the Second Yugoslavia, which were the mechanisms that had to counter
these developments and why these ultimately failed. The reader must be patient here because Bosnia
only enters the picture at a late stage. In fact, Bosnia-Hercegovina was not the source of major political
problems in Yugoslavia. On the contrary, probably there would have never been a war in Bosnia in the
1990s if Yugoslavia had not already collapsed.”

3. The events preceding the first Yugoslavia

“Yugoslavia’s death had been a long one with the first seeds of its
destruction sown before its birth...*

Yugoslavia was located on the Balkan Peninsula that throughout history was the victim of alternately
too much or too little interference from the major civilizations and great powers. Hence, in many ways,
the country was situated on a fault line: it was simultaneously a no man’s land, an area of confrontation
and a melting pot.

19 Glenny, Balkans, pp. 571-572.

20 Dusan Necak, ‘Historical Elements for Understanding the “Yugoslav Question
14. See also Lampe, Yugoslavia, p. 7

21 Tvo Banac, ‘The Origins and Development of the Concept of Yugoslavia’, Van den Heuvel/Siccama (eds.) Disintegration, p.
1.

22 Susan L. Woodwatrd, ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina: How Not to End Civil War’, in: Walter/Snyder (eds.), Wars, p. 75.

23 Owen, ‘Breakup’, p. 39.
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For centuries the line dividing the Western from the Eastern Roman Empire ran through what
was later to become Yugoslavia. After the schism between the Roman Catholic and Orthodox
Churches in 1054, representatives of both branches of the Christian faith continued for many years to
fight together against Islam that appeared to be spreading to the West.

The Serbs had their own kingdom from the beginning of the 13" centuty; it was supported by
its own church that was founded by Saint Sava. He had seized upon a momentary weakness in the
Byzantine Orthodox Church so as to set up an independent Serb Orthodox Church with its own
liturgy. The Serb Empire achieved its ultimate expansion in the middle of the 14" century under King
Stefan Dusan (1331-1355). At that point it covered Serbia, Macedonia, Albania, a large part of Greece
and Bulgaria. But it was all downhill from then on: the troops of the Serbian King Lazar were beaten by
the Turks at the ‘Blackbird Field”: the Battle of Kosovo or Kosovska Bitka. This event was kept alive
with epic songs for centuries to come. The Serbian Empire continued until the middle of the 15"
century when it was forced to admit defeat against the Ottomans, the Sultans who ruled the Turkish
Empire between approximately 1300 and 1922.

The Slovenes and the Croats came under the domain of the Roman Catholic Church once
Byzantium fell to the Turks in 1453. Hence, the Slovenes were subject to Venetian rule and the Croats
to the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Like the Serbian Empire, the Bosnian Empire, which had existed
since the 12" century, was conquered by the Ottomans in the 15" century.

Most Serbs remained loyal to the Orthodox faith under Turkish rule but some of the Serbs in
Bosnia and the Albanians in Kosovo converted to Islam. The Ottoman government had a high degree
of religious tolerance that was maintained by the mzllet system. This system included a form of
sectarianism: religious organizations also governed a part of the people’s lives within society. This
resulted in a development where faith and ethnicity converged. Through faith, the administration of
justice and cultural tradition, the Orthodox priests greatly contributed to the preservation of an
individual identity and the development of the Serbs’ sense of nation.

Towards the Treaty of Berlin

This development of a Serbian national awareness was not insignificant. Turkish domination resulted in
the Serbs emigrating to the north and away from Kosovo that was associated with such important
memories. They moved to more peripheral areas such as what was later to become Vojvodina along
with the area around Banja Luka in the north-west of Bosnia, Slavonia and the Krajina which bordered
on the territory under Turkish rule. In Slavonia and the Krajina, the Serbs were able to live as free
peasants under the Austro-Hungarian regime with the right to practise their own religion in exchange
for military service in the fight against the Turks.

The Vojna Krajina (literally: military border area) extended like a sickle from Novi Sad and
Belgrade to close to Zadar on the coast. This area, which encompassed both Krajina near Knin and
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East Slavonia, maintained a separate legal status until 1881 when it was no longer of military
importance and became a part of Croatia.

From the end of the 18" century, there was an overt national awareness in the area that was to
become Yugoslavia. This awareness was initially based on religion. Serbs, Croats and Muslims could
only be distinguished from one another on the basis of their religion, no matter how weak their belief.
Croats were Catholic, Setbs were Orthodox and Muslims were Islamic. A Catholic Setb and an
Orthodox Croat would be just as absurd as a Jewish Muslim.”* A Serb who changed religion would
also change ethnicity. For instance, a Serb who converted to Islam would therefore also become a
“Turk’ or ‘Muslim’; a Serb who embraced Catholicism would become a Croat.”

The second distinguishing element was the memory of the past where the Serbs, Croats and
Bosnians had all had their own empires replete with myths that were communicated and touched up
through an oral tradition that passed from generation to generation. These epic poems created a sense
of intimacy with eras long past and virtually erased the intervening centuries from human
consciousness. Some Serbian ideologists even went so far as to argue that if a Serb converted to Islam,
he not only became a “Turk’ but was also tainted with the blood of the Serbs who had been killed four
or five hundred years previously during the Ottoman conquests.”

There were only limited linguistic differences between the three Slavic groups that could be
compared to the differences between English and American. The Slovenes had a different language
during the later Yugoslavia, as did the Albanians in Kosovo and the Macedonians.

In 1815 the Sultan of the now-fading Turkish Empire granted limited self-rule to Serbia and in
1830 he recognized Obrenovic’s sovereignty over Serbia, Obrenovic being the forefather of one of the
two dynasties that would rule Serbia during the 19" century. Serbia now had the status of a vassal state
that encompassed a limited area to the south of the Sava and the Danube, and with Belgrade to the far
north.

Between 1815 and 1833 many Serbs moved to Serbia from the surrounding areas while the
Turkish citizens and Muslims left the Serbian territory. This was the beginning of a series of expulsions
and massacres that left Serbia virtual ‘Muslim-free’ at the beginning of the 20" century and showed how
Serbian nationalism tended to exclude non-Serbs rather than integrate them.

Yet many Serbs still lived outside of the Serbian heartland: in Montenegro, Vojvodina, Krajina,
etc. It was not long before pioneering Serbs began to dream of a Greater Serbian Empire that reflected
the memory of the medieval Kingdom of Serbia. Once the Turks had abandoned their final bulwark in
Serbia in 1867, the Serbs began to work towards a union with the areas outside of Serbia where their
ethnic kinsfolk lived.

The Serbs fought the Turks with the help of Russia, and Serbian sovereignty was fully
recognized at the Treaty of San Stefano and the Treaty of Berlin (1878). The Treaty of Betlin also
recognized the independence of Montenegro, an area where the mountain dwellers and their religious
and secular rulers had always managed to maintain a certain autonomy vis-a-vis the major powers.

Towards the First World War

Nonetheless the Serbs were dissatisfied with the results of the Treaty of Berlin because they had failed
to achieve a foothold in Bosnia-Hercegovina. This Ottoman area was assigned to the Austro-Hungarian
Empire in the form of a protectorate. In 1908 the Austro-Hungarian Empire formally annexed this
region, much to Serbia’s fury.

Along with the ideal of a Greater Serbia, there was an increasing desire following the Treaty of
Berlin for the unification of all the southern Slavs (i.e. the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) who were

% Detrez, Balkan, p. 12.
25 Also Raju G.C. Thomas, ‘History, Religion and National Identity’, Thomas/Friman (eds.), Conflict, pp. 26-27.
26 Michael Sells, ‘Christoslavism 2. The Five Major Components’,
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located within the borders of the Double Monarchy of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. This movement
was nourished by the fact that there were no major linguistic differences between the various southern
Slavs. However, at that time Serbia’s political and military ambitions were directed southwards.

During the First Balkan War (1912-1913), Serbia and Montenegro along with Bulgaria and
Greece attacked a weakened Turkey that was virtually driven out of Europe. However, Serbia and
Montenegro once again felt that they had missed out on the territorial spoils that had been divided up
by the major powers.

This dissension led a month later to fresh hostilities, this time between Bulgaria on the one side
and Serbia, Greece, Roumania and Turkey on the other: the Second Balkan War had just broken out.
Serbia acquired a large part of Macedonia once the peace treaty was signed. The rest of Macedonia was
handed over to Greece and Bulgaria.

During the two Balkan Wars, the Serbian territory grew from 48,000 to 87,000 square
kilometres. Serbia gained control of areas including Kosovo and Macedonia, both having many
Albanian residents. Many Serbs felt that this was historically justified. After returning from the Second
Balkan War, Crown Prince Aleksandar was greeted by crowds as the ‘avenger of Kosovo’.”’

However, Serbia hardly had time to integrate the new areas into the Kingdom. The Austro-
Hungarian Empire regarded Serbia’s power expansion with displeasure. Vienna felt that there were calls
from the elite of Croatia and Slovenia for Serbia to play the same role in achieving a southern Slavic
amalgamation as the Prussians had for German unification or Piedmont had for Italy. The Serbian
regime was aware of the fact that some circles in Vienna were just waiting for a reason to declare war
on Serbia.

On 28 June 1914 the Bosnian Serb Gavrilo Princip murdered the Austrian Archduke and heir
to the throne Franz Ferdinand and his wife in Sarajevo. Princip belonged to a group of Bosnian-Serb
nationalists who were supported in semi-official Serbian circles. These circles had refused to accept the
annexation of Bosnia by the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1908.% This attack was to trigger the First
World War.

Austria, encouraged by Germany, stipulated humiliating conditions for Serbia who, according to
Austria, was behind the attack. Serbia, supported by Russia, did not want to give in. After Russian
mobilization, which was rapidly followed by the mobilization of other countries, the First World War
had become a fact.

4. The first Yugoslavia

“You cannot understand Yugoslavia without having a detailed
knowledge of its history even before its official birth in 1918. This is
because the reasons for its birth were the same as for its death.””

The first Yugoslavia consisted of Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia- Hercegovina, Montenegro and
Vojvodina; it came into being on 1 December 1918.” The direct reason for the creation of this first
Yugoslavia is to be found in the course of the First World War in this area.

During the First World War, the Croats and Slovenes fought in the Habsburg Army (the army
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire) against the Serbs. Amongst these fighters was Josip Broz who was

27 Branislav Gligotijevic, ‘King Aleksandat I Karadordevic’, Radan/Pavkovic (eds.), Serbs, p. 143.

28 For more about the complicated relations between Princip, the Unification or Death group (Ujedinjenje ili Snrt) (which is
better known under its popular name of The Black Hand (Crna Ruka) and was responsible for secret operations outside of
Serbia) and the official organizations in Belgrade, see David MacKenzie, ‘Dragutin Dimitrijevic-Apis’, Radan/Pavkovic
(eds.), Serbs, and in particular pp. 69-82.

2 Dobrica Cosic, quoted in Cohen, Bonds, p. 1.

30 For a survey of the history of the first Yugoslavia see, for instance, Almond, War, pp. 112-132; Glenny, Balkans, pp. 402-
412, 428-436, 473-477; Lampe, Yugosiavia, pp. 99-196; Monnesland, Land, pp. 211-238.
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later to become known as Tito. The Croats set up seven concentration camps for Serbs and Bosnians,
the most notorious being at Doboj. Ten thousand prisoners were to die here, mostly from illness and
neglect.”!

In the autumn of 1915, with the help of the Bulgarians, the Austrian and German troops
managed to drive the Serbian enemy into Albania. The Serbian troops reached Greece through Albania
and Montenegro where a Franco-British fleet evacuated the 155,000 men who had survived the
appalling journey to Corfu.

In 1915 political exiles from Croatia and Slovenia agreed in London on the formation of a
federal Yugoslav state. At first it was impossible to reach conciliation with the supporters of the idea of
a centrally-governed Greater Serbia. However, the February Revolution in Russia in 1917 brought both
sides closer together: the Serbs no longer had the support of the Russian tsar and feared that the other
members of the Entente — France and Great Britain — would recognize an independent Croatia that
would still include many Serbs within its borders. On the other hand the Slovenes and Croats, who
wanted to separate themselves from the Habsburg Dual Monarchy, now also had their interests in a
Greater Serbia. They had read in diplomatic documents exposed by Russian revolutionaries, that two
years earlier the allies had promised Italy territory — South Tyrol, Trieste, Istria and parts of the
Dalmatian coast — in exchange for it entering the war on their side. These promises of territory would
have been at the cost of Slovenia and Croatia who hoped to free themselves of the Double Monarchy.

Due to these foreign threats, in 1917 the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes agreed upon a joint
kingdom that would be ruled by the Serbian Karadjordjevic dynasty. During the final year of war, the
Serb forces were based in Albania and managed to reconquer the territory that they had had to give up
at the end of 1915. At the same time there was a growing sympathy for a southern Slavic state amongst
the starving and war-weary peoples of Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia because it would mean an end to
the rule of the Austro-Hungarian Empire that had plunged the Balkans into catastrophe.”

Following the defeat of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the international climate favoured the
implementation of the southern Slavs’ federal plans. This enabled King Petar to proclaim the Kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes on 1 December 1918. Macedonia and Montenegro, who were
considered to be a part of Serbia, were excluded from this title as were the Muslims in areas such as
Bosnia-Hercegovina. Petar abdicated six months later in favour of his son Aleksandar.

Unlike the nation states of Western Europe, Yugoslavia was not therefore a nation in the sense
of a political entity that had been grafted onto an ethnic community. It was the result of the
fragmentation process of two multi-ethnic states; it occurred at the end of the suffering of Europe’s
‘sick’ Habsburg Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman empires. And it was also the result of the temporary
decline of the great states of Germany and Russia during the First World War: the two political entities
that had constantly influenced the Balkans during the 19" century and the beginning of the 20" century.

Hence, Yugoslavia was created from areas that had extremely diverse political backgrounds. It
encompassed the former Kingdoms of Serbia and Montenegro (which had managed to escape the
Ottoman domination), Croatia (which following two centuries of independence from the beginning of
the 12" century had, with the maintenance of a certain level of autonomy, become a part of first
Hungary and then the Habsburg Empire), Bosnia and Hercegovina, (which were a part of the Ottoman
Empire for many centuries but were added to the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1878) and Slovenia
(which had never existed as an independent state, had spent many centuries under German influence
but finally became a part of the Habsburg Empire).

Unlike some Western European states, the Yugoslav State had not begun as the dream of a
people who had fought together for their freedom. In the 19" century Serbs, Croats, Slovenes and
Montenegrins had either argued for Pan-Slavism (which went way beyond Yugoslavia) or had fought

31 Johnsen, Enigma, p. 39.
%2 Lampe, Yugostavia, p. 106.
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for a separate Serbian, Croatian, Slovenian or Montenegrin state. Each of these aspirations paled
alongside Yugoslavia as a construction.

If there was mention of a southern Slavic state in the nationalist programs of the Slovenes and
the Croats, it was mostly for tactical reasons. This was because they would need the Serbs’ support so
as to be able to free themselves from the Austro-Hungarian Dual Monarchy or alternatively so as to
achieve autonomy as a third state that would be the equal of both Austria and Hungary. And when the
Serbs spoke of southern Slavic unification, as based on a common language, it was mainly because they
were seeking a solution so as to create a new national home for the Serbs who lived outside of Serbia.”
The lack of synchronization between the various nationalist aspirations made the ideal of a southern
Slavic state virtually impossible until the First World War: Croatia and Slovenia were not independent
and Serbia was already an autonomous state which would later achieve independence and would not
voluntarily allow itself to be confined within the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

The national awareness in this area, which entered the world community in 1918 under its initial
name of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, had long been the dream of an elite. This elite
consisted of a modest-sized intelligentsia that included a clergy that advised its political leaders against a
background of romantic nationalism.> These elite circles lived in Belgrade, Zagreb, Ljubljana and
Sarajevo, cities that had become greatly modernized during the 19" century. Rural areas remained
excluded from innovative trends or they actively opposed them.

These elite circles played a role in the region’s nationalist sentiments in two separate ways.
Firstly representatives of these circles traced the borders on Balkan maps and coloured them in in a way
that subsequently was to be realized by political and military leaders. The people counted only as foot
soldiers and had no voice in these nationalist aspirations. A second way in which the intelligentsia
propagated nationalism during the 19" century was to create the ethnic-national myths whose influence
was still to be felt at the end of the 20" century. While ignoring the long period of Austrian, Hungarian,
Turkish and Venetian domination, the nationalists longed for the eras when the historical empire was at
its zenith — either in reality or in the imagination. This meant, for instance, that the historical claims for
a Greater Croatia or a Greater Serbia had to overlap. It also meant that the needs of Macedonia, Bosnia
and Albania to have their own states were in conflict with each other.

Serb mythology focused on the Battle of Kosovo at the Blackbird Field where King Lazar was
given the choice between a place in the Kingdom of Heaven or conquest on Earth: he accepted the
first choice. His troops then suffered a defeat that would lead to centuries of Turkish domination. Their
Orthodox faith generated the idea amongst the Serbs that they formed a front against Catholicism on
the one hand and Islam on the other. This gave them both a sense of pride and a feeling of
victimization and xenophobia.

Croatian nationalists regarded their people as being a stronghold of Catholic Rome, the
Antemurale Christianitatis, against both the Orthodox Church and Islam.” The nationalist movements of
the 19" century generally added extra emphasis to the exclusive elements of their own parties although
it was impossible to exclude paradox in an area where so many different groups lived together. For
instance, Ante Starcevic, who set up the ultra-nationalist Party of Croatian Rights in 1861 and who is
regarded by many Croats as being the founder of anti-Serbian, Croatian nationalism, was also the son
of a Serbian Orthodox mother and a Catholic Croatian father. Sometimes other population groups
were usurped in an attempt to justify claims to particular areas. Hence, Serbs became ‘Orthodox Croats’
and Muslims became ‘Serbs who have converted to Islam’.

These forms of 19" century nationalism finally led to a compromise that was only made
possible by the First World War. However, it in no way solved the tensions between the amalgamated
ethnic elements of the first Yugoslavia. On the contrary, these tensions dominated the country’s politics

33 Batakovic, ‘Integration’.
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19

for virtually its entire existence. For that matter, the Serbs and Croats had decided on the formation of
a southern Slavic state for entirely different reasons. The Serbs saw it as being the only possibility to
realize their dream of combining all the Serbs into a single nation. They effectively regarded the
presence of other ethnic groups as being a part of the bargain. The Croats needed Serbia’s help to
acquire the necessary clout so as to achieve independence from the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

Once the new state had become a reality, the vast majority of its inhabitants were Serbs who
numbered five million amongst a total population of twelve million. The Serbs tended to dominate the
other ethnic groups. The Croats no longer appreciated the Serbs’ dominance now that Austro-
Hungarian dominance had been thrown aside and the state had been set up. In fact the Croats, who
had enjoyed a certain degree of autonomy under Austro-Hungarian rule, even felt that their position in
the new Kingdom had deteriorated. The Serbs, on the other hand, had emerged from the war on the
winning side and argued that they had made sacrifices during the war for the freedom of the Slovenes
and the Croats whom, as they pointed out, had fought against them for the Austro-Hungarian Empire.
Serbian domination was also the plan of the peace negotiators at Versailles, and this was especially true
of the French who felt that the southern Slavic state had to be a bulwark against the restoration of the
Austro-Hungarian Empire or the possibility of new German interests in the Balkans.”

Further consideration of the politics of the first Y ngoslavia

The explanation for the creation of the first Yugoslavia can be sought through causes that existed both
within Yugoslavia (endogenous factors) and abroad (exogenous factors).

The supporters of the endogenous explanation for the creation of the first Yugoslavia
emphasize the fact that the idea for a southern Slavic state was already present in the programs of the
19" century nationalists in the various areas that were later to become the amalgamated parts of
Yugoslavia. They argue that this idea had gained considerable support in the ten years preceding the
First World War.”

In addition, they refer to the linguistic homogeneity of the southern Slavic area, with the
exception that the Serbs generally use the Cyrillic alphabet and the other ethnic groups the Latin
version.

The endogenous explanations continue by arguing that, at the end of the First World War, elite
circles from Croatia, Slovenia and Serbia regarded a unified southern Slavic area as being the best
guarantee against the power of neighbouring countries such as Germany, Hungary, Italy, Rumania and
Turkey. Of course, this could also be regarded as an external factor. These authors contend that a
condition for southern Slavic unification was the power of the Serbian army.

The supporters of the exogenous explanation consider the significance of the First World War
as being all important: ‘Yugoslavia is a product of the First World War.”® The Austro-Hungarian and
the Ottoman Empires were in decline and had emerged from the war in defeat. Croatia and Slovenia
could expect nothing more of these empires after the war. And without the Italian threat at the end of
the war, the elite of Ljubljana and Zagreb would have never fled into the arms of their Belgrade
counterparts.” Finally, at the peace conference in Versailles, the major powers forced the Serbs, their
wartime ally, to accept the multi-ethnic state of Yugoslavia." Hence, they also determined that large
Slovenian minorities would remain in Austria while at the same time Italy had been allocated Istria,
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Zadar and a number of Dalmatian islands. Hungary was forced to surrender Vojvodina and a part of
the Banat to the new Kingdom.

The southern Slavic State was founded in 1918 with the international situation playing a vital
role. Yet it did not have an easy start. The country was poor. Eighty per cent of the population lived in
rural areas where, in both Croatia and Serbia, Habsburg soldiers had requisitioned a great many cattle
and goods. Two-thirds of all peasant families lived below subsistence level." Industry was not
sufficiently developed to alleviate the widespread hidden unemployment in rural areas in any significant
way. Moreover, there was considerable inequality between the various regions. Serbia had suffered
terribly in the war. More than a quarter of a Serb population of four-and-a-half million had been killed
in the two Balkan Wars and the First World War. As many as 62% of men aged between 15 and 55 had
died.” By contrast, the cost in human life was less than ten per cent in the regions of Yugoslavia that
had been a part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

What applied to people also applied to industry. The slight industrial lead that Slovenia and
Croatia originally had over Serbia was subsequently increased by the war itself and by Serbia’s
reconstruction problems after the war. The retreating Austro-Hungarian troops had focused their
scorched earth tactics on Serbia. After the war Croatia benefited from investments from Austria and
Hungary whereas Serbia failed to attract foreign investment for several years. The new Kingdom still
had virtually no integrated national transport system. Train connections, roads and bank systems were
still the same as in the days of the great empires. There had been virtually no trade between the various
areas of the Kingdom before the First World War, a situation that was slow to change afterwards. The
advantages of a large internal market were rarely exploited.

The political system was particularly unstable. Croat and Slovene political leaders resisted the
Belgrade-based centralist state government that had been imposed by the Serbs and was included in the
Constitution of 1921. This meant that the imbalance between centralism and federalism was inherent to
the first Yugoslavia right from the start and was ultimately to destroy the second Yugoslavia. Even the
day on which the constitution was proclaimed revealed Serbian domination: 28 June, Saint Vitus’ Day,
the day of the battle on the Blackbird Field and also of Gavrilo Princip’s attack.

By virtue of its constitution, Yugoslavia had become a parliamentary democracy with the King
fulfilling an exceptionally important role. This constitution was passed with only a small majority of the
voting delegates. A large number of representatives, including the Croat Peasant Party and the
Communists, had abstained.

Non-Serbian groups discovered that the practice of government was no better than the
principle. Almost all the prime ministers of the 24 cabinets between 1921 and 1929 were of Serbian
origin; only once, for almost six months in 1928, was there a non-Serbian premier: Bishop Anton
Korosec of Slovenia. Almost all the army chiefs were Serbian, an ethnic group which otherwise
accounted for 40% of the population. There were virtually no Croats in top positions although they
formed a quarter of the population. Let alone the eight per cent who were Slovenes along with the
Bosnian Muslims (six per cent), the Macedonians (five per cent), the Germans (four per cent) and
roughly 15 other smaller ethnic groups who could not recognize themselves in the new Kingdom’s title.

In addition, the Serbs were grossly overrepresented in the political world: of the 656 ministers
who served between 1921 and 1939, 452 were Serbs, 26 were Croats with party affiliations and 111
were Croats without party affiliations.” On the eve of the German invasion of Yugoslavia, 161 out of a
total of 165 generals were either Serb or Montenegrin; only two were Croats. This situation represented
a deterioration for the Croats who, during the Habsburg era, had accounted for 15% of the generals
and admirals of the Austro-Hungarian forces.” In 1934, out of a total number of 145 top diplomats,
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123 were Serbs and 21 were of Croatian origin.” In addition, the vast majority of provincial prefects
were Serbs in every area except Slovenia.

60% of the Yugoslav army were Serbs who also accounted for more than half of all civil
servants.” It was only in the justice system that the relation remained in proportion, at least so far as
the Serbs and the Croats were concerned. More than half of all judges were Serb and a quarter Croat.

The Slovenes fared the best of all the non-Serb groups in the Kingdom. Their language ensured
that they maintained a certain level of government autonomy vis-a-vis Belgrade. And educational
opportunities, which had been limited under the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, now were greatly
increased. But it was a very different story for the inhabitants of Macedonia which was now known as
South Serbia and had been subjected to a ‘Serbification’ program that had demolished their own
educational system and religious organizations. Even their Macedonian names had been changed into
their Serbian equivalents."’

The instability of the first Yugoslavia was demonstrated by the high level of political violence.
24 political death sentences were carried out during the Kingdom’s first ten years and approximately
600 political murders were committed. In addition, there were around 30,000 political arrests and 3000
citizens fled the country for political reasons.* The victims were primarily Croats, Macedonians and
Albanians.

Following an overly heavy-handed attempt by the Serbs to introduce educational materials that
were based on a joint Yugoslav nationality, texts remained in use that took each individual ethnicity and
region as their point of departure.

The development of political parties, along with general trade union activity, seemed only to
occur along ethnic lines. The Social Democratic, the Communist and the tiny Republican Parties were
the exception to this rule. At the 1920 council elections, the Communists gained a majority in 36 towns
and villages that included Belgrade and Nis. They also won 12% of the votes at elections held for the
constitutional assembly; this made them the third biggest party in the country. However, measures
taken against the party’s revolutionary nature soon drove it underground.

Despite centralism and their numerical superiority, the Serbs were unable to control the
parliament effectively. This was due to the fact that the Serbian parties were rarely able to work
together in unity. Consequently virtually no legislation was passed and the various judicial systems of
the Kingdom’s amalgamated areas continued to exist alongside each other.

The Kingdom’s most popular opposition party was the Croatian Peasant Party that was led by
Stjepan Radic, a populist lawyer from Zagreb. He ensured that nationalism, which up till then had been
an elitist issue, was to reach every Croatian hamlet. Radic resisted the domination of the Orthodox
Serbs and Montenegrins right from the start. He fought for an independent republican Croatia that at
most would be a part of a Yugoslav confederation, a political construction that would allow for a high
degree of independence amongst its member states. By focusing Croatia on Europe, he tried to
maintain its distance from the rest of Yugoslavia ‘so as not to become dependent upon the Balkans
which, whatever one may say, are simply an Asian protuberance. Our duty is to make the Balkans more
BEuropean rather than to make the Croats and the Slovenes more Balkan...”"

Radic’s party repeatedly boycotted both the parliament and the elections that were always prone
to fraud and were regularly the signal for the Serb-dominated police force to inflict violence on non-
Serbs. The Croatian Peasant Party was more of a national movement than a political party. Therefore,
in the 1920s and 1930s, its contribution was for promoting ethnic nationalism rather than for creating a
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One of the low points of the troubled history of the first Yugoslavia came in 1928 with a
Montenegrin delegate’s assassination in parliament of Radic and two other members of the Croatian
Peasant Party. Two of the victims were killed instantly. Radic died some time later from the wounds
that he had sustained in the attack.

At the same time, the Empire of King Aleksandar was confronted with territorial claims and
other threats from surrounding countries. The danger from abroad and the internal state of deadlock
resulted in the King abolishing democracy and introducing a monarchic dictatorship. He also began to
suppress every expression of ethnic nationalism. Hence, he replaced his Kingdom’s extensive title with
a shorter name: from 1920 onwards the country was officially known as South Slavia or Yugoslavia.

Consequently, ten years after the creation of the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes,
the country’s name was officially changed to “Yugoslavia’. This Yugoslavia was divided into nine
government units. These were arranged in such a way that six of them had a Serbian majority while two
had a Croatian majority and one was dominated by the Slovenes. It was a blatant attempt to sweep the
ethnic issue under the carpet. At the time, this step was greeted with the remark that children, let alone
states, cannot be brought into the world by decree.” Political parties were forbidden, press censorship
was introduced and judicial independence was swept aside. Croatia and Macedonia were terrorized by a
police force that functioned both secretly and openly, officially and unofficially, and which almost
always consisted of Serbs.

The 1931 Constitution paved the way for the political parties’ return. However, these parties
were to play a subordinate role and only “Yugoslav’ parties were permitted. In fact, this new electoral
system strongly favoured the Serbs. Extremist parties on both the left and the right had long since been
driven underground. These included the VMRO, the Macedonian nationalist organization. Croatian
nationalism reached its extreme in 1929 in the form of the Ustashe Croatian Revolutionary
Organization or the ‘uprisers’ movement. It was known as the Ustashe for short and was led by Ante
Pavelic. This fascist movement opposed Serbian domination and found support in Italy, Germany and
Hungary.

King Aleksandar of Yugoslavia was murdered during a visit to Marseille in 1934. The Ustashe
was responsible for the murder and had deployed a VMRO terrorist. It was supported by the Italy of
Mussolini who wanted the return of the former Italian areas along the Adriatic coast. Naturally King
Aleksandar had opposed this.

Political relations remained difficult but the economy improved from 1934 onwards. This was
due to focusing on Germany and on an industrialization program that particularly benefited Serbia and
the mining and metallurgic industries of Central Bosnia. Nonetheless, at that time the Yugoslav
economy was one of the slowest to develop in the Balkan region.”

The shift in industrial centre was viewed by Croatian politicians as being new evidence that
Croatia would not benefit from what they regarded as being Serbian centralism.” Dr. Vlatko Macek,
Radic’s successor as the leader of the Croatian Peasant Party, argued that Croatia should acquire a
higher level of autonomy. He felt that Croatia and Serbia should only be joined by a personal union.
Meanwhile Pavle, Yugoslavia’s Prince Regent, was confronted by the increasing threat of war in Central
and Fastern Europe. An additional danger was the possibility that either Germany or Italy would take
over Croatia or would try to turn this area into a puppet state. The Prince Regent took action to deal
with this pressure: at his instigation the Serbian Prime Minister Cvetkovic strengthened Yugoslavia’s
stability in 1939 by compromising with the Croats. In August of that year, Cvetkovic reached an
agreement with Macek whereby Croatia acquired an autonomous status with the addition of the area in
Bosnia-Hercegovina where the most Croats lived. This expanded Croatia was to have its own
parliament and government. Only foreign policy, defence, transport and communication would be dealt
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with on a national level. Neither the parliament nor the people were consulted about this plan. In fact,
this attempt to create more autonomy for Croatia had come too late. The agreement’s implementation
had virtually no effect because of the approaching war.

Towards the Second World War

On 25 March 1941 Pavle, the Prince Regent, and his government responded to tremendous German
pressure by agreeing that Yugoslavia would enter the Axis pact of Germany and Italy. Two days later
this step was countered by a successful military putsch. The coup was supported by demonstrations
where people chanted slogans such as ‘Better dead than a slave’ or “War is better than the pact’, slogans
that 50 years later would once again emerge from the junk room of history.

However, the true position of the coup’s leaders was less principled than the sentiments of
these slogans. They were soldiers who had seized the moment to express the army’s indignation at the
politics of the past few years. Although they talked about resisting the Axis pact, the coup’s leaders
soon secretly let Germany know that they would adhere to its agreement.

The leaders of the coup then set about reorganizing the government: they replaced a number of
ministers from the previous cabinet, they included several fascists in the government and they replaced
the Prince Regent with the underage Crown Prince who was proclaimed King Petar II. However, this
did not placate Hitler. The Germans bombed Belgrade on 6 April 1941. This signalled the beginning of
a campaign that would only last for 12 days.

This was followed by a wave of invasions by different countries — Germany, Italy, Bulgaria and
Hungary — each of whom wanted to be bequeathed a part of the territorial assets. These invasions also
make it difficult to judge the debate between the supporters of the endogenous and the exogenous
explanations for the collapse of the first Yugoslavia. For instance, it can be argued that the actions of
the German forces, which were rapidly followed by those of other countries, prevented a possible
solution to the Yugoslav question as based on the Cvetkovic-Macek agreement.” One can defend this
to the extent that this agreement largely erased all the years of Croatian resentment against Serbian
domination; in its place came the Croats’ long-time dream of achieving the status of a federation.
However, this reasoning does have its flaws. The agreement met with objections from both the Serbs
and the Croats because they respectively felt that either too many or too few concessions had been
made to Croatia. Weithmann argues that the agreement in no way eased the tension within the country
and that it actually increased it still further.”

Additionally, there were three other problems. Firstly the definitive border in Bosnia that would
separate Croatia from Serbia still had to be established. This was bound to cause problems. Secondly
Belgrade was only prepared to consider the Croats’ political wishes when faced with the threat of
Fascist Italy and National-Socialist Germany. Thirdly other ethnic or regional groups, such as the
Albanians, Macedonians, Montenegrins and Slovenes, were not included in this solution or, as in the
case of the Bosnian Muslims, they were actually its victims. The agreement also ignored the Serbs in
Croatia. In other words: the issue of nationality in the first Yugoslavia was initially reduced to just three
groups — the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes — and finally to a matter to be solved by an arrangement
between the Serbs and the Croats. There was little or no consideration of the other groups. For
instance, in Kosovo, the relations between the Albanians — the most oppressed group in the Kingdom
— and the Serbs were so bad that in 1937 political circles in Belgrade argued that the solution would be
the Albanians’ forced emigration, a policy which followed the example of the treatment of the Jews in
Nazi Germany.™
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In conclusion, it would seem here that, even if it had not been invaded, the first Yugoslavia
would have found it extremely difficult to survive in its existing form. To quote Necak:

‘The Kingdom of Slovenes, Croats and Serbs was supposedly established
exclusively to protect the national interests of the constituent nations. Once this
fundamental expectation was not fulfilled, the existence of the state defied its
raison d’étre. Social injustices only deepened national antagonism, and became a
substantial part of the explosive mix of national and class differences that
destroyed the first Yugoslavia.” >’

5. Yugoslavia in the Second World War

Lampe argues that the Second World War defined the creation of the second Yugoslavia to an even
greater extent than the First World War defined the first one. This was because the dismantling of
Yugoslavia had destroyed virtually all the existing institutions. Without that influence, says Lampe, the
8000 Communists at the beginning of the war would have never been able to dream about seizing
power in 1945 and defying the Soviet Union several years later.”
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However, before this occurred, various nationalist movements in Yugoslavia would be driven to
extremes. Those who sought to escape this ended up in the Partisan movement that was dominated by
the Communists and was the only important organization that included a multi-ethnic perspective. By
the end of the war, the rest of the population had virtually no alternative to Tito’s Communism.
Nationalism had been discredited and the pre-war system that revolved around nationalism was
bankrupt.

The Yugoslav army collapsed like a house of cards during the German campaign. Many
Slovenian and Croatian officers and soldiers either deserted or simply did not show up for
mobilization. The Serbian sections of the army did little better. The Germans captured 100,000
Yugoslav soldiers, most of whom Serbs, while they lost only 166 of their own men. King Petar fled to
London with most of his government of eight Serbs, two Croats and a Slovene.

Although the government-in-exile could still maintain a degree of multi-ethnicity, the political
structure of the first Yugoslavia had become completely fragmented. Following Yugoslavia’s
capitulation, the Yugoslav monarchy was split between the National-Socialist and Fascist powers.
Germany took over Central Serbia. The Italians let the Ustashe leader Ante Pavelic form ‘the first
Croatian government’ in Croatia and allowed him to incorporate Bosnia-Hercegovina. At first Germany
and Italy assumed joint responsibility for Croatia. The country then became an Italian protectorate but,
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following the Italian capitulation in 1943, the area was completely incorporated into Germany’s field of
interest.

The Ustashe State during the war

With his Croatia sve do Drine (right to the Drina), Pavelic was able to achieve some of the nationalist
dreams of the medieval Croatian Kingdom. However, he still found it painful that Italy, who also
wanted to restore its lost empire, now occupied almost the entire Dalmatian coast and its islands along
with Montenegro whose coast Italy also had its eye on. Slovenia was divided between Italy, Germany,
Hungary and Croatia. Hungary took over Vojvodina. Bulgaria occupied Macedonia and southern
Serbia. Kosovo was incorporated into Albania.

At first the occupation of Yugoslavia created a reversal in the power relations between the Serbs
and the Croats. The Serbs, who had dominated Yugoslavia during its 22-year existence, now found
themselves oppressed and even threatened physically. After several months the Germans installed a
puppet-government in Belgrade that was led by General Nedic, a Serb and a former Minister of War.
Nedic was known for his anti-Communist views and before the war he had argued that the country
should join the Axis. The Germans allowed this cross between Pétain and Quisling to raise a small
army of 17,000 men that was to help to combat the Partisans’ growing resistance. The Germans
themselves did not have enough troops for the job. In the course of time, Nedic was also supported by
volunteer units who were from Greater Serbia and/or of a Fascist persuasion, an example being the
Zbor, the Serbian Fascist party. Nedic was a supporter of a Greater Serbian state that would be based
on Serbian peasants who formed ‘the perfect Serbian race’ because their ‘blood [was] not yet mixed
with that of other peoples’.”

The physical threat to the Serbs came from both the German occupiers and their local
enforcers and, more particularly, from Croatian extremists who, before the collapse of the Yugoslav
state, had been forced into an existence of illegality or even self-imposed exile.

Before the war, the Ustashe movement had only a few thousand members and an estimated
following of not much more than five per cent of the population in Croatia.”’ However, in what was
typical of pre-war relations, the inhabitants of the Croatian capital of Zagreb were greeting the invading
German troops as liberators while Belgrade was still burying 2300 of its citizens who had been killed as
a result of German bombing.

A triumphant Pavelic entered in the wake of the German troops, a pattern that was repeated
when Bulgarian troops marched into Macedonia several days later. Pavelic received the immediate
support of the Catholic Church. Archbishop Stepinac of Zagreb sent a charge to his priests with the
text: “Today’s events have fulfilled a long-cherished dream of our people.””

Once in power, Pavelic’s government began to attract more Croats. The Ustashe movement
had approximately 28,500 members by 1943. The Domobrani, a Ustashe people’s militia, consisted of
90,000 men. At its height, in September 1944, it was to consist of as many as 312,000 members.
However, their battle readiness and morale were low. There was also another smaller Ustashe militia
group that was more dogmatic. It consisted of 70,000 members including Pavelic’s Personal Guard. It
was mainly this group that applied its own, particularly cruel version of the Final Solution to the Serbs,
Jews and Gypsies, and was supported by a section of the Bosnian Muslim community. On 2 May 1941,
just a few weeks after Pavelic’s government had come to power, the Ustashe Minister Zanic declared:

“This country can only be a Croatian country and there is nothing that we
would not resort to so as to make it truly Croatian and to cleanse it of Serbs
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who have threatened us for centuries and would do it once again if they get the
chance.””

Pavelic reverted to the nationalist ideas of the 19" century. He spoke of the ‘Resurrection’ of the
‘Independent State of Croatia’, ‘by God’s grace, the wish of our allies and the long, sorrowful and
ancient struggle of the Croatian people’. This state would ‘be pure Croatian, a bulwark of Western
civilization against the Serbs.”® Pavelic declared that all the Serbs within his state were to be stripped of
their civil rights and protection. Just like the Jews and the Gypsies, they were banned from government
jobs. Marriage between people of different ethnicities was forbidden. The Ustashe tried to create an
ethnically-homogenous state through forced Christianization and large-scale massacres. Pavelic ordered
that a third of the almost two million Serbs in the Ustashe state, as he now regarded Croatia, were to be
murdered, a third were to be driven out and a third were to be converted. As one of the leading
Ustashe figures was to comment after the war: ‘anti-Serbianism was the essence of the Ustashe
doctrine, its raison d'étre and ceterum censeo [constantly recurring fundamental attitude, author]**

The Jasenovac camp was the symbol of the regime’s atrocities, and it was here that probably
between 60,000 and 80,000 prisoners were killed.”” The commandant was Filipovic, a Franciscan priest.
Apart from in Jasenovac, the Stara Gradiska death camp and a number of other concentration camps,
tens of thousands of Serbs were killed in Pavelic’s state in local massacres and particularly in Serb-
dominated cities such as Knin, Glina and Bijeljina.

About a quarter of all Croatian Jews survived the war, a figure that was higher than the less than
ten per cent who survived in Serbia. One of the Ustashe government’s alleged reasons for their
destruction was that Jewish doctors had committed ‘several hundreds of thousands of abortions’
between the wars so as to keep the Croatian birth rate down.

Franciscans and Catholic priests directed a program of forced conversions in wartime Croatia.
When this failed to produce results, Pavelic’s government set up a ‘Croatian Orthodox Church’.
Between two and three hundred thousand Serbs were forcibly converted or joined the new church.
Hundreds of Orthodox churches, convents and monasteries were destroyed, as were synagogues. It is
estimated that more than 200,000 Serbs were forced to migrate to Serbia from Croatia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina.”’

Here, the question was how ‘the first Croatian national government’ of Pavelic and his
associates would manage to govern not only Croatia but also a large area of Bosnia-Hercegovina. It was
for this reason that the Ustashe maintained an ambivalent attitude towards the Muslims. Sometimes
they committed atrocities against them and sometimes the Muslims were called ‘the flower of the
Croatian nation’ and encouraged to attack the Serbs.

Ustashe, Cetniks and Partisans

Archbishop Stepinac was later to adopt a more reserved attitude towards Pavelic’s government,” but
Pavelic could still rely on the support of a considerable section of the clergy.

A large percentage of the population, who cheered at the end of the first Yugoslavia, now felt
disillusioned with Pavelic’s government that was responsible for anarchic forms of violence that were
also directed against Croats with divergent viewpoints. Many deeds that conflicted with ‘the honour
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and the vital interests’ of the Ustashe state were considered to be high treason and were punishable by
death, an example being a discussion about Croatian borders.

Resistance in Yugoslavia initially came from sections of the defeated Serb army under the
leadership of the monarchist Colonel (and later General) Dragoljub (Draza) Mihailovic. Mihailovic was
known before the war for his anti-German views and his criticism of the Serbian army’s lack of
preparation.” He also felt bitter about the Croat officers and men who deserted while he was stationed
at Djakovo in April 1941 during the Hungarian invasion.

On 11 April, the day after the proclamation of the ‘independent’ Ustashe State, Mihailovic and
his men fought the Ustashe troops at Brcko in Bosnia. This resulted in Mihailovic being cut off from
his headquarters and he subsequently operated on his own initiative. After Belgrade had capitulated on
17 April, he decided to wage a guerrilla war with a group that initially consisted of just a few dozen
men. Mihailovic and his officers based themselves on the tradition of the Cetniks: Serbian guerrillas
who had fought against the Turks in the 19" century. He set up his headquarters in Ravna Gora, a
mountain village in the area of Serbia where Serbian resistance to the Ottoman rulers had started at the
beginning of the 19" century.

In the summer of 1941 Mihailovic’s troops claimed their first big success against the Germans
when they liberated the city of Loznica. The leaders of the Cetnik movement declared their support for
a ‘homogenous Serbia’ that would encompass two-thirds of Yugoslavia. To realize these plans, they
estimated that it would be necessary to deport a million Croats and more than one-a-half million others.
The remaining country would consist of Slovenia, with the addition of Istria, and a mini-Croatia. The
Muslims were described as being ‘a serious problem’.” The Cetniks were soon attacking the Croats and
Muslims in an attempt to create an ethnically-pure Serbia.

Following the German invasion of the Soviet Union, a second resistance movement was
launched when Tito’s Communists engaged in a partisan campaign. The Communist Party had been
banned in 1921 because of a series of attacks but had continued to exist illegally. It had less than 500
members in 1932.” Although the Party expanded from 1935 during the People’s Front period when
the Communists sought contact with other parties and the broader masses, by October 1940 it still only
consisted of 6600 members and 17,800 young sympathizers.”” However, the first two months of
Yugoslavia’s occupation resulted in the Communist Party expanding by 50%. Its membership
subsequently reached a total of 12,000 adults and 30,000 young people after the German invasion of
the Soviet Union.

Josip “Tito’ Broz became the leader of the illegal party in 1937. Although the Party had decided
in 1935 to retain the state of Yugoslavia, most of its support at the beginning of the war came from the
Serbs and particularly from those who were threatened by the Ustashe regime in Croatia. This was soon
to change. Unlike the Cetniks Tito, who was of Croatian-Slovenian origin, was not working towards a
Greater Serbia. In addition, he had led a party meeting in Zagreb in October 1940 that had opposed the
Cvetkovic-Macek agreement and had promised self-rule to Montenegro, Macedonia and a restored
Bosnia-Hercegovina.

The preparations for Communist resistance were completed before Operation Barbarossa.
Once the Operation was underway, the Yugoslav Communists engaged in a campaign of large-scale
sabotage at the instigation of the Comintern, the Communist Party International. Like the Cetniks, the
Partisan movement benefited from the fact that the Italian troops were weak and Hitler had sent all his
best troops to the Russian front. In fact, there were only three German divisions in Serbia, each of
which consisted of two regiments rather than the usual figure of three. Moreover, the units were mainly
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made up of older conscripts with little combat experience. They were almost exclusively stationed in
towns and had poor transport facilities.

In September 1941 Tito established his headquarters in Uzice on the Serbian side of the Drina
where the Uzice Republic had existed for three months. At the end of the year Tito’s Partisans were
driven from there by the first in a series of seven German offensives. Tito then moved his headquarters
to Foca in East Bosnia. Once the Partisans had left, there was little resistance in Serbia and it remained
relatively peaceful until 1944. There were only 1700 Partisans there by the end of 1943.”

By contrast, tens of thousands of people joined both the Partisan resistance and the Cetniks in
Croatia and Bosnia—Hercegovina. Local Serb-dominated militia in these areas had been fighting the
Ustashe terror since 1941. Moreovet, the resistance had flourished in Bosnia as Pavelic did not have
enough troops to govern the area effectively.

Mihailovic’s Cetniks and Tito’s Partisans operated jointly for some of the autumn of 1941. They
had forced a large number of German soldiers to surrender and had set up a prisoner-of-war camp.
However, the two organizations soon disagreed over issues such as command, tactics, the division of
weapons and the countries’ political future. The Cetniks were organized on a loose basis. In fact, many
of the Cetnik groups were unclear about whether they accepted Mihailovic’s authority or were led by
purely local and regional motives. Naturally Mihailovic and the Yugoslav government-in-exile presented
a different picture to the Allies. Tito’s Partisans had a clear structure and hierarchy that was determined
by the Leninist doctrine of democratic centralism. When a group of supporters appeared to have
divergent views, as was the case with the leadership of the Croatian section in 1944, they were either
replaced or eliminated in some other way.

But there were other differences between the Cetniks and Tito’s Partisans. The Cetniks aimed at
restoring the monarchy. Tito’s Communists regarded the war as being an excellent opportunity to
implement political and social revolution. They limited themselves to hzt-and-run actions but also tried to
occupy and govern the areas they conquered. The usual way in which the Cetniks operated was through
warlords who led groups of peasants. By contrast, Tito’s resistance movement provided both peasants
and others with the potential for social mobility and a feeling of self-worth.

The events in Kragujevac in October 1941 proved to be a turning point in the relations between
the Cetniks and the Partisans. Ten Germans had been killed and 26 wounded in an ambush; the penises
of the dead men had been severed and placed in their mouths. The German reaction was that this
mutilation was typical of the Cetniks’ conduct™. In reprisal, the Germans and their Serbian accomplices
executed more than 2300 Serbian citizens on the spot. The Germans announced that, just as elsewhere
in occupied Europe, 100 Serbs would be executed for every German who was killed and fifty would be
executed for every German casualty. The Cetniks felt that the price was too high. As many Serbs as
possible had to survive the war so to be able to create a homogenous Serbia. Therefore, the Cetniks
subsequently tried to avoid German reprisals against the civilian population. They wanted to postpone
major actions until the military front moved closer.

From then on Mihailovic sought the collaboration of the Italians, the Germans and their
Serbian associates whose ideology frequently resembled the Cetniks’ own beliefs. Their common enemy
was the Partisan movement.”” By contrast, the Partisans did not avoid civilian sacrifices and actually
regarded them as presenting an opportunity to radicalize the population who would subsequently join
their movement.

Fighting also broke out between the Cetniks and the Partisans in the autumn of 1941. The
Partisans now regarded the Cetniks as being ‘internal traitors, the occupier’s servants and Greater
Serbian reactionaries’. The Cetniks in turn described the Partisans as being the ‘betrayers of the Serbian
nation, Ustashe criminals and Communist lunatics’.’® At the beginning of 1943, Pavelic remarked to a
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British colonel that, in order of importance, the Cetniks’ enemies were Tito, the Ustase, the Muslims,
the Croats and finally the Germans and the Italians.” Meanwhile, the Partisans waged a war of terror
against villages that were suspected of having Cetnik sympathies. Yugoslav Communist historians later
glossed over this episode as being a ‘left-wing aberration’. This particularly occurred in Montenegro
where those who did not support the Communists were convicted by people’s tribunals or were simply
shot.”

At the end of 1941, the Yugoslav government in London and the British government
recognized Mihailovic as being the leader of the Yugoslav resistance. Mihailovic was also able to rely on
the support of three-quarters of the Orthodox clergy.” Although the Germans were hot on his heels
during 1942 and 1943, Mihailovic managed to form separate commando units for the various parts of
Yugoslavia. Hence, 68 units with tens of thousands armed men were set up during the course of 1942
and 1943.* These fighters concentrated on attacking German communications and on anticipating an
allied landing on the Adriatic coast. At the same time Mihailovic also exhorted the population to civil
disobedience. According to German intelligence at the beginning of 1943, Mihailovic had won the
sympathy of 80% of the Serbian population.”

Tito’s troops had managed to take over a large part of Bosnia in 1942. At the end of that year,
the Partisan army consisted of 150,000 men who were divided into eight divisions. The Partisans came
under heavy fire at the beginning of 1943 when they were surrounded in Montenegro by a German
offensive that was supported by the Bulgarians, the Ustashe and the Cetniks. However, the Partisans
broke through the siege and reached Bosnia although they left at least ten thousand men behind.

The three indigenous groups, the Cetniks, the Ustase and the Partisans, were fighting more
amongst themselves than they were with the occupying forces. The Partisans also made agreements
with the Germans although less frequently than the Cetniks did.” The mutual warfare between the
various Yugoslavs regularly resulted in degrading crimes that shocked even the German and Italian
occupiers. They were particularly disgusted by the Ustashe who, for instance, felt no scruples about
shutting the Serbs up in their churches and setting fire to them or pushing women and children off
mountain tops.

But there was also a calculating attitude along with the genuine abhorrence: the occupiers feared
that the Ustashe’s extreme actions would strengthen the resistance by driving more and more people
into the arms of the Cetniks and the Partisans.”

At first the Cetniks had been able to rely on material support from England because that
country hoped that this would hamper the German troops. However, the British government reviewed
its policy once the Allies had landed in Italy in 1943. It was now in London’s interests that the Germans
should be successfully resisted in Yugoslavia. Intercepted German messages had already convinced
London that the Partisans were more effective than the Cetniks at countering the Germans. A British
mission to the region also came to the same conclusion. Consequently, the British government decided
to support the Communists. Moreover, London was offended by the Cetniks’ constant reprisals against
the Croatian population that were intended to avenge the Ustashe’s crimes against the Serbs. In
addition, it became clear that the Cetniks’ were virtually unable to recruit non-Serbs because they were
associated with a pre-war situation that the non-Serbs did not support.
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The People’s Congress or Saint Sava Congress typified the Cetniks’ position and was held at the
Serbian village of Ba in January 1944. Here, the Cetniks declared their support for the restoration of the
pre-war Yugoslav State and they rejected the Cvetkovic-Macek agreement. Yugoslavia was to be a
federation consisting of Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian member states. The future border between
Serbia and Croatia was not yet defined but in principle Serbia would encompass all the land ‘where
Serbian blood was shed and Serbian heads had fallen’.* The Serbs would play a leading role in federal
affairs.

The Communists were able to generate support amongst non-Serbs through their bratstvo i
Jedinstvo (brotherhood and unity) ideology and the promise that after the war a federal Yugoslavia would
be based on the right to self-rule. In November 1943 Tito held a second meeting of the Anti-Fascist
Council for National Liberation in Jajce (Bosnia) that resulted in the creation of a provisional
government. This meeting emphasized the equal rights of Serbia, Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia,
Montenegro and Bosnia-Hercegovina. The rights of ethnic minorities were also guaranteed. This
represented a fundamental break with the pre-war situation where it was primarily Serbian rights that
mattered; these were followed at some distance by those of Slovenia and Croatia.

From the end of 1943 London opted to send arms to the Partisans instead of the Cetniks. The
allied leaders also recognized Tito as their ally at the Teheran conference in November 1943. The
change in British policy on Yugoslav resistance has been attributed to the activities of Communist
agents within the British secret service Special Operations Executive in Cairo.” But even without this
situation, it would be difficult to see how the British could have acted in any other way. The Partisans
were clearly more effective than the Cetniks and it seems that the British government felt that this was
the most important consideration.*

An additional consideration, which on a long-term basis was scarcely less important, was the
fact that in the long term it was difficult to see how the realization of the Cetniks’ future plans as based
on their opinions could result in stable relations in South Slavia. Here, the Partisans’ outlook was clearly
more promising. Tito’s supporters had managed to create a stable society in the areas they had
conquered. Banac goes so far as to say that, without Communism, there would have been no post-war
Yugoslavia.”’

Moreover, the Partisans succeeded in taking advantage of the Italian troops’ withdrawal
following Italy’s capitulation in the summer of 1943. Tito’s troops occupied large areas of the land that
was thereby released and took possession of the arms that the Italians had left behind.

The decisive battle for Serbia began on 28 July 1944 when it was invaded by three Partisan
divisions. Within a few weeks there was heavy fighting between the Cetniks and the Partisans. The
British government put pressure on King Petar II that he should recognize the Partisan movement’s
position of power. This succeeded and on 12 September the King appealed to all the Serbs, including
Mihailovic’s Cetniks, to place themselves under the command of Tito and his provisional government.
A month earlier Tito had promised an amnesty to all those who chose to support him. 10,000 Cetniks
took advantage of this offer including some who had clearly collaborated with the Germans. Tito
repeated his offer on a number of occasions up till 15 January 1945.

In addition, Tito flew to Moscow to draw up an agreement with Stalin about the liberation of
Yugoslavia. He received an undertaking from the Soviet leader that the Red Army would liberate the
country with the Partisans but would subsequently leave. Russian troops entered the Yugoslav territory
in October 1944 in support of the Partisans. The Red Army and the Partisans jointly liberated Belgrade
on 20 October 1944. Fighting in north-west Yugoslavia was to continue until May 1945. The German
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occupiers finally surrendered to the Partisans on 7 May 1945 with Tito’s troops taking Zagreb some
two days later.

Yugoslavia at the end of the war

After the liberation of Belgrade, Mihailovic and the troops that had remained loyal to him left for
Bosnia-Hercegovina in the hope that there would be a confrontation between the Western Allies and
the Soviet troops. In doing this, he had also handed Serbia over to the Partisans. Mihailovic had
counted on there being a Serbian uprising against the Communist government but the only support he
received was from General Nedic who had led the Germans’ puppet government in Serbia. Nedic’s
troops placed themselves under Mihailovic’s command in the autumn of 1944. However, the remaining
25,000 Cetniks had become demoralized as they were without a supply of arms and munitions, and
there was too little food. Many soldiers and a number of commanding officers deserted. Even
Mihailovic’s son and daughter joined the Communists while another son was killed fighting the
Partisans.

On 13 May 1945 the Cetniks suffered their final defeat at the Zelengora Mountain in south-east
Bosnia. 4000 of them were either killed, wounded or captured. Mihailovic went into hiding. He turned
down numerous offers from the American authorities to go to the United States. Deserted by an
increasing number of officers, he was finally captured in the night of 12 and 13 March 1946 and
brought to Belgrade. The trial against him for treason had already begun. Mihailovic was found guilty
on 15 July 1946 and was executed two days later. Many tens of thousands of others had already
suffered the same fate: Ustashe, Cetniks, ethnic Germans, Serb Fascists, collaborators and other
‘traitors’.*”® The Tito regime kept the exact number of executions a closely guarded secret.

For a long time the precise number of war victims remained subject to mystification. After the
war, the authorities initially put the figure at 1,700,000. This number was primarily intended to ‘benefit’
Yugoslavia in terms of post-war reparations but it then began to lead a life of its own.*” At the
beginning of the 1960s, when talks with Germany led to a demand for an exact figure, Belgrade
reduced the number to almost a third (600,000), but this figure was then classified as a state secret.
Since then serious research has proved on several occasions that the number of dead must have been
slightly more than a million out of a total population of sixteen million in 1941.” However, there is a
greater variation in the death toll’s ethnic division. The number of Serbs varies between 460,000 and
590,000, the Croats between 190,000 and 270,000, the Muslims between 70,000 and 95,000, and the
Jews between 60,000 and 70,000.”" Approximately 80% of the total number of Jews were killed, seven
or eight per cent of the Muslims, seven per cent of the Serbs and five per cent of the Croats.
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Bosnia-Hercegovina was the hardest hit in terms of the number of victims per republic. It lost
10.3 % of its population. Croatia had the next highest figure of 7.3% and was followed by Serbia with
4.2%.”

There have been repeated attempts by the Serbs to suggest they were the ones who resisted
Fascism and National Socialism and that, after the Jews, they were the main victims of the Second
World War. Terms such as ‘the Serb Holocaust™ equate the fate of the Serbs with that of the Jews.
Conversely, from the Serbian point of view, it was the Croats who were responsible for the crimes.
Tito’s government was accused of brushing these ‘facts’ under the carpet. It was an image that was
widely accepted abroad and has even appeared in recent academic publications.”

The figures mentioned above indicate that this version of events cannot be justified either
numerically or in terms of Yugoslavia as a whole. However, it is true that, apart from the Jews, the
Serbs in both Bosnia-Hercegovina and Croatia were the hardest hit of all the groups with, respectively,
12% and 17% of their total population killed. This is equal to one in eight Serbs in Bosnia and one in
six Serbs in Croatia.”

Apart from the concrete number of victims, the following should be borne in mind: the deeds
of the Ustashe government should not be blamed on the Croatian people as a whole. Pavelic and his
associates were only able to assume power with the support of Italy and Germany; they never would
have succeeded on their own. During the Second World War, there were no more than 30,000 Ustashe
who only controlled a section of the Croatian territory. Italy occupied the coastal area. Despite a brief,
initial period of enthusiasm, a large part of the Croatian population distanced itself from the Pavelic
government.

The number of Partisans in Croatia outstripped the number in Serbia until the liberation of
Belgrade. Only a part of Tito’s troops consisted of Serbs in Croatia. His troops also included many
Croats, for instance the young Franjo Tudjman.”

The Serbians who entered the Partisan movement as liberation already dawned ‘September
Khnights’ included those who collaborated but who also benefited from Tito’s amnesty. This amnesty
was partly responsible for the fact that a large number of collaborators were able to acquire or retain
prominent positions in Serbia after the war.” Moreover, various Serbian groups and organizations
participated during the Second World War in the persecution of the Jews both in Serbia and elsewhere.
They included Nedic’s Nazi-supported regime and various state security services, the Zbor Serbian
Fascist movement and the Cetniks. The leading collaborators in Serbia had mostly been involved with
the main pre-war movements.

By contrast, the Ustashe were a marginal movement in Croatia before the war. The leadership
of the major political movement, the Croatian Peasants’ Party, refused to collaborate, despite repeated
pressure from the Germans. Macek was even imprisoned for five months in Jasenovac and spent the
rest of the war under house arrest because he refused to co-operate politically. Finally, it should not be
forgotten that the Cetnik resistance, which appealed to so many nationalist Serbs, was deeply involved
with collaborating with the German National Socialists, the Italian Fascists and even the Ustashe.

Hence, it can be concluded that the occupation of Yugoslavia was also a period of civil war
where the wounds would be slow to heal.”
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Subsequently, the second Yugoslavia was set up in 1945 and would exist for 46 years. On an
external level, the second Yugoslavia was made possible by the Fascist and National-Socialist
occupation that eliminated many of the pre-war structures and discredited the nationalist ideologies. On
an internal level, Tito and his associates contributed by the fact that Yugoslavia could largely be
restored after the war on its own conditions. Up till that time, the debate about Yugoslavia had mainly
been a pointless discussion between nationalist ideologies. Tito and his government succeeded in
transforming this discussion into a political struggle about how the state was to be organized and where
the succession of post-war constitutions were to play an important role.
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Chapter 2
Tito’s Yugoslavia

1. Introduction

The Partisans’ role in liberating Yugoslavia meant that the Communist Party had gained greater prestige
there than in other Eastern European countries. A similar status had been achieved by the Yugoslav
People’s Army, the Jugosiavenska Narodna Armija (or JNA), which was set up after the liberation on the
basis of the Partisan movement. Moreover, the Communist Party assumed power more rapidly in
Yugoslavia than in the rest of Eastern Europe where considerable support from the Soviet Union was
needed before it was able to make a definitive break-through several years later.

Hence, the second Yugoslavia involved the population as a whole in a way that the first
Yugoslavia had not since it was a state created by an elite. Although Communism in Yugoslavia had a
higher level of grass roots support than elsewhere in Eastern Europe and had not been imposed upon
the country from abroad, it was nonetheless only able to establish itself through terror. The first years
of Tito’s government can quite simply be described as Stalinist.

A government was formed in March 1945 where 23 of its 28 members were either Partisans or
former Partisans. Tito became both its Premier and the Minister of Defence. He managed to counter
the opposition with the help of his friend A. Rankovic who was the director of the secret police. The
secret police was initially known as the Odsek za gastitu naroda, or OZNA for short, which literally meant
the ‘Department for the People’s Security’. This was later changed to Uprava drzavne bezbednosti, or
UDBa for short, which in turn meant the ‘Office for State Security’.

The secret police had far-reaching powers. Just like its Russian example, the KGB, it was
allowed to make arrests and to execute people without trial. In fact, the executions and revenge actions
against collaborators at the end of the war were to continue and those who opposed the new regime
were either executed or persecuted. Under Rankovic’s leadership, tens of thousands of people who
opposed the regime were to be executed during the first years after the war. It has been estimated that
200,000 people were killed between 1945 and 1953 as a result of the regime’s barbarism.” Hundreds of
thousands of others were interned.'”

The Communists won 90% of the votes of the first post-war elections in November 1945.
However, this was partly due to the disenfranchisement of countless opponents of the Communists,
which resulted in Yugoslavia becoming a one-party state where changes to the constitution could now
be made.

2. The founding of the second Yugoslavia

As based on the constitution that was introduced on 31 January 1946, the new Yugoslavia was both a
republic and a federation of six equal republics: Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Hercogovina,
Macedonia and Montenegro. This was closely modelled on the example of the Soviet Union’s 1936
constitution. The Slovenian ideologist E. Kardelj, who was a close friend of Tito, was mainly
responsible for all the constitutions of the second Yugoslavia. Kardelj’s reason for copying the Russians
was that the Soviet Federation [was] ‘the most positive example of the solution to the issue of the
relations between peoples in the history of mankind.'"'

Just like its Soviet predecessor, the new Yugoslav constitution included the republics’ formal
right to secede. However, for the next few years the government’s interpretation was that the republics
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had forfeited the right to secede by joining the federation in the first place.'” This right was
subsequently dropped from the 1953 Constitution.

In practice, the republics’ power was still limited. Instead a strict centralism had been chosen
that would operate from Belgrade which was once again to become the capital. In terms of the
country’s territorial divisions, Tito tried to alleviate the ethnic tensions that had existed both before and
during the Second World War. He was also aware of the problem that the Serbs could potentially
dominate the other ethnic groups as they accounted for one third of the total population. Tito and his
advisors partly tried to solve this through defining the borders between the various republics and
provinces. A small committee of Communist Party leaders had already established these borders
although it had not devoted much time to this task because the Yugoslav leadership expected that the
borders would lose their significance with the advance of Socialism. For that reason, the committee
opted primarily for the pre-1914 borders as its point of departure but its decisions were also based on
ethnic and economic considerations.'”

The significance of the new constitution for the Serbs

The decision to return to the pre-1914 situation, which had already been taken during the war, meant
that the Macedonians and Montenegrins now had separate nationalities. During the first Yugoslavia, the
Serbs still regarded them as being Serbian. Moreover, Serbia was confronted with the fact that its
territory would now include two autonomous districts: the ‘Autonomous Province of Vojvodina’ and
the ‘Autonomous District of Kosovo and Metohija’. (See map of “The Yugoslav Republics’).

The problem for Serbia was not the ethnically-mixed Vojvodina that had become a part of
Serbia while also retaining its autonomy. In fact, the area had not previously belonged to Serbia and had
suffered relatively heavy losses during the war with a total of 80,000 dead.'” The Hungarian Arrow
Cross Fascists had caused widespread destruction and after the liberation the Serbs had killed
approximately 40,000 Hungarians in revenge.'” Moreover, the number of ethnic Germans, many of
whom had lived in Vojvodina, had been diminished by several hundred thousand at the end of the war
through flight, deportation and extermination. These demographic changes meant that most of the
Vojvodina population was Serbian so that Serbia could rely on the region’s support and co-operation.

However, the real problem for Serbia was the ‘loss’ of Kosovo where the roots of Serbian
national awareness were based. 11,000 Serbian colonists had settled there during the first Yugoslavia.
Most of Kosovo along with Albania had been governed by Italy during the war, and Albanians had
moved to Kosovo while 100,000 Serbs had left the area. Tito had encountered strong anti-Communist
resistance there from the end of 1944, which he was only able to quell in the summer of 1945. He
therefore created a special regime for Kosovo so as to reconcile the Albanians with Yugoslavia and
where — unlike the example of Vojvodina — the Serbs were not allowed to settle even if they had fled
from there during the war and wanted to return to their homes. A particularly repressive regime of
Serbian and Albanian Communists was set up to govern the area.

An additional disappointment for Serbia was the fact that these losses were not to be
compensated by the addition to Serbia of the Serbian areas in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina. The
borders now meant that approximately 30% of Serbs were living outside of their ‘own’ republic of
Serbia, as was also the case for 20% of Croats. This created the situation that constitutionally Serbia
consisted of one people: the Serbs. By contrast, Croatia consisted of two peoples: the Croats and the
Serbs. And Bosnia-Hercegovina consisted of three peoples: the Muslims, the Serbs and the Croats.
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Only in Slovenia was the population virtually ethnically homogenous. There was a dominant group in
all the other republics with the exception of Bosnia-Hercegovina.

In Tito’s Yugoslavia, various legal — and often sensitive — concepts would continue to exist
alongside each other: the citizenship of the state of Yugoslavia; the inhabitants of a republic; and the
membership of an ethnic group.

An ethnic group could take three legal forms: a nation with the right to its own republic (narod),
a nationality (narodnost) or a national minotity (nacionalna manjina). The nations consisted of the people
who were mentioned in the constitution: the Slovenes, Croats, Serbs, Macedonians, Montenegrins and -
from 1974 - the Muslims. An ethnic group did not qualify as a nation if its fatherland was located
outside of Yugoslavia. In this case, it was considered to be a nationality. Here, examples include the
Hungarians, Italians and Romanians. The Albanians were another example who did not have the status
of a nation although they constituted the fourth largest ethnic group in the country after the Serbs,
Croats and Muslims.

Finally, various groups constituted either a national or an ethnic minority such as the
Ruthenians, Vlachs and Gypsies. Tito’s government was initially optimistic about the problem of ethnic
nationalities. Kardelj had already written in a 1938 statement that a Yugoslav consciousness would
originate and surpass that of the various ethnic groups, when economic relations and society were
exposed to the beneficial affects of Communism.'” The Communist leadership remained convinced of
this, even when the party was in power.

The party leaders were just as optimistic about the painful memories of the Second World War:
they would be forgotten. After the war and the settling of accounts that followed, the government
imposed a taboo on discussing ethnic differences in general and the confrontations that occurred
during the years 1941 to 1945 in particular. During Tito’s regime, many of the victims of the civil
conflict during the Second World War were described as being the victims of Fascism. The existence of
other victims was simply hushed up. The leadership in Belgrade hoped that time would heal the
wounds. Meanwhile, the ideology of ‘brotherhood and unity’ (bratstvo i jedinstvo) was used to try to foster
a Yugoslav consciousness.

It was partly through these measures that Tito gained a reputation on an international level of
being the great organizer of stability in the multi-ethnic state of Yugoslavia. However, this suggests too
much of a stable situation : the equilibrium that Tito created was actually very fragile. Here, Cohen
writes: “Throughout the existence of the Yugoslav state from 1918 to 1991, survival against the odds
was its quintessential feature.”'"” Tito was a tightrope walker who functioned through constant tactical
swerves as the exclusive and most important arbiter between the ethnic groups. However, he was
unable to create a lasting solution so that his legacy was ultimately troublesome.

The significance of the new constitution for the Croats

At first Croatia had as little reason as Serbia to be satisfied with Tito’s political solutions. In 1944 he
had already replaced the Croat Communist Party leaders because they demanded more autonomy for
Croatia and a certain accommodating of the traditional powers there. Pavelic and Macek managed to
escape the vengeance of the Communists by fleeing abroad.

By contrast, the Catholic Church and its servants were to remain there, and in the years
following the war there were to be many clashes between the Communist authorities and the Roman
Catholic organizations in Croatia. Several hundred priests were killed because they had supposedly
collaborated. Cardinal Stepinac was condemned to a prison sentence of 16 years in a show trial in 1946.
In fact, he was released in 1951 but would remain under a form of house arrest until his death in 1960.
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The fact that Serbs accounted for half of the Partisan movement in Croatia meant that there
was a relatively high number of Serbian Communist officials there after the war. This in turn meant that
the party was less readily accepted.'”

The Croats also felt that they had been harmed by a number of territorial regulations. For
instance, the Croats had lost the part of Bosnia-Hercegovina that had been gained through the
Cvetkovic - Macek agreement of 1939. They had also been deprived of the area around Kotor in the
south, which was given to Montenegro, and Srem, which had been added to Vojvodina. On the other
hand, the Croats were pleased that Tito had managed to augment Yugoslavia with Zadar and a large
part of Istria. Only Trieste would remain a part of Italy despite Yugoslavia’s demands and years of
bickering.
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The causes of ethnic tension in the second Y ngoslavia

There had never been many Communists in Slovenia. Many Slovenes did not support the Communist
state but they became reconciled to it when Tito succeeded in augmenting the country with a large part
of the Slovenian areas of Italy and Austria.

Macedonia was known as South Serbia before the war. Here, the Macedonian Communist Party
had only opted to become a part of Yugoslavia rather than Bulgaria at a late stage of the war. After
1945, Tito’s Communist rule was resisted for many years in this republic. As a concession, Belgrade
recognized Macedonian as being a separate language.

By recognizing a number of republics and minorities, Tito would appear to have made
Yugoslavia considerably more difficult to rule than it was between the two world wars when there were
only three official groups: Serbs, Slovenes and Croats. On the other hand, the principle of equality
between the republics and the many minorities made the all-encompassing Yugoslav state more
palatable to both the elite and the general population. And the increased number of pawns on the
political chessboard provided Tito with more room for manoeuvre than had existed during the Serb-
Croat differences between the two world wars. Moreover, he created a one-party state so that he had
none of the problems of the political instability that had plagued the parliament of the 1920s.

Just like the first Yugoslavia, where the Serbs had been victors in the First World War and
thought that they could rule the roost, Tito’s state was also burdened with the Greater Serbian issue.
Serbia had survived the Second World War relatively unscathed when compared to the other parts of
Yugoslavia. In addition, it was liberated six months earlier than the rest of the country: at the end of
1944. This created a flaw in the construction of the Communist Party that was never repaired. Up till
then, the Party only had several tens of thousands of members but from the autumn of 1944 to May
1945, its ranks were swelled with a few hundred thousand Serbs. Moreover, as previously mentioned,
many of these newcomers were Cesnik defectors. Hence, the Serbs had entered the Party with their
superior numbers and Greater Serbian philosophy, and this was to remain the source of constant
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turmoil."” Even in 1981, when the Serbs constituted 36.3% of the population, they still accounted for
47.1% of the party membership.'"’

Moreover, Serbia again had the advantage that the Yugoslav capital of Belgrade was located in
its territory. Apart from at the very top, Serbs occupied a relatively high number of positions both in
the army and in the civil service.'"' By approximately 1990, it was estimated that 90% of the civil
servants who were working for federal organizations were Serbian.'”> Roughly 60% of both the
commissioned and the non-commissioned officers of the Yugoslav National Army (the JNA) was
either Serbian or Montenegrin. However, the Croat and Slovenian numbers remained in proportion. By
contrast, all the other ethnic groups were under-represented amongst the JNA officer class.'"
Rankovic’s secret service was also dominated by Serbs.'"* What’s more, the fact that Belgrade was the
capital of both Yugoslavia and Serbia could easily create the impression that an unwelcome measure
from the federal capital was actually a #kase from the federal capital of Serbia.

A new source of ethnic tension in Yugoslavia was the over-representation of Serbs in leading
social positions; this occurred despite the egalitarian and multi-ethnic promises of Tito’s regime. Apart
from the historical accidents of the war years, this over-representation was based on a conscious
political choice. On the one hand, Tito appointed many Serbs because he aimed at eliminating the
Serbian dissatisfaction with Yugoslavia’s territorial division. On the other hand, by appointing them to
posts in other republics, he wanted to counter any individual developments in these areas. Tito hoped
in vain that his compatriots would eventually regard these Serbian officials as Communists and
Yugoslavs and not primarily as Serbs.

3. Yugoslavia’s foreign relations after the Second World War

The Cold War, which was at its height at the end of the 1940s, was mainly ‘a war by proxies’, a war that
was waged not by the major powers themselves but through the agency of allied states. By being the
‘proxy’ of neither the Soviet Union nor the United States, Yugoslavia remained an attractive ‘bride’ for
both parties in the global conflict. Yugoslavia was to be seduced, not taken.

Relations with the Soviet Union

Tito had had arguments with Stalin on several occasions during the war. For instance, for opportunist
reasons the Soviet leader had opposed the fact that Tito’s Partisans had emphatically presented
themselves as Communists. Moreover, Tito had formed a provisional government without first
consulting Moscow. After the war, the Yugoslav leader clearly had no objection to Stalinism but he did
not want to let himself be ordered about by his great example. He resisted both direct instructions from
Moscow and the interference of Russian agents and advisors in Yugoslavia. Moreover, Tito did not
want to subject the Yugoslav economy to the interests of the Soviet Union. Conversely, Moscow was
seriously concerned about Tito’s headstrong actions concerning the Greek Civil War and his ambitions
for a Balkan federation that would include Albania, Bulgaria and possibly northern Greece.

Stalin could not accept that there was an alternative Communist power. This resulted in
Yugoslavia’s expulsion from the Cominform, the Moscow-led command centre of the Communist
Party. It was no coincidence that this occurred on 28 June 1948: Saint Vitus Day, a day full of
significance in the history of Yugoslavia. The Cominform passed a resolution on that day that accused
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the Yugoslav party leadership of Trotskyism, nationalism and deviating from Communist principles.
Stalin hoped that this denunciation would cause the Moscow-oriented Communists in Yugoslavia to
join battle with Tito. He supported this plan with an economic embargo against Yugoslavia and the
threat of its military invasion by the troops of the Soviet Union and its Eastern European satellites.
This invasion never occurred despite the massing of troops on Yugoslavia’s borders.

It is unclear to what extent Stalin had felt constrained by a wartime agreement with the British
Prime-Minister Winston Churchill where the division of Yugoslavia would result in one half being
under Anglo-American control and the other half being under Soviet control. Stalin must have realized
that a Soviet invasion of Yugoslavia, which borders on Italy, would have been unacceptable to the West
as it would have allowed for the Russian domination of the Adriatic Sea.

The Soviet threat from the summer of 1948 onwards did not spell the end of Tito’s regime but
it did curtail his foreign adventures in the Balkans such as the dream of a Balkan federation and his
interference with the civil war in Greece. From then on, to quote a Yugoslav pun, the country was
encircled by brigama. This was not only an acronym made up of the first letters of the seven countries
that surrounded Yugoslavia'">, but also the Serbo-Croat word for ‘worries’ as expressed in the
instrumental plural case.

Yugoslavia’s expansionist tendencies vanished in 1948, with the initial exception of Trieste.
Henceforth, the emphasis was to be on the established nature of Yugoslavia’s external borders.

Relations between Moscow and Belgrade were to thaw to some extent for two reasons in the
second half of the 1950s and the early 1960s. The first reason was that Stalin’s successor, Krushchev,
was less vehemently opposed to Yugoslavia’s alternative Communism. Relations were also improved by
the moral support that Tito gave to the Soviet Union at the time of the Hungarian Uprising in 1956 and
during the conflict between the Soviet Union and China from the end of the 1950s onwards.

Relations with the West

Its Stalinist attitude and the widespread nationalization of banks and businesses in the eatly post-war
years did not suggest that Yugoslavia was ultimately to be the country out of all the Communist regimes
in Fastern Europe that was to have the best relations with the West. At that time, the West was irritated
by the Belgrade government’s support of the Communists in the Greek Civil War and it instigated
considerable conflict about the possession of Trieste. However, all that was soon to change.

Once the Soviet Union had stopped its credit loan to Yugoslavia and trade with Eastern Europe
had come to a virtual standstill, Belgrade launched an urgent appeal in 1950 to the United States and
Western Europe for food-aid because otherwise the country would be threatened with famine. Because
of Yugoslavia’s strategic position on the Adriatic Sea, the United States offered the country six hundred
million dollars of economic help between 1950 and 1955, of which only fifty-five million dollars were
in form of a loan.""® This money was not quite enough to cover the deficit in Yugoslavia’s balance of
payments. In economic terms, Yugoslavia had become an artificial state where its chances of survival
depended on the Western infusion.'"” Along with its economic help, the United States provided
another six hundred million dollars in military aid during the first half of the 1950s'"®. In exchange, the
West received an assurance that Yugoslavia would resist if the Soviet troops decided to invade northern
Italy from Hungary."” Although there was relatively less American aid after the mid-1950s, the United
States still took care of 60% of the deficit of Yugoslavia’s balance of payments during the years 1950 to
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1964. Moreover, the American Export-Import Bank and the World Bank provided loans from 1960
until 1990 that would amount to a total of, respectively, one and four billion dollars."’

4. Internal consequences of Yugoslavia’s foreign policy

The fact that both the East and the West knew that Yugoslavia was to be seduced rather than taken
was also to have consequences for the country itself. Hence, Western markets were opened up to
Yugoslav products, particularly in Germany and Italy. However, Yugoslavia’s extensive foreign aid
meant that there was little impetus to focus on exports.

Moreover, the country’s need to stand on its own two feet between the two major powers
caused it to concentrate on the production of investment goods so as to meet its internal demand. Of
all the Eastern European Communist countries, only Romania and Albania achieved a lower level of
foreign trade per capita during the years 1950 to 1965."

Trade relations between Yugoslavia and the Eastern bloc improved again after 1955. However,
the threat of the Soviet invasion of Yugoslavia never completely vanished, despite the restored
economic and diplomatic relations. There were periodic moments of fear such as in 1959 when
tensions led to the inclusion of 126 Partisan brigades as territorial militia in the Yugoslav National
Army (the JNA). And when the Warsaw Pact troops invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968, a system of
territorial defence was introduced that in principle allowed for the involvement of all Yugoslavs in a
Partisan war.

Even after the 1950s, Tito’s Western connections regarded him as being a considerable irritant
so far as the Communists were concerned. Just as he had ultimately been their best ally in the struggle
against Hitler’s Germany during the Second World War, Tito was now the Communist darling of the
West because his attitude deviated from the Soviet point of view. The West’s economic aid to
Yugoslavia was partly intended to show other Eastern European countries that taking a more
independent stance vis-a-vis Moscow would have its rewards. Thanks to this support, Yugoslavia lived
above its means both economically and in terms of international politics, and this helped Tito to
control the tensions between the different population groups.

The West had every interest in maintaining the stability of Tito’s multi-ethnic state. Therefore,
the United States did not try to destabilize the regime despite its attempts to undermine the other
Eastern European countries (with the exception of Albania).'*

In ideological terms, Yugoslavia’s central position in the Cold War was based on its
participation in the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries that came out of a 1955 gathering of former
Asian and African colonies in Bandung, Indonesia. The Movement’s first meeting took place in
Belgrade in 1961 where it was immediately apparent that Yugoslavia had assumed a central position as a
European power. Tito had many contacts with foreign heads of state on behalf of the Movement and,
conversely, this greatly increased his authority at home.

The break with the Cominform in 1948 was to affect Yugoslavia both in the short term and the
long term. The regime hardened in the short term. Stalin had hoped that his rejection of Tito’s policy
would result in serious opposition to Tito within his own party. However, the Yugoslav helmsman
managed to retain the support of the vast majority of Communists. This was partly due to his heavy-
handed suppression of any opposition within the party: Communists who were not on Tito’s side were
prosecuted as ‘Stalinists’. Approximately 50,000 of them were arrested, of whom between 10 and
20,000 were imprisoned on Goli Otok Island, the Naked Island, a reef to the south of Rijeka where the
summers were too hot and the winters were too cold. Although this Yugoslav equivalent of the Gulag
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Archipelago was to be closed down several years later, its existence had to be hushed up until after
Tito’s death.

Another short-term effect of the break with the Cominform involved agriculture. The
widespread collectivization of agriculture had begun in 1949 and was applied particularly strictly partly
because the Communist Party leadership wanted to prove its doctrinal correctness after the break with
Moscow. However, this policy of collectivization was also to be dropped several years later.

The long-term effects of the Cominform’s rejection were that Tito and his associates realized
that they had to organize a higher level of internal support. The country would not be able to survive
the constant Soviet threat if heavy-handed repression resulted in too much internal resistance.
Therefore, there were no more political death sentences after the beginning of the 1950s. Political
opposition was punished with lengthy prison sentences or dismissal. The political system was
transformed into what the Serbian writer Cosic described as a pragmatic tyranny.'”

The transformation into a pragmatic tyranny

The measures taken by Tito’s regime to organize internal support included a higher level of openness
than in other Eastern bloc countries. After the first few years, Yugoslav Communism became less rigid
in a number of respects than the Communism of other Eastern European countries. When Yugoslavia
was hit by an economic crisis at the beginning of the 1960s, its reaction was to open its borders. Many
thousands of Yugoslavs seized the opportunity to become migrant workers in Northern and Western
Europe. From the late 1950s onwards, hoards of tourists visited the country each year and they
provided a major source of foreign currency.

However, Yugoslavia’s academic and artistic freedom was still limited. Books and films could be
banned. Nonetheless, from the beginning of the 1950s, there was a higher level of cultural freedom
than elsewhere in Eastern Europe.'®* ‘Western’ consumer goods became common in large areas of
Yugoslavia at the end of the 1960s. Hence, Tito’s Yugoslavia was relatively open and liberal which also
created a good impression of the country abroad.

Moreover, the country’s economy appeared to be in good shape. The Communists’ economic
policy was helped by the fact that the consequences of the Second World War had been less disastrous
for Yugoslavia’s economy than the First.'” For instance, the Germans had managed to increase the
productivity of both mining and the metal industry through capital investment. Hence, Yugoslavia
recovered rapidly after this war and was partly helped by more than four hundred million dollars of
United Nations aid for reconstruction and rehabilitation. This was the program’s largest donation to
any single country.'” The aid consisted not only of food and coal but also, to an important extent, of
investment goods. Expropriation of the possessions of ethnic Germans and collaborators facilitated the
Communists’ nationalization and redivision programs.

From having been a mainly agrarian nation before the Second World War, Tito’s Yugoslavia
was transformed into a more industrialized state that also managed to develop tourism along its coastal
areas. Between 1945 and 1971, the percentage of the population that lived from agriculture decreased
from more than 73% to more than 38% of the total work force.'”’ Yugoslavia was one of the fastest

growing economies in the world with an average annual growth in national income of 5.3% between
the years 1953 and 1989.'**
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But the peasants were less successful despite the fact that they had played such a strong role in
the Partisan movement.'” The agricultural sector clearly failed to develop as much as the economy as a
whole. The collectivization program had been reversed because it had led to a dramatic decrease in
agricultural produce and to a number of local revolts. However, depending on the region, land
ownership remained limited to a maximum of ten or twenty hectares per farmer. Moreover, a radical
price policy for agricultural produce remained in force that meant that the rural areas had to finance the
development of industry and the cities.

The Communist leadership regarded small-scale private farming as a money spinner.
Nonetheless, despite the abandoning of collectivization, farmers were also viewed for many years as
being modest capitalists who had no place in the Communist system. Because they operated outside of
the public sector, they had no right to either welfare provisions or representation at the higher levels of
workers’ self-rule. When companies had to lay off workers, those with a rural background were often
the first to go. The idea behind this was that they would still be looked after by their families in the
countryside. This contributed to a serious aggravation of the economic relations between the cities and
the rural areas that were increasingly marginalized."”

Worker’ self-rule and its consequences

The attempt to legitimize Yugoslavia’s individual interpretation Socialism led to the introduction of
workers’ self-rule in 1950. According to this system, the employees of each company elected a workers’
council. The company’s management consisted of the director and a daily committee that the council
provided. In practice, these workers’ councils were to be dominated by the Communist Party.
Ultimately, this variation on the centralist Communist planned economy was ‘one great utopia, which
was really needed as an alibi for the absence of political democracy’."

The reason behind the fiasco of workers’ self-rule was that under this system, employees tended
to give priority to employment and wages rather than to other economic factors, a situation that was
helped by the fact that companies could not go bankrupt. Well-established foreign observers assessed
this experiment as being ‘uneconomical, socially unproductive and to a great extent unsuccessful’.'”
Tito was never particularly interested in economic issues but other Yugoslav party leaders began to
endorse this criticism from the 1970s onwards."” However, by contrast, workers’ self-rule contributed
for many years to the idea abroad that Yugoslav Communism was a milder version of Moscow
Communism.

The system of workers’ self-rule also went hand in hand with the fact that the economy’s
decision-making process was decentralized to the level of the opstina (councils) and the control over
virtually every federal company was transferred to the republics. This resulted in the mixing of politics
with economics at a regional level, and the regulation of labour relations became largely the councils’
responsibility. This not only countered the development of a real market economys, it also resulted in
the councils becoming inward looking. The development was by Western standards anti-modern and is
one of the examples of how, between 1945 and 1991, Yugoslavia embodied ‘a deep contradiction
between the imperatives of modernization and the fundamentally anti-modern features of the
“Yugoslav road to socialism”.”"**

Along with an economic dimension in 1952, political decentralisation was also reflected in the

Communist Party’s transformation into the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (Savez Kommunista

129 Allcock, Yugoslavia, p. 183; Deschner/Petrovic, Krieg, pp. 299-300.

130 Allcock, Yugosiavia, pp. 126 and 135.

131 Josip Zupanov, quoted in Cohen, Bonds, p. 36.

132 FBIS commentary dating from 16/10/89 and quoted in Cohen, Bonds, p. 43. See also Russell, Prejudice, p. 138.

133 Van den Heuvel, Land, p. 87.

134 Allcock, Yugoslavia, pp. 7-8. See also Ludwig Steindorff, ‘Die 1V orgeschichte — 1 on der Zeit vor der Staatsbildung Jugoslawiens bis
zur Krise der achtziger Jabre’, Bremer (Hg.), (S¢h)Erben, pp. 31-32.



43

Jugostavije or SKJ). This change made it clear that there was no single Communist Party, but that the
League consisted of parties that were primarily organized by each republic or autonomous area and
were only connected at a national level. These forms of decentralization were typical of the Tito
government at the beginning of the 1950s. Each political crisis was followed by a ‘solution’ that led to
the decentralizing of both politics and the economy.

There were two reasons for this decentralization. First and foremost, Tito refused to consider a
multi-party system. Therefore, in his view, decentralization was the only acceptable alternative.
Secondly, there was such a taboo on nationalism that it could only be debated in the coded form of
discussions about economic centralization or economic decentralization. New political crises were
partly caused by the adverse effects of economic measures that had followed previous political crises.
This situation could be described as a vicious circle had it not involved a downward spiral that would
ultimately land Yugoslavia in the depths of misery in approximately 1990.

Milovan Djilas, who was one of Tito’s closest confidants along with Kardelj and Rankovic, was
to discover the extent to which the discussion of the Communist Party’s monopoly was forbidden. As
an extension of economic self-rule, he suggested that there should be a greater decentralization of
political authority so as to counter the Party’s bureaucratization. He supported a multi-party state and
argued that the UDBa (the secret police) should be held responsible for its deeds. Djilas was expelled
from the Party after a special meeting of the Central Party Committee in January 1954. In 1956 he was
sent to prison for his constant criticism where he was ultimately to remain for nine years.

5. The promotion of ‘the’ Yugoslav culture

Djilas had actually made an important effort to create a Yugoslav national awareness. From 1952
onwards, the Yugoslav regime addressed its citizens as the ‘working people’ (radni narod) of Yugoslavia
so as to communicate the idea that the individual was first and foremost a producer. Nonetheless,
Tito’s government failed to create a sense of socio-economic awareness amongst large sections of the
people that went beyond the usual ethnic boundaries. During the first half of the 1950s, the
Communist Party abandoned the idea that an enforced industrialization and a tightly-planned economy
would create a new person who would no longer be susceptible to ethnic nationalism. Subsequently, it
mainly tried to foster Yugoslav patriotism through a process of political socialization and education.
Here, the central elements were the Partisans’ struggle during the Second World War and the break
with Stalin in 1948.

Tito was the nation’s binding force and a virtual cult began to develop around his personality.
Cities and streets were named after him. Portraits of the bronzed statesman in his marshall’s uniform
hung not only in public buildings but also in homes and shops. On Tito’s official birthday, youth relay
races were held throughout the country that ended in a Belgrade stadium. Religious education, which
had been tolerated till then, was banned in 1952. It was replaced by lessons that were intended to
educate children as Socialist citizens, and Yugoslav culture was also promoted. The Seventh Party
Congress in 1958 was completely dominated by this Socialist Yugoslavism.

However, it was never completely clear whether the Yugoslav culture that the government tried
to promote was a reservoir of separate national cultures or an all-encompassing culture. ‘Brotherhood
and unity’ meant that a Yugoslav patriot could regard himself as being a Croat, a Serb or a Macedonian
(etc.) but that at the same time he was a Yugoslav who was prepared to sacrifice his life for Yugoslavia.

The media — newspapers, radio and later television — were mainly organized per republic. The
exceptions were the Borba daily newspaper, the Tanjug press agency, which reflected the federal
leadership’s opinions, and the Danas, NIN, Politika and 1jesnik magazines. In addition, the second
Yugoslavia never used national school books.

The ideology of Yugoslavism had an obvious attraction but one that certainly did not affect
everyone. It particularly flourished amongst intellectuals and sections of young people who were
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neither Catholic nor Muslim and who mainly lived in the cities.'” Yugoslavism also appealed to the
Serbs more than to other ethnic groups who regarded it as being a veiled attempt to create a Serbian
hegemony. '™

Census results revealed that only a limited percentage of the population had registered as
Yugoslav. The highest percentage in Yugoslavia as a whole was reached in 1991 with 6.6%, a modest
achievement when one considers that 13% of the population was the result of ethnic intermarriage'”’
and that the regime had had 45 years to propagate a Yugoslav ideology with the help of a party
monopoly. The Yugoslav optants primarily consisted of professional servicemen and civil servants.

Religious organizations were now the sole competition in terms of the promoting of values but
they only had a limited influence. There was a certain relaxation of legislation and regulations during the
1960s and “70s, but the Communist regime kept a tight rein on the various religious denominations
because it regarded them as being the bulwarks of ethnic nationalism. Whether that was sensible,
considering the Communists' aims, remains to be seen. By suppressing religious expression, the
government of brotherhood and unity was in fact thwarting an ecumenical movement that in turn
established religion as a sign of ethnicity. "

The Communists also failed to eliminate the differences in economic development between the
areas in the north of the country and those in the south, a situation that had already existed before the
Second World War. A federal investment fund was set up in 1956 to bridge that gap. This fund was
replaced in 1965 by a development fund for the disadvantaged south that was financed by a tax of
1.85% on all government services. In spite of this policy, this state of inequality continued to grow
dramatically. In 1947 the Slovenes earned 175% of the average income per capita of the Yugoslav
population while the residents of Kosovo earned just 53%. In 1979 these figures were, respectively,
195% and 29%. In other words: on average, the Slovenes earned at least three times as much as the
Kosovans in 1947 and a good 30 years later they earned more than six times as much. "’

Education and literacy levels also varied greatly from region to region. Although the illiteracy
rate for those above the age of ten was 20% for the whole of Yugoslavia in 1961, this consisted of just
2% in Slovenia, 12% in Croatia, 33% in Bosnia-Hercegovina and 41% in Kosovo.'" These figures had
fallen 20 years later but the regional differences remained the same: the illiteracy rate for the whole of
Yugoslavia was 9.5%; for Slovenia it was less than 1%, for Bosnia-Hercegovina it was 14.5% and for
Kosovo it was 17.6%. "

There were different reasons for the republics’ varying levels of development. The north had
been more industrialized while agriculture and cattle breeding continued to play a greater role in the
south. So far as industry existed in the south, it was mainly the result of the industrialization program
that the government had set up shortly after World War Two. This primarily involved mining that was
capital intensive and provided relatively little employment. Partly because of the economic differences,
the birth rates in the south were considerably higher than those in the north so that any growth had to
be divided amongst a higher number of people.

The fiasco of the government policy to divide economic affluence equally became a source of
irritation. There was a feeling in the south that the government was not doing enough and that, for

135 Cohen, Bonds, pp. 32 and 49; Mennesland, Land, p. 285; Vesna Pesic, “The War for Ethnic Sates’, Popov (ed.), Road, p.
20; Naarden, Western Perceptions and Balkan realities [Annex to NIOD Srebrenica Repori).

136 Pavkovic, Fragmentation, p. 62; Peter Radan, “The Serbs and their History in the Twentieth Century’, Radan/Pavkovic
(eds.), Serbs, p. 14; Williams, Legitimacy, p. 62. Even the Serbian writer Dobrica Cosic warned about this in 1961, Cohen,
Bonds, p. 29; Hondius, Community, pp. 242 and 315-316.

137 Nikolai Botev, “Seeing Past the Barricades. Ethnic Intermarriage in The former Yugoslavia, 1962-1989”,
Halpern/Kideckel (eds.), Neighbors, p. 225.

138 Allcock, Yugoslavia, p. 299; Geert van Dattel, ‘Nationalities and Religion in Yugoslavia’, in: Van den Heuvel/Siccama
(eds.), Disintegration, pp. 25-28.

139 Allcock, Yugoslavia, p. 196. For more figures see, for instance, ibidem, pp. 83-84; Cohen, Bonds, p. 35.

1490 Hondius, Community, p. 25.

141 Lampe, Yugoslavia, p. 333.



45

instance, Croatia with its coastal tourism could afford to spare more. However, the north felt that the
money that it gave was not being used effectively and would therefore be better invested in its own
region.

Economic recession — ethnic consequences

Ethnic nationalism began to stir again at the end of the 1950s and it indeed included issues of division.
For that reason the Serbian writer Dobrica Cosic branded it as ‘dinar nationalism’.'* There was also
industrial unrest at that time because the working population was demanding a greater share in the
country’s economic success. This was soon followed by a recession. Up till 1960, the economy had
grown faster than almost any other in the world. In the 1950s, the average annual increase in the gross
national product was 6.7%,'* and this was mainly due to an expanding industry that was growing by
more than 11% per year.'"* However, around 1960, this growth seemed to have reached a limit. The
central investment fund was partly responsible for this and had levelled this growth by siphoning
capital off to the disadvantaged areas. The party leaders failed in their attempts to reform the economy
and to increase the market orientation and cost awareness of the largely politically-appointed
management teams of the major factories.

Industrial production dropped in 1961 and 1962. Unemployment figures reached a level of,
respectively, 6% and 7.3%."* The dinar was devalued to 40% of its old value. The cost of living rose by
30% between 1959 and 1962 although wages remained frozen. The Communist Party was confronted
with the question of whether to opt for more decentralization or simply to return to centralization so as
to get the economy back on course.

6. The 1960s: centralization versus decentralization

Rankovic, who was the head of the UDBa secret police until 1964, was the strongest opponent of the
decentralization of political and economic power. His intelligence agency was also partly decentralized
in 1964 which led to the UDBa’s name being changed into the State Security Service, the S/uzba Drgavne
Bezbednosti (or SDB). Yet Rankovic’s power seemed to remain unaffected. He was even appointed Vice-
President of the Federation as a result of the 1963 Constitution; this made him the second most
important man in Yugoslavia after Tito.

However, an enquiry was launched in 1966 into the heavy-handed actions of the secret police in
Kosovo. Rankovic’s mainly Serbian security force had tried to crush every attempt at decentralization,
particularly in Kosovo. Tito also failed to solve the tensions there between the Serbs and the Albanians,
and this repeatedly led to violence. The activities of the secret police in Kosovo had resulted in a series
of deaths and serious injuries.

The enquiry revealed that Rankovic had bugged the phones of countless leading politicians who
included, according to unconfirmed rumours, Tito himself. To make things worse, Tito had assigned
this enquiry to the KOS (Kontraobavestajna S/luzba), the military counter-intelligence service that mainly
consisted of Croats. Rankovic was sacked and expelled from the Party along with many of his police.
This blow to the regime was regarded by many Serbs as an attack on their position within the state. It
was greeted in the other republics with relief.'*

Even in the 1950s, there was a struggle within the League of Communists of Yugoslavia
between the supporters of the original centralism and those who favoured decentralization. The
supporters of centralism could rely on the help of Rankovic while the other side was backed by Kardel;,

2 Hondius, Community, pp. 241-242.

193 Lampe, Yugoslavia, p. 275.

144 Lampe, Yugoslavia, p. 272.

145 Lampe, Yugoslavia, pp. 273, 277.

146 1. Banac, ‘Asymmetry’, pp. 147-148; Meiet, Jugoslawien, p. 94.



46

the Slovenian Communist Party ideologist whose friendship with Tito gave him plenty of influence.
The supporters of decentralization argued that the existing emphasis on Yugoslav unity was simply a
masquerade for Serbian domination.

This political issue confronted Tito with a difficult decision. He had strongly encouraged
Yugoslavism in around 1960 and the population census of 1961 had for the first time included the
possibility of registering as a Yugoslav. However, only 317,000 people opted for that choice. All the
others selected an ethnic nationality. The precise role that this signal played is unknown but Tito
increasingly distanced himself from Yugoslavism from 1962 onwards. In March of that year he
confronted a secret meeting of the party leadership with the following question: ‘Is our country really in
a state to continue to survive or will it collapse? Is this society viable or not?”'* Six months later Tito
declared that ‘Socialist social relations’ were to be the binding factor between Yugoslavs. He felt that an
all-encompassing Yugoslav culture was unnecessary. There was no need for a Yugoslav layer to come
between the republics’ culture and global culture.'*® Apparently Tito felt that his two main political
objectives - the State of Yugoslavia and the rule of its Communist Party — would benefit the most by
abandoning Yugoslavism and allowing for a tendency towards decentralization. Kardelj declared: ‘[O]ur
Federation is not a framework for creating some new Yugoslav nation or an outline for the kind of
national integration that the supporters of hegemonism or denationalizing terror have been
daydreaming about.”"

Tito’s decision in 1962 to abandon Yugoslavism was described by the future Minister of
Defence General Kadijevic as being ‘beyond any doubt the worst and the most fateful in the entire
existence of the second Yugoslavia’.' A new constitution was introduced in 1963 that had been drawn
up by Kardelj. It was a triumph for the decentralists. Numerous powers were transferred to the
republics. The new Constitution transformed the Federation into being primarily the guardian of both
the country’s unity and integrity, and the unity of its financial and economic policy. The Federation’s
main responsibilities were to be foreign policy, defence and trade. However, the republics also had a
need to assert their influence in these areas. This was mainly accommodated by striving towards a
proportional representation of civil servants from the republics in federal posts. As based on this
Constitution, over the next few years a growing number of federal posts were rotated between
representatives of both the republics and the autonomous provinces. All posts could be held for a
maximum of two terms with the exception of the presidency. The right to secession was once again
included in the Constitution and was now granted to the different peoples: the ethnic groups.

During the Eighth Congtress of the Communist League of Yugoslavia in 1964, Yugoslavism,
which had been the positive theme of the previous congress six years earlier, was to suffer a defeat
from which it would never recover.”" Tito condemned Yugoslavism at this conference as being a form
of ‘assimilation and bureaucratic centralism, unitarianism and [Greater Serbian] hegemony."* Kardel;j
readily followed in his footsteps by describing the Yugoslav nation as a creation made from ‘the
remnants of Greater Serbian nationalism’. There was also no mention of Yugoslavism or a common
Yugoslav culture in the 1964 party program.” At the end of 1965, Kardelj declared at a meeting of 80
leaders from both the Federation and the republics that the idea that ethnic distinctions would
automatically diminish had proved to be incorrect. He argued that they had actually become stronger.
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In his opinion, the only way to avoid Yugoslavia’s collapse was to set up a confederation that allowed
the republics a high level of autonomy. '™

The order had been reversed between the regional congresses and the Central Party Congress
before the Eighth Congtress in 1964. Binding decisions were previously taken by the Central Congress
that were subsequently implemented by the regional congresses. But there was a radical break with this
tradition in 1963: the congresses in the republics and autonomous areas were subsequently to precede
the Central Congtress. Thereafter, the Central Congress was to become more and more of a market
place for horse trading between the representatives of the regional congresses.

The 1963 Constitution and the 1964 Party Congress were followed by major economic reform
in 1965. This change of policy led to a reorganization of banking which up till then had mainly been
organized on the level of the opstina or councils. Here, the idea was that the new trade and investment
banks would be responsible for transactions throughout Yugoslavia. However, in practise, they mainly
functioned on the level of the republics and were strongly over-represented in Belgrade. These banks,
rather than the central government, were mostly responsible for the investment policy. The
government no longer had control over the production of money so that there was an inherent risk of
inflation. The banks began to grant favoured companies loans that had extremely favourable and
effectively negative interest rates. This problem was increased even more by the fact that companies
that encountered problems because of the limitations of the available banking transactions between the
republics would simply circumvent the banks altogether by borrowing money from other companies in
their own republics. This led to an increase in the amount of money in circulation. In 1970, the sum of
the companies’ outstanding bills amounted to a quarter of the gross national product.' Inflation would
remain at an annual average of 18% between 1970 and 1979; this was almost twice as high as the global
average.'”

The Ninth Party Congress in 1969 decided that key posts in all the important party committees
were to be divided along ethnic lines. Moreover, there was to be a greater emphasis on the Party’s
organization per republic. Therefore, a Yugoslav identity was cleatly a handicap for Party officials. Each
federal post would only be held on a temporary basis. Politicians’ grass roots support was undeniably to
be found in their republics.

Yugoslavia as a goal in itself is put to rest

Other parts of Yugoslav society were also permeated by the formula of ethnic division. Yugoslavia was
the common manger from which everyone was to receive his share. Here, it seems that for large
sections of the population, Yugoslavia was increasingly becoming a means rather than a goal in itself."’

Jobs in companies in ethnically-mixed areas were also given out according to the formula of
ethnic division, a policy that even extended, for instance, to company holiday homes. Although it was
intended as a way of eliminating tension between ethnic groups, the ethnic division formula actually
contributed to a fixation on mutual relations. Everyone was constantly on guard that his group was not
being disadvantaged.'” And when this did occur, the other group would have to suffer the same fate.
This was also demonstrated by the consequences of Rankovic’s dismissal from his post as the head of
the secret police.

The 1963 Constitution and the attack on Rankovic resulted in an important reversal in the
relationship between the secret service and the Communist Party as organized per republic. Unlike its
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predecessor the UDBa, the SDB did not have control over party appointments in the republics. In fact,
the political leaders of each republic had now acquired control over their republic’s secret service. The
secret service’s permission was no longer needed for a passport which greatly contributed to the mass
exodus of hundreds of thousands of migrant workers to Western Europe. In the late 1960s, this in turn
appeared to have solved Yugoslavia’s unemployment problem in one fell swoop.

In many ways, Rankovic’s fall had a liberating effect on Yugoslav society. Voices of dissent now
found an outlet in the newspapers and magazines. Tito had expected that Rankovic’s dismissal would
cause unrest in Serbia but it remained calm, and liberals even took over the Serbian Party. They were in
fact prepared to undertake measures such as far-reaching decentralization so as to eliminate non-Serb
fears of Serbian domination.” Yugoslavia experienced a spring that resembled the Prague Spring of
Dubcek’s Czechoslovakia and which occurred at virtually the same time. Moreover, the economy
recovered in 1968. Yugoslavia developed into a consumer society and compared favourably with other
Eastern European countries with their famous queues for bread and meat.

Just as elsewhere in Europe, there were student demonstrations in Belgrade in 1968 that
focused on issues such as the affluence of party officials. The students were also demanding reforms
and a higher level of Socialist idealism instead of a slide towards a market economy. Tito parried the
students’ demands with a mixture of flattery and violence. He announced that his economic reforms
would benefit those on the lowest incomes. At the same time, his response to the student
demonstrators was heavy-handed. It became clear that the individual freedom to have a divergent
opinion was permitted to a certain extent. Students could subject themselves to the ‘sex and drugs and
rock ‘n’ roll’ of their Western counterparts and could also write critical articles, but any form of
organized opposition remained absolutely forbidden.'” Hence, the Communist government prevented
the development of all forms of organization that would have existed between the agencies of the
Communist State and the individual. When opposition was allowed, it could only occur within the party
and the state agencies.

7. Ethnic problems: Kosovo, Slovenia, Croatia versus Serbia in around 1970

Ethnic problems became apparent during the emergence of nationality issues and especially when
economic problems rapidly recurred and the question of the division of wealth was once again on the
agenda. Signs of nationalism were most evident in Kosovo and Croatia.

But the economy was not the only problem in Kosovo. A major grievance of the Albanians
concerned the fact that the Kosovan Serbs and Montenegrins occupied more than half of the
province’s government posts including jobs at the police and the SDB. In the autumn of 1968,
Albanians demonstrated in Kosovo for a higher level of autonomy under the rallying-cry of ‘Kosovo
Republic’. This caused great irritation amongst the Serbs and Montenegrins in Kosovo. They felt
threatened by the province’s Albanians and by the shifts in demographic relations. These were caused
by the increasing number of Serbs who were leaving the province and also by the Albanian birth rate
that had an annual increase of 3.2% in the 1970s and was the highest in Europe.'*’

The introduction of the 1963 Constitution meant that conferring the status of a republic also
entailed the possibility of secession. Non-Albanians felt that behind the call for the status of a republic
was a secret desire for independence or assimilation with Albania.

Just like the student demonstrations, Belgrade responded to the problem with a mixture of
violence and promises. Demonstrations were ruthlessly broken up and their organizers were sentenced
to years of prison. On the other hand, Albanians were made eligible for a wide range of government
posts and for the first time they acquired a real place in the representing structures of both the
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Federation and Serbia. School books from Albania were introduced on a massive scale and the capital
of Pristina acquired its own university. The Serbs soon began to leave Kosovo in far greater numbers
than ever before. It was difficult for them to find work and they no longer felt at home there. This
exodus was a bone of contention for the Serbs and particularly for those who chose not to leave.
Hence, Kosovo was rapidly becoming the powder keg of Yugoslavia.

Following Kosovo, there was also tension between Slovenia and Belgrade in 1969. This was
caused by the fact that Slovenia had missed out on its share of the money that was provided by the
World Bank for modernizing the roads. The heated emotions about economic handicaps were
demonstrated by the fact that there were calls in Ljubljana for Slovenia’s cession. The Slovenes were
kept in check by a combination of heavy pressure from Tito and the promise that Slovenia would be
given priority in future projects, but they did not forget this experience. Moreover, this conflict had
caused differences between Slovenia on the one side and Croatia and Macedonia on the other so that
these three republics no longer operated at a national level as a closely-knit liberal bloc.

The greatest outburst of nationalism took place in Croatia and was ignited by a 1967 conflict
about language. There had been an agreement in 1954 to design a joint Serbo-Croat dictionary.
However, when the first two volumes were published in 1967, it appeared that many Croat words had
been left out or had been included with the words ‘local dialect’. In each case where there were two
possible spellings, the Serbian version had been selected as the correct one. Indignant Croat
intellectuals published a statement where they demanded that Croatian should henceforth be
recognized as a separate language alongside Serbian, Slovenian and Macedonian. This cultural
movement was becoming increasingly political.

Moreover, there were numerous complaints in Croatia that, although this republic earned a
great deal of money through exports, migrant workers and tourism, its profits were largely appropriated
by the state and companies in Belgrade to support objectives such as developing the southern regions.
The northern republics’ complaints about the failed attempts to divide affluence equally across the
country at their expense would frequently be heard over the next two decades. A further annoyance
was the fact that the Croats only had to threaten to step out of line for them to be immediately
associated with the Ustashe terror.'” The Croatian Communist Party’s sympathetic attitude towards this
criticism led to remarks of a ‘Croatian Spring’ as based on the analogy of the Prague Spring of 1968.
Just as in Czechoslovakia, the Croatian Communist leadership tried to relax the political and economic
command structure. The people’s support for this new approach overwhelmed even the party leaders in
Zagreb who nonetheless did not feel that it was necessary to reverse their policy despite the problems
that they could expect from the national party organization in Belgrade.

There were massive demonstrations. 30,000 students and school children went on strike to add
weight to the demands for a higher level of autonomy and even independence. This movement, which
was initially liberal, began to become more overtly nationalist. The party leadership in Croatia was
surpassed by the Matica Hrvatska. This Croatian cultural movement had supported Croatian self-
awareness since the middle of the 19" century but had virtually led a clandestine existence during the
first decades of the Communist government. Tens of thousands of new members signed up. Difficult
questions were asked such as why almost 60% of the Zagreb police were Serbian although they only
accounted for 15% of the city’s residents.'” There were also calls to exercise the right to an army, an
individual currency and membership of the United Nations, and territorial claims were made on parts
of Bosnia-Hercegovina. In August 1971, the Croatian Student Union unveiled a commemorative plaque
in honour of Radic who had been described by Tito as a &#lak or big peasant. It was located on the
front of the house where he had lived in Zagreb. A statue of him was even erected in Metkovic.

Eventually the Serbs also began to rebel in Croatia. Their mildest demand was that the rights of
the Serbian minority should be included in the Croatian Constitution. But some Serbs went further and
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began to arm themselves. They demanded the right to secede their area so that it could be linked to
Serbia. Once this point had been reached, there was a very real risk of Croatia’s secession or even a civil
watr. Therefore, conservative Communists, including those from Croatia, tried to persuade Tito to
deploy the army in Croatia. However, the 80-year-old leader realized that he could opt for a less violent
response because at that moment Croatia’s position in Yugoslavia was somewhat isolated.

Hence, at the end of 1971 and the beginning of 1972, Tito decided to purge the Croatian
League of Communists of its ‘Fascist totalitarian tendencies’. Tens of thousands of people were forced
to leave the Party. The Matica Hrvatska was banned. Universities and the media were also subjected to
the same ‘spring cleaning’. Several thousand people, particularly intellectuals, were imprisoned for some
months without trial. After the 1972 purge, the new leaders of the Communist League of Croatia
remained tainted by the crushing of the Croatian Spring and by the impression that, when it came down
to it, they would always be at Belgrade’s beck and call. The brief Croatian Spring was followed by 17
years of the Croatian Silence (1972-1989). Those arrested included Franjo Tudjman, the Director of the
Zagreb Institute for the History of the Labour Movement, along with Stipe Mesic and various others
whose names would emerge at the centre of Croatian politics in 1990.

Both this intervention and the equating of the Croatian desire for reform with the Ustashe past
resulted in bad blood in Croatia, particularly against the Serbs. The fact that Tito allowed Croatia to
keep half of its income from the tourist industry and a quarter of the republic’s foreign exchange was a
pleasant but insufficient form of compensation. In a sense, this concession actually aggravated
Yugoslavia’s economic and political problems because it was the cause of increasing complaints from
the south about the unequal division of the nation’s wealth. And in the north it strengthened the idea
that economic progress had to be fought for through ethnic nationalism at the expense of
Communism. The Croatian Serbs were also left with a bitter experience. As a Serb in Kordun told the
American-Serbian journalist Dusko Doder in 1974: {[We] will never let ourselves be surprised again. At
least now there’s an axe behind every door.'”!

The nationalist powers suppressed

It was obvious that Tito had completely failed to defuse the issue of nationality. This particularly
applied to the most serious aspect of this issue that had already dominated the first Yugoslavia and
where the Serbs’ goal was centralism while the Croats’ most basic desire was for autonomy. Rather than
cultivating a system of mutual tolerance between the various ethnic groups, Tito had acted like a new
Habsburg sovereign with his divide and rule politics of playing the groups off against each other. The
status of a particular group was increased or decreased according to what Tito felt was necessary for the
country’s internal stability. Often a government action against one group would be followed by another
against a different group. This created a pattern of expectation amongst the population whereby a blow
to one section of the people had to be followed by the adverse treatment of another group.

The 1970s also started in this way. In an attempt to restore the ethnic balance, most of the
other republican and provincial Communist leagues were purged in the months that followed the
suppression of the Croatian Spring. Those affected included the Reformist Serbian leaders and 6,000 of
their supporters.

These purges dealt a fatal blow to the possibility of reforms coming from within the
Communist Party itself and it is difficult to overestimate the consequences that this would have for the
further history of Yugoslavia. The Communist League had been stripped of its reforming powers. The
liberal opposition that had embraced nationalism now largely abandoned its liberalism in favour of pure
nationalism. However, this development would only become overt at the end of the 1980s. As yet, the
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only sign was the fact that the Communist Party was becoming increasingly rigid and unsound. The
Party had been stripped of its ideals forever and it attracted fewer young people.'*

As a substitute for liberal reform, Tito and Kardelj decided to further their policy of shifting
power towards the regions. They wanted to create a strong basis for regionalism in a new constitution.
Tito had already established in April 1970 that:

‘today there is not only an increasing desire for greater autonomy, the republics
want actual independence, they want to separate themselves politically from the
Federation... If someone were to ask me about it right now, I would find it
difficult to say that we have a real federation. It already seems to be a
confederation ...”'"

Tito stressed the need for a new constitution in a letter to the federal parliament that was dated 9
December 1970. It stated that greater autonomy at the level of the republics would deal with the
tensions that had been created by the differing economic developments. The next day the parliament
decided to set up a committee that would be responsible for drawing up a new constitution. Kardelj
would be its chairman and its members would be the speakers of the parliaments of the various
republics and autonomous areas. It was not difficult to guess the direction that the new constitution
would take.

The 1974 Constitution: Kosovo and 1V ojvodina are antonomons and not independent

The new constitution had been completed in 1974. With 406 articles and more 350 pages, it was the
largest in the world and included complicated stipulations about the relations between the federation
and the republics that would repeatedly lead to quibbles.

The essence of this constitution was that government authority had been decentralized to such
an extent that it had become difficult to rule the country on a federal level. Along with the six republics
of Slovenia, Croatia, Serbia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Montenegro and Macedonia, the constitution also
included the autonomous provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina that were located within Serbia. These
two provinces had now acquired the same status as the other republics although they also remained a
part of Serbia, an incongruity that was to have major consequences.

There was one important exception to this process of equalization. Each of the republics was
supposedly based on the people’s sovereignty that in turn implied a right to secession. However, this
right was withheld from the two autonomous provinces as a concession to Serbia.

To prevent the country’s disintegration, the new constitution stipulated that any alterations to it
would need the approval of all six republics and the two autonomous provinces of Kosovo and
Vojvodina. This decision would have to be made by the collective state presidium that was set up by
the constitution. This body would ultimately consist of eight members: one for each republic and
autonomous province. The chairmanship would change each year according to an order that had been
established in advance. The same principle was applied to the Central Committee of the Communist
Party. Finally, there was the Committee for the Protection of the Constitutional Order that was set up
in 1975 and included the Ministers of Home Affairs and Defence. Using a system of checks and
balances, these three bodies had to safeguard the continuity of the Yugoslav State and Communist
society after Tito’s death.

Only foreign policy, defence and foreign trade policy continued to operate on a mainly national
level. Decisions concerning economic affairs required unanimity within the presidium. A majority was
enough for most other matters but the representatives of each republic or autonomous province could

165> Cohen, Bonds, pp. 48-49.
166 Tito quoted in Dusan T. Batakovic, ‘Collective and Human Rights: Opposing Views from The former Yugoslavia’,
Baeht/Baudet/Werdmoller (eds.), Rights, p. 65.



52

also opt to veto federal decisions. Kosovo and Vojvodina could therefore block the decisions of Serbia
of which they themselves were also a part. Even making a treaty required the approval of all the
republics. From then on, the republics were able to maintain foreign contacts through the co-
ordination committees for foreign relations that began to develop from the republics’ Chambers of
Commerce from 1970 onwards.

Economic problems were increased by the fact that the new constitution included the Croatian
demand that the banking system, that was still concentrated in Belgrade, would now be completely
decentralized. The immediate consequence of this was that the financial flow between the separate
republics diminished to a level of between one and two percent of Yugoslavia’s entire capital.'”’

Although the 1974 Constitution was intended as a step forwards after the Croatian Spring, it
was actually a step into the dark. It provided a recipe for difficult decisions and compromises at the
lowest possible level, and would ultimately arrive at a complete impasse. The situation was saved for the
time being by the charismatic Tito who had been appointed president for life by the constitution. After
his death, the collective state presidium would operate on the basis of a constitution that had in
principle transformed Yugoslavia into being a ‘semi-confederation of semi-sovereign republics’.'*

Was there another possible arbiter between the republics apart from Tito and the state
presidium? There were two other important centres of power: the Communist Party and the army. It
was no coincidence that the Party’s leading role was once again emphasized after the acceptance of the
1974 Constitution. The Party had to be the binding factor in a state where the republics and the
autonomous provinces dealt with each other on a basis of virtual equality and were not constrained by
the federal bodies. The principle of democratic centralism was once again introduced so that the
Yugoslav expert Allcock had no qualms about describing the apparent liberalization that followed the
1974 Constitution as being effectively a Stalinist reform.'” Others use the term ‘polycentric étatism’ to
define the post-1974 situation.'”” Moreover, the Party had acquired the power to elect candidates for
government posts. This completely changed the composition of Yugoslavia’s elite in the years following
1974. The technocrats, whose presence was based on workers’ self-rule, were now supplanted by
professional politicians. These politicians mainly fulfilled the role of exegetes of the extremely
complicated paper regulations that were the result of the world’s largest constitution. The party’s new
and weighty role, which left little space for other organizations, again prevented liberal alternatives from
developing in Yugoslav society that would have been able to oppose the rise of nationalism in the
1980s.""

However, it would have been difficult for the Communist Party to fulfil a binding role because,
for instance, of its over-representation of Serbs and Montenegrins. At the same time, decentralization
even affected the Communist League of Yugoslavia. For instance, the members of the Central
Committee were elected at the regional congresses. The combination of position appointments and
regionalism resulted in the creation of government empires in every republic and province that refused
to obey the national authorities. Regional governors no longer had to feel responsible for the level
above them. They were supported in their quest for self-sufficiency by the heads of local and regional
businesses who sought protection against competition from other parts of the country. Incestuous
relations developed between political governors and the directors of state companies. The consequence
of all this was an end to political decency and the rise of a mass desire for personal gain amongst party
officials who effectively operated as feudal lords. The Communist Party became less of a political body
and more of a career channel that also helped the unscrupulous. From the 1970s onwards, all this
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meant that corruption flourished in Yugoslavia, as was occasionally revealed in much talked-about
scandals.'”

Apart from Tito and the state presidium, there was just one other institution that could be
described as existing on a national level: the Yugoslav Peoples’ Army or JNA. The question now was
how it would react once Tito was dead and there was no other arbiter.
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Chapter 3
The era after Tito

‘In the wake of the disintegration of the Yugoslav federation (...) the
attempt to provide an explanation has dwelt quite disproportionately
upon the factor of ethnic diversity. Nevertheless, I contend that no
explanation which does not place at its heart economic factors
deserves to be taken seriously.””

1. Introduction

Tito died at the respectable age of nearly 88. This is a considerable achievement for a person but for the
country that he led, it is difficult to decide whether his death came too eatly or too late. On the one
hand, in terms of merits and charisma, Tito was the only politician in Yugoslavia to go beyond the
ethnic and republican level. On the other hand, his leadership had blocked fundamental political and
economic solutions for far too long. The slogan “Posle Tita — Tito!’ (After Tito — Titol) bore witness to
the sense of destitution that followed his death. Like almost every dictator, Tito had failed to leave a
crown prince.

Shortly before his death in 1980, Tito spoke to W. Averell Harriman, the former American
Undersecretary of State: ‘When I came to power as the leader of the Partisans, I had the whole country
behind me. That will never happen again. I was able to exert this level of power because of the war. It
is completely impossible for me to select a single successor. Ultimately there is no way to protect this
country against its own disunity.”'™

After Tito, there was only the collective presidium of the Yugoslav Federation with its rotating
chairmanship, but it had none of Tito’s charisma. The members of the presidium were just anonymous
figures in Tito’s shadow. They became the laughing-stock of cinema newsreels where their appearance
was greeted by a noisy audience trying to guess which shadowy figure was now stalking across the
screen. Moreover, establishing the Yugoslav leadership, as demonstrated by the cult around Tito, had
been strongly based on the experiences of the 1940s: the Partisans’ struggle and the break with Stalin.
These experiences were becoming less relevant to the younger generations. The fact that the
Communist regime in Yugoslavia was initially stronger than elsewhere in Central and Eastern Europe
and that it was so strongly based on Tito’s charismatic leadership had now become a major stumbling
block for the central authority’s continued existence.'”

Tito’s successors were similarly unsuccessful at creating structural solutions to the issues that
arose during the final years of his life such as economic problems and the difficulties created by the
1974 Constitution. The future Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic described the situation as follows:
“The system wasn’t working even before he died — it was Tito who functioned. After his death, nothing
worked and no one even seemed capable of agreeing about anything.””

Perhaps that was also too much to expect of a party where the Reformist leaders had been
removed and any form of creativity had vanished after the re-introduction of democratic centralism and
the appointment systems. The party was losing its attraction for young people and was increasingly the
symbol for impasse, stagnation and eventually deterioration. Only the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
had led to an increase in student members so that the Party reached its zenith in 1982 with a
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membership of 2200,000. This figure had fallen to 1500,000 by 1989. Half of all young people in the
mid-1980s did not want to join. In Croatia that figure was 70% and in Slovenia it was as high as 88%.

Even abroad Tito’s government had already lost its allure before his death. Yugoslavia’s
international position in the Non-Aligned Movement had been seriously eroded during the 1970s
because the organization had inclined towards the Communist camp under Cuba’s leadership. China
had already initiated a détente with the West at the beginning of the 1970s and even Republican
President Ronald Reagan’s blustering rhetoric about the Evil Empire could not hide the major
improvement in relations between the United States and the Soviet Union. This improvement was of
major significance for Yugoslavia’s internal relations. Just as the first Yugoslavia had been partly created
and maintained by the fear of the territorial claims of countries such as Italy (in particular) and
subsequently Germany, so the threat of a Soviet invasion had helped to suppress the internal tensions
of the second Yugoslavia. An important reason for Tito’s intervention in the Croatian Spring was that
the Russian leader Leonid Breshnev had offered the Soviet Union’s (not entirely disinterested)
assistence in solving this issue. In a speech after the crisis, Tito warned workers in Zagreb that if the
Yugoslavs were unable to keep their own house in order, then ‘someone else’ would do it for them.'™
There was no need for Tito to explain to the Zagreb workers who he meant by this.

There were two reasons why the country did not immediately disintegrate after Tito’s death, as
many had predicted. Firstly the threat of a Soviet invasion had not entirely subsided."” Shortly before
Tito died, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan had demonstrated that Moscow still did not hesitate at
teaching Communist regimes a lesson by force of arms. But Afghanistan was also to be the Soviet
Union’s Vietnam: it revealed the Soviet forces’ short-comings in a guerrilla war. The experience of
Afghanistan forced the leaders in Moscow to re-consider the system in their own country. However,
the outcome of the war in Afghanistan would also affect Yugoslavia because the risk of action being
taken against Yugoslavia was becoming progressively more unlikely. The second reason why Yugoslavia
did not immediately disintegrate was that the country was still kept afloat by capital from the West.
However, this economic help strongly depended on the first factor: the degree to which the Soviet
Union was seen to be a threat.

There was no immediate opposition in Yugoslavia after Tito’s death. As has been previously
demonstrated, the Yugoslav Communist system had allowed very little space for the development of
organizations that could lead to opposition. Even if there were more organizations in the 1980s, these
were mostly regional and not national although this may not have been the original intention. For
instance, it was typical that at the beginning of the 1980s, the Belgrade Committee for the Freedom of
Ideas and Speech was unable to attract members outside of Serbia.'™

Moreover, the Communist government’s instruments of power were still intact: the Party,
which maintained a strict discipline, the SDB secret service and the JNA federal army. These factors
kept Yugoslavia going at the beginning of the 1980s, but the question now was for how long?
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2. New ethnic tensions in Kosovo

The consequences of the 1974 Constitution virtually destroyed the possibility of federal government by
the collective state presidium. This particularly applied after May 1980 when the presidium had to
continue without Tito as an arbiter. Each republic was now looking for the maximum of room for
manoeuvre.

Serbia found it difficult to accept that it had almost no power in its autonomous provinces. This
was especially true of Kosovo where Albanians accounted for 78% of its population in 1981 and 90%
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some ten years later. The rest of its people mainly comprised of Serbs. The Albanians in Kosovo
regarded the 1974 Constitution as the first step towards an ethnically-pure state.'®!

In 1981 the Serbian authorities in Kosovo with the support of the Albanian Communists had
already deployed a 30,000-strong special police force against the Albanians who were initially protesting
against the dire economic situation. There were approximately ten deaths according to official sources
(which did not always agree with each other). The Albanians put these figures at hundreds or even
more than a thousand victims. The party leaders in Kosovo were purged; teachers and students from
the university in the capital Pristina were removed. Over the next few years, this confrontation would
lead to increasing turmoil in Kosovo where the Albanians found it difficult to forget this repression.
This was also because a total of 6400 of the demonstrations’ instigators and participants were convicted
on the basis of false allegations, a process that was to continue for five years. Almost 600,000 Albanians
were either arrested or interrogated between 1981 and 1989 so that as many as half of the adult
population was directly involved.'® Despite the Albanians’ harsh treatment, the Serbs continued to
leave Kosovo: 100,000 left between 1980 and 1987. Their departure was mainly for economic reasons
and was also to avoid Albanian harassment that included puncturing tyres and setting property on fire.

Serbs, both in Kosovo and beyond, were angered by the Albanians’ arrogance so that the
heated emotions of the Kosovan Serbs were to spread to other republics. There, non-Serbs regarded
the Serbian repression in Kosovo as the writing on the wall. And indeed an increasing number of
Serbian politicians, intellectuals and journalists watched the advancing decentralization of the State of
Yugoslavia with regret because it was made at the expense of approximately three million Serbs who
lived outside of the Republic of Serbia. Rankovic, the former head of the secret police, had advocated a
powerful Yugoslav unity and a tough approach to the Kosovan Albanians. His death in 1983 prompted
opposition to decentralization and an estimated 100,000 Serbs attended his funeral.

3. It’s the economy, stupid

Meanwhile a decline in the Yugoslav economy was undermining political relations. As shown in the
previous chapter, an important part of Yugoslavia’s post-war economic affluence depended on financial
support from the West that wanted Yugoslavia to maintain its position as a relatively independent state
vis-a-vis the Communist bloc.

Tourism to the hospitable and relatively open Yugoslavia ensured an influx of currency. The
number of foreign tourists who visited Yugoslavia between 1959 and 1967 had risen from 500,000 to
3600,000 with the resulting foreign currency growing from four-and-a-half million dollars to 133
million dollars." Yugoslav migrant workers in Western Europe were subsequently responsible for an
additional flow of money from abroad. There were as many as 800,000 of them in around 1970, a
number that accounted for more than 10% of the home work force.'™ In 1971, these migrant workers
sent 852 million dollars back home, a sum that was equal to 59% of the balance of trade’s deficit of
1438 million dollars.'®

However, after the 1973 international oil crisis, there were wide-spread lay-offs of Yugoslav
migrant workers, some of whom returned to Yugoslavia. The liquidity problem that this caused in
Yugoslavia forced companies to repeatedly send employees home for long periods of time while the
cost of living continued to rise. In addition, Yugoslavia was hit by the 1973 oil crisis in other ways.
Although the country produced much of its energy through hydropower, 40% of its intensive
deployment of energy still depended on foreign sources that mainly involved oil. The reaction to this
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first energy crisis consisted of taking out more foreign loans. This financial support from abroad
camouflaged a number of fundamental defects in the Yugoslav economy. These comprised of a lack of
efficiency and the inability to adapt, a lack of technological innovation, low productivity, large-scale
unemployment and major foreign debts. Unemployment had already reached 13.6% in 1978."*
Although the gross national product increased by an average of 5.1% between 1970 and 1979, this
growth was mainly due to foreign capital. During the same period, the country’s debts were increasing
by 20% each year."® The Yugoslav national debt amounted to 15 billion dollars in 1980, and a quarter
of all foreign income was used to pay the interest on that debt.

The second oil crisis in 1979 threw the Yugoslav economy completely off balance. Although
migrant workers sent some 1902 million dollars to their country, which was more than twice as much
as ten years earlier, that sum was now equal to just 31% of the balance of trade deficit that had grown
to 6086 million dollars.'® The national debt would rapidly increase to 20 billion dollars and the value of
the dinar would be decimated between 1979 and 1985. Food subsidies were cancelled in 1982 and a
year later the prices of fuel, food and transport were to rise by a third. The import of all goods that
were not necessary for home production was halted.

The republics were becoming increasingly self-sufficient within Yugoslavia through the 1974
Constitution’s decentralization of political and economic power. The republics’ leaders were able to
take a great many independent fiscal and monetary measures. The fact that the republics” Communist
leadership depended on the population’s support meant that companies that were not economically
viable were often bailed out even when more efficient equivalents existed elsewhere in Yugoslavia.
Hence, employment opportunities were kept artificially high.

The separate republics, which were able to create and borrow money, had contributed to the
country’s growing debt because they did not feel responsible for national development. This debt was
aggravated by Yugoslav society’s low internal savings quota. This was the price that the country paid
for its high level of consumption in comparison with other Eastern European countries. The republics’
independent stance in terms of acquiring foreign loans had reached such an extreme in 1981 that the
federal government found it necessary to ask foreign organizations to establish the extent of
Yugoslavia’s total foreign debt

Yugoslavia encountered major difficulties when capital interest rates rose rapidly at the end of
the 1970s. By 1982, the country was no longer able to fulfil its foreign financial obligations and the
International Monetary Fund (the IMF), the World Bank and the Bank for International Settlements
had to come to its aid. This restored the equilibrium in the balance of payments. However, the IMF
had only agreed to help after the American Deputy Secretary of State, Lawrence Eagleburger, had
found a consortium of private banks called ‘the Friends of Yugoslavia’ that was prepared to lend the
country two billion dollars. At that point, Yugoslavia was still able to count on special treatment from
the United States.

Economic growth continued to decline despite the IMF’s rescue plan. Although Yugoslavia was
once one of the most rapidly-developing countries in the world, in the 1980s the average growth of its
national income was just 0.5%, the lowest percentage in the whole of Europe.'® The standard of living
fell drastically. The average income in 1988 was just 70% of what it had been in 1978.""
Unemployment rose dramatically. It stood at 8% in relatively prosperous Slovenia in 1990, yet it was
double that figure in Serbia in 1991 and had reached almost 40% in Kosovo. Social security provisions
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had never been good and they now suffered from the high level of inflation."” The number of people
living below the poverty line grew between 1978 and 1989 from 3.4 million to 5.4 million, in other
words: from 17.2% to 23.6% of the population.'” There was also spiralling inflation that had reached
an annual level of as much as 2500% by December 1989.

Meanwhile there was a widening economic gap between the northern and the southern
republics, and the cities and countryside. Economic reform was desperately needed but there was no
effective mechanism at the federal level. Not only the constitutional stipulations but also the difference
between the disadvantaged and the more affluent regions made it difficult to develop a common
economic policy. The more advanced economies, such as Slovenia’s, supported decentralization and
the free market; the disadvantaged economies of Macedonia, Montenegro and Bosnia-Hercegovina
wanted centralization and a redistribution of incomes. The unwillingness to continue sending income to
the less developed regions of Yugoslavia would ultimately be one of the reasons for the secession of
Slovenia and Croatia at the beginning of the 1990s.

Moreover, right or wrongly, all the republics with the exception of Serbia would have
immediately regarded any increase of federal power as involving the danger of Greater Serbian claims.
Yugoslavism had failed for this very reason at the beginning of the 1960s and the developments of the
1980s in no way prompted a change of mind.

4. Consequences of the end of the Cold War

The shaky balance that arose in Yugoslavia in the 1980s was placed under extra pressure by the end of
the Cold War during the decade’s final years.

Back in the spring of 1984, American President Ronald Reagan had sent out a National Security
Decision Directive stating that it was vital to the West that Yugoslavia should be independent, strong
and stable in both economic and military terms. This directive also described Yugoslavia as being an
important obstacle to the Soviet Union’s expansion and hegemony, and that it could be held up as an
example to other Eastern European countries in terms of the advantages that could be gained by
having a more independent stance towards Moscow and closer links with the West.'”” However, after
1985 and the advent of Mikhail Gorbachov, the West lost much of its previous interest in Yugoslavia
because of the improved relations between East and West. This meant that the supply of money to
Yugoslavia was decreased. The West shifted its interests — and its money — to Hungary, Poland and
Czechoslovakia, countries that seemed to be more successful at making the transition to a free market
economy and a democratic system.

Yugoslavia, which had always been more open than the other Eastern European Communist
countries, now began to experience the dialectics of progress. There was a certain smugness amongst
much of Yugoslavia’s elite and its general population concerning the regime’s relative humanness, the
degree to which the economy had diverged from the standard Communist solutions and the scale of
relations with the West."” In addition, the opposition was disadvantaged when compared with its
equivalents in other Communist countries that increasingly came to the forefront and ultimately took
over power.

Despite his tolerance, Tito had made it impossible for the opposition to organize itself.'” This
meant that the social alternative that existed at a level between the state and its citizens was far less
developed than elsewhere in Europe. The exception here was Kosovo, which had also been subjected
to the most extreme repression. The relatively high degree of national acceptance of Communism
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would prevent Yugoslavia from changing. Moreover, in the second half of the 1980s, Yugoslavia had
the additional handicap that the necessary economic reforms would have to be carried out by the
existing Communist regime. Elsewhere in Eastern Europe, these changes were implemented by the
governments that succeeded the Communists and where their people’s initial trust enabled them to
introduce unpopular economic measures.

The changing international constellation once again affected the West’s readiness to support
Yugoslavia both financially and economically. Up till the mid-1980s, Yugoslavia’s non-aligned position
meant that the West had been sparing with its criticism of the country’s human rights violations."* The
fear now was that too much criticism would drive Yugoslavia into Moscow’s arms. Moreover, Tito had
kept the ethnic groups under control and, in order to prevent Yugoslavia from seeking support from
Moscow, the West did not want to be too judgmental about the methods that had been used. But
Yugoslavia’s human rights record was to play a considerable role after the mid-1980s, and the United
States was to be particularly critical of the Serbs” harsh treatment of the Kosovan Albanians.

5. The rise of the ‘ethnic entrepreneurs’

In an attempt to deflect attention away from their own problems or to justify claims in terms of other
republics, the party elite in the various republics began to appeal increasingly to the ethnic awareness of
their republic’s majority. The more the security of Tito’s welfare state disintegrated, the more ethnic
nationalism seemed to be #be solution for the many individuals who were not used to contributing
independently to democratic decisions. Not only did it provide a form of safety, it could also act as a
model of explanation so that adversity could be blamed on other ethnic groups or republics. The ratios
between the ethnic groups in companies completely obsessed leaders at all levels in the different
republics'”’. This created a ‘culture of paranoia.'”

Data from sociological research indicates that the rural population had began to define social
issues in terms of ethnic antitheses even before the major economic problems of the 1970s and ‘80s.
Whereas in the 1970s an overtly liberal pattern of values can be detected in the cities particularly
amongst the intelligentsia, it is clear that traditional norms and values were still strongly represented
amongst the peasants, agricultural workers and uneducated workers."”” Here, there seems to have been
a revival of traditional norms and values amongst sections of the Serbian population and this included a
rediscovery of their own culture and history. This affected not only the rural population but also the
city dwellers of rural origins. Rapid urbanization meant that a large proportion of the people living in
the cities were just one generation away from their rural roots. These new city dwellers often lived in
groups on the edges of the city where they maintained their rural way of living which is therefore
defined as ‘rurbanization’. They often encountered discrimination on the jobs market in terms of their
background because their rural mentality had accompanied them to the city: ‘Instead of the provinces
becoming citified, the cities became countrified’.”” From the 1960s onwards, the rural population and
the underlying city groups were involved in a reorientation towards traditional values and the history of
their own ethnic group. This in turn created a breeding ground for nationalist ideologies that particular
politicians and the Serbian intelligentsia only began to propagate in the 1980s.””" Ethnic nationalism
from the bottom upwards, which Tito had long kept under control, then encountered a nationalism
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. . 202 . .
from the top downwards: ‘nomenclature nationalism’.”” Research, which was carried out at the

beginning of 1983 on behalf of Radio Free Europe, appears to confirm this and shows how some
Communists warned the Party’s Central Committee about nationalist trends, particularly in Serbia
where the Party was doing too little to counter them. The author added his own conclusion:

‘...[]tis certainly true that large segments of the Serbian population are now
undergoing a kind of nationalist feeling. It is also true that this new wave of
nationalism is mainly concentrated on and emanates from the Serbian cultural
scene: theaters, books, papers, periodicals and the provincial press. It should
also be noted that the Serbian Orthodox Church, with its historically deep ties
with the national idea, is playing an ever greater role in the latest development.
Very recently, however, sparks of Serbian nationalism have begun to inflame
broader strata of the population, youth in particular. Religious services and
celebrations of religious events are being held more frequently and are better
attended, books on national themes or about Serbian history are best sellers,
young people are demonstrating en masse their Serbian national feelings in
songs and national symbols.”*”

It was illustrative that, according to the same research, rumours suggested that the author Dobrica
Cosic, who was the cultural leader of Serbian nationalism, was the protégé of a number of Serbian
Communist leaders who tried to revive Serbian nationalism for politically- opportune reasons.””

The embrace between ethnic nationalism from below and nomenclature nationalism was made all the
stronger because politicians, thanks to their access to government money and their company links,
could just keep on dividing the pie no matter how meagre the portions. Moreover, if they wanted, they
could opt to favour their own ethnic group. In other words: they became ‘ethnic entrepreneurs’.””
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Chapter 4
Yugoslavia during the Serbian presidency of
Slobodan Milosevic

‘If there was a single cause of the war, it was the expansionist
nationalism Milosevic employed to propel himself up the greasy pole
of Serbian politics.”*"

‘I have no doubt that if Milosevic’s parents had committed suicide
before his birth rather than after, I would not be writing a cable about
the death of Yugoslavia.””

Much to their frustration, the Serbs in Kosovo realized that the level of autonomy granted to their
province by the 1974 Constitution made it virtually impossible to protect their rights. The Republic of
Serbia, of which Kosovo was a part, could not ensure these rights and the federal authority was unable
to intervene. The constant ‘emigration’ of Serbs from Kosovo caused great concern amongst the
Serbian party leadership in Belgrade. From 1981 onwards, there was so much press coverage of the fate
of the Kosovan Serbs that even such a well-informed author as Paul Shoup was surprised that the
Serbian leadership had only adopted a truly nationalist course with the advent of Slobodan Milosevic.

Yugoslavia was the only state where all the Serbs were able to live together. As the
disintegration of Yugoslavia took hold and the Serbian nation wished to remain united, there were just
three options from their perspective: a radical about-turn from the path of disintegration through
democratic reform and the guaranteed protection of minority rights; an about-turn from the path of
disintegration by means of violence; or the creation of a Greater Serbia to which parts of other
republics with a Serbian majority would be added.

In terms of the first option, it is never easy to make concessions that adversely affect your
position of power and, as we have already seen, there was clearly no tradition of this in Communist
Yugoslavia. Moreover, at that time all the leaders of the Eastern European Communist Parties realized
that democratic reform, as implemented by Gorbachev in the Soviet Union, not only greatly damaged
the Communist Party’s power but also set off centrifugal forces. That meant that there were only two
alternatives left.

1. Intellectuals play the nationalist card

Serbian intellectuals assumed their responsibility in this situation.”” They were no longer asking for
democratic freedom but appeared to opt for a combination of the second and third alternatives, in
other words: they cherished Greater Serbian aspirations and these would have to be achieved through
violence. More punitive actions needed to be taken against groups that they felt formed an obstacle to
Serbian ambitions. A stream of publications was brought out about the threat that the Kosovar
Albanians constituted for the Serbs, whose rights were the most ancient because Kosovo, with its
monasteries and the Battle of Kosovo, was the cradle of Serbian civilization. Writers did not baulk at
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the task at hand. Serbian literature had a long tradition that combined the heroism and the victimization
of both the people and its leaders. In this nationalist genre, the individual was subsumed into his
ethnic-national identity: the individual was primarily, for instance, a Serb or Croat, or a “Turk’ as
nationalist Serbs used to refer to Muslims.

On 21 January 19806, 212 prominent Serbian intellectuals, orthodox priests and former army
officers set the tone of the political debate of the following years with the publication of a petition
called ‘Against the Persecution of the Serbs in Kosovo’.”” The signatories demanded an end to the
‘genocide’ of Serbs which referred to the Albanian harassment and the exodus of Serbs from Kosovo.
Old women and nuns had allegedly been raped and children had been beaten up in the name of an
‘ethnically-pure Kosovo’. The extent of the Albanians’ crimes against the Serbs would be proved by the
Djordje Martinovic Case. On 1 May 1985, Martinovic, a Serbian peasant, was found more dead than
alive in his field in Kosovo with a beer bottle in his behind. Some people swore that it was the work of
the Kosovan Albanians. Research would later prove that the man had most probably fallen on the
bottle on purpose. Nonetheless, the Martinovic Case would obsess the Serbian press and public for
months and even years. Some people argued that the man had a sexual aberration but the case was
mostly presented as ‘proof” of the perversities that the Albanians inflicted on the Serbs. The successful
publicity of this case spawned the feeling amongst the Serbian press that, after years of Communist
manipulation, it could now ply the people with nationalism. The petition’s signatories were outraged by
this case. They argued that it was difficult to imagine a more heinous crime. They felt that the fact that
the Communist regime appeared not to take the case seriously should have confused international
public opinion that appeared to be more concerned about the genocide of the persecutors (the
Albanians) than about the fate of the persecuted (the Serbs). The drift of the nationalist reporting was
that the autonomy of Kosovo and also Vojvodina should be immediately abolished and that even more
radical changes would be subsequently needed throughout Yugoslavia.

These statements about the genocide and rape of Serbs were widely circulated over the next few
years and were used by the Serbian elite to launch a psychological war so as to create the idea amongst
the Serbian population that their continued existence was at stake and that repressive actions against
the Albanians were justified.”’ No one took any notice of the information that there was no question
of Albanians committing ethnically-motivated murders and rapes against Serbs, and that the percentage
of rapes in Serbia, excluding the autonomous areas of Kosovo and Vojvodina, was in fact higher than
in Kosovo.”"" A few months after the petition’s publication, the Serbian government stipulated that
ordinary crimes would henceforth be treated as crimes against the state whenever the perpetrator came
from a different ethnic background than the victim. This legislation was particularly aimed at
Kosovo.*”

Back in 1985, the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts had set up a committee that was to
prepare a memorandum about both the political, social, economic and moral crisis in Yugoslavia and
Serbia’s political status. The Memorandum was published on 24 and 25 September 1986 in the Belgrade
daily newspaper Vecernje Novosti. Up till that point it had been an unofficial and incomplete document
that had only been distributed within limited circles.””’ The manifesto combined what in some ways was
a correct analysis of the problems with a solution that would only increase them. The Memorandum
blamed the economic stagnation on the economic policy’s subordination to the disintegrating regional
power monopolies of the republican and provincial leaders instead of blaming it either on the central
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plan or on market forces or on workers’ self-rule.”’* The Memorandum also argued that the trend
towards a confederation no longer suited the present circumstances. This trend was the consequence of
the much-criticized 1974 Constitution that had created a constant political impasse due to the
requirement of a consensus decision-making process. This same demand made it impossible to alter the
constitution.

The Memorandum emphasized that, following the Comintern, Tito and Kardelj had attached
too much value to the national issue of non-Serbs.*”” It argued that it was no coincidence that these two
pivotal figures were of Croatian and Slovenian origins. After the Second World War, they had
constantly treated Serbia and the Serbs in an adverse way in accordance with the motto that a weak
Serbia meant a strong Yugoslavia. Serbia was the victim of an anti-Serbian coalition of the other
republics that even allowed a ‘physical, political, legal and cultural genocide’ to be committed against
the Serbs by the Albanians whose goal was an ‘ethnically-pure’ Kosovo.”” The Serbs had never been so
threatened in Croatia, apart from during Pavelic’s Fascist state.”'® Moreover, the Serbs’ cultural heritage
was kicked around more than that of any other ethnic group in Yugoslavia.*”

The Memorandum argued for the following measures: Yugoslavia’s recentralization; political
transparency and participation at all levels of the decision-making process; an open, democratic
decision-making process and freedom of speech.””” The principles that the Memorandum presented
sounded lofty: ‘Any form of political repression or discrimination on ethnic grounds in modern,
civilized society is unacceptable.””' However, these principles mainly involved the Serbs as victims.
According to the Memorandum’s authors, they were disadvantaged when compared with Yugoslavia’s
other ethnic groups because less money was being invested in Serbia, the Serbs did not have their own
state (it is impossible to imagine a worse defeat in peace time’)* and they were being seriously
oppressed outside of Serbia.”” By contrast, Slovenia and Croatia had benefited from Tito’s economic
policy.

Therefore, the Memorandum stated that Serbia would be justified in no longer contributing to
the federal funds for underdeveloped areas of Yugoslavia, and it condemned the Serbian leaders who
had agreed to these payments by not even exercising their right to veto: ‘the Serbian leaders were not
ready for the historical task that was facing them as a consequence of the extremely adverse internal
relations within the state of Yugoslavia’. The time to say ‘no’ to Serbia’s humiliation had come.***

The Memorandum argued that Kosovo and Vojvodina had to be integrated once again into the
Republic of Serbia. Here too, the Serbian leaders had been overly defensive and timid.”” The issue of
the Serbs in Croatia also had to be solved because otherwise ‘the consequences will be disastrous not
only for Croatia but for the whole of Yugoslavia.”**

The Memorandum remained vague about the political future apart from the two provinces’
reintegration into the Republic of Serbia. Its point of departure was that: ‘the establishing of the
complete national and cultural integrity of the Serbian people is their historical and democratic right, no
matter which republic or province they may live in.”**’ It appeared that the Memorandum did not
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exclude a federal solution. But Serbia would clearly have to emphasize its national interests in the
preparations for a revision to the 1974 Constitution. It should not hold back this time. The Republic of
Yugoslavia would be endangered if Serbia and the Serbs did not achieve their goal of a status that was
equal to that of the other republics and ethnic groups.”” Hence, this document meant that the Belgrade
intelligentsia had rejected a federal Yugoslavia as being the best solution for the Serbs; the other
republics would just have to guess at what this would mean for them. In no uncertain terms, the
manifesto confronted the official ideology of Yugoslavia as being in all respects superior to the rest of
the world with its wretched reality.””’

The Serbian Communist Party reacted by trying to push the nationalist genie back into the
bottle. It let it be known that there was no need for forces other than itself to indicate the social
situation and, moreover, to teach its leaders a lesson. Hence, the Memorandum was endangering the
Party’s ideological hegemony while the leaders of the other republics could accuse the Serbian leaders
of ‘not having their own house in order’ by having failed to thwart such expressions of nationalism.
Probably the other republics would have reacted to the Memorandum by opposing the call for
constitutional reform that threatened their autonomy. For that reason, the Serbian Communist Party
immediately condemned the Memorandum but it was clearly an omen that the manifesto was extremely
popular amongst other Serbs.

The Memorandum and similar writings meant that the Serbian intelligentsia had assumed a
heavy responsibility. “The original call to upgrade Serbian power within the Yugoslav federation, which
would irrevocably lead to war, came not from the leaders, not from the people but from the thinkers’,
writes Frank Westerman.” ‘As the vanguard and the conscience of the people, illustrious writers and
scholars had cried ‘en gardel’”' Even if, as we have already seen, the intelligentsia was in fact the
interpreter of feelings that existed amongst wider levels of the population rather than their inventor, the
Memorandum succeeded in creating a platform and a legitimization of Serbian nationalist ideas.

2. The rise of Slobodan Milosevic

In fact, the Memorandum constituted the ideological starting point for Slobodan Milosevic, who
shortly before its publication had become the chairman of the Central Committee of the Serbian
Communist Party. Up till then, Milosevic had been an intelligent if coloutless party bureaucrat who did
not seem destined for a major political future. He was born on 29 August 1941 in Pozarevac, a Serbian
provincial city some 100 kilometres to the south-east of Belgrade. His mother Stanislava was a teacher
and a dedicated member of the Communist Party. His father Svetozar, an Orthodox priest from
Montenegro, taught Russian and Serbo-Croat literature and language at the local secondary school.
Slobodan’s parents divorced in 1950 after which he and his elder brother were brought up by their
mother. What the parents had in common was depression. His father finally committed suicide when
Milosevic was 21; his mother followed suit some 12 years later. Slobodan was an exemplary pupil at
school but did not become involved in, for instance, sports. Milosevic’s youth must have been an
unhappy one and many have looked there for the roots of his subsequent chilly political conduct and
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his lack of empathy.*” His fellow students nicknamed him Little Lenin because of his emotionless
behaviour. ™’

Milosevic seems never to have had friends apart from his self-assured wifeMirjana (Mira)
Markovic, with whom the introverted Slobodan began a close friendship during the fourth year of the
Pozarevac secondary school.” Their relationship was both inward looking and deeply involved. Both
were members of the Communist Party. Mirjana, who was the child of Communist Party aristocracy
and had a reputation as an ideological quibbler, constantly pushed her Slobo up the social ladder and
into the Party.

Mirjana Markovic was helped in designing her husband’s career by Ivan Stambolic, who was
five years older and had met Slobodan Milosevic as a student. Ivan Stambolic, who was the nephew of
one of Yugoslavia’s most important Communists, Petar Stambolic, acted as Milosevic’s older brother
and political mentor. He continued to fulfil this rule after Slobodan had graduated in law from the
University of Belgrade in 1964. Each time Stambolic left a particular post, he would bequeath the
vacancy to Milosevic. Hence, after several lowly jobs at Belgrade City Council, Milosevic worked at the
Tebnogas power company between 1970 and 1978, first as an assistant director and later as the director.
When Stambolic became the chairman of the Belgrade Chamber of Commerce in 1978, he ensured that
Milosevic become the director of Udruzena Beogradska Banka. Stambolic’s pupil then learned English
and frequently visited the United States with which he developed a love-hate relationship.” At that
time Milosevic was known as an economic liberal.** In 1982, Stambolic arranged for Milosevic to be
included in the Serbian Communist Party presidium.

When Stambolic became the head of the Communist Party in Serbia in 1984, Milosevic
followed him as the chief of the Communist Party in Belgrade. In this capacity, Milosevic distinguished
himself with his fierce attacks on dissident intellectuals along with his opposition to any form of
liberalization and his tough actions against expressions of Serbian nationalism. Two years later, in 1986,
Milosevic again followed Stambolic and now became the chairman of the Serbian Communist Party
after Stambolic had recommended him as a man who ‘can organize and take action but can’t make long
speeches”.””’ Stambolic had now become President of Serbia.

In June 1987, Milosevic still condemned the Serbian Academy’s Memorandum as being ‘the
purest kind of nationalism. It means the liquidation of the Socialist system, in other words: our
country’s complete collapse.”” However, there was a noticeable difference between the hard criticism
of the Memorandum that Milosevic expressed behind closed doors, and the wishy-washy way in which
he rejected it in public.”” Shortly afterwards, the Memorandum was to become the ideological basis, if
not the grand design of Milosevic’s politics.

Milosevic’s conversion to Serbian nationalism: ‘no one may beat this people’

Milosevic’s political about-turn had already begun in the spring of 1987 during a visit to Kosovo Polje,
where the illustrious Battle of Kosovo had taken place. He had been sent there by Stambolic who had
warned him of the extreme nationalism that he would confront there. Indeed, Stambolic was aware of a
growing Serbian nationalism, particularly in relation to Kosovo. However, he continued to argue for a
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‘constantly militant position towards the nationalist poisoning of youth’.**’ During a visit to Kosovo
Polje in April 19806, he himself had taken a powerful stand against the Serbian ‘paranoia’ and
‘disinformation’ vis-a-vis the Albanians.**' Hence, Milosevic seemed to be following the line that his
master had set out for him.

When Milosevic arrived by train at Kosovo Polje on 24 April 1987, there was a demonstration
of 15,000 Serbs who were protesting against the behaviour of the ethnic Albanians. While Milosevic
consulted the Communist leaders in the local house of culture, the Serbs threatened to storm the
building. The police, who mainly consisted of Albanians, dealt with the crowd harshly. When Milosevic
went outside to try to calm the crowd, a number of demonstrators complained to him about the actions
of the police. Then Milosevic uttered the sentence of which he was soon to understand the
enchantment: ‘Ovaj narod niko ne sme da bije— No one may beat this people.” He then invited a delegation
of demonstrators for discussions at the house of culture that were to last for 12 hours and produced a
list of complaints about the Serbs’ position in Kosovo.

It seemed to be a spontaneous event but appearances can be deceptive. Few people realized
that Milosevic had already been in Kosovo Polje four days earlier when there was a much smaller
demonstration of 2000 Serbs. Here, Milosevic was told that the Serbs were no longer interested in the
Communist leaders’ monologues which they were all too familiar with. Milosevic allowed himself to be
persuaded to return several days later for talks. The major demonstration for 24 April was orchestrated
in the days between the two visits.*** This initial experience of the organization of a demonstration to
support his politics was much to Milosevic’s liking. His political comrades at the state television station
ensured that, through constant repetition, his words were soon known throughout Serbia.?* Other
Serbian media also reacted enthusiastically.

With this one small sentence, Milosevic had broken the taboo that had existed since 1945
against any public expression of nationalism and ethnic antitheses. Ethnic nationalism had replaced the
ideology of brotherhood and unity. Milosevic ‘went to Kosovo Polje as a Communist and came back as
a Serb’ was how his biographer Slavoljub Djukic described these events which he witnessed in
person.”** At the beginning of the Communist government shortly after the Second World War, it was
believed that nationalism would automatically disappear, yet one of its top men was to embrace
nationalism in its most extreme form at what was to be the end of both Yugoslavia and its government.

Yet the transition from Communism to nationalism was not such a big one for Milosevic who
was a power-hungry tactician with no ideals apart from his own interests. Like so many others, he had
not embraced Communism primarily as an ideology but as a means of obtaining and retaining power. It
was true of both Milosevic and his followers within the Communist Party that: ‘the opportunism that
made them Communists in the Tito era led them to embrace ethnic nationalism thereafter.”** This
about-turn was not only an act of opportunism but also of ‘political cannibalism” where the opponent,
Serbian nationalism, was devoured, but its spirit was later to take possession of the eater.**

Moreover, since the 1974 Constitution, all the leaders of the Yugoslav republics had become
nationalist to some degree even if initially it was primarily in an economic sense. Once it had become
obvious that Communism had lost both its vitality and its capacity to solve the problems of
Yugoslavia’s political organization and economy, those searching for an answer for the present would
have to look either to the future or to the past. The past was the only way open to the Communists
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who refused to implement the reforms that the West would have liked to have seen. Up till then,
Communism’s legitimacy was based on the past of the Second World War. If one broke with this, it
would be necessary to look further back in time. Those who were familiar with Yugoslavia’s history
knew that the nationalism of the previous two centuries was the only ideological force apart from
Communism that had succeeded in mobilizing the masses.

As a top Serbian politician, Milosevic set the tone with his blatant transition to nationalism. The
Communist system with its power over the media and the police had created a situation where just one
man could make such a difference. The system, which was so strongly based on collectivism, actually
provided a great deal of space for the individual’s will and objectives. Tito knew it and Milosevic had
begun to understand it. Milosevic, the man who was never known to have friends or advisors, who
never discussed strategy or tactics (except with his own wife*"), who had always been a loner right
since his youth and was a poor speaker, had suddenly discovered the electrifying effect of the contact
between him, the leader, and the Serbian people.**

3. The end of the 1980s: precursors of a new ethnic conflict in Yugoslavia

In essence, ethnic conflict is based on the following four conditions:

— aserious economic crisis combined with mutual changes for the various ethnic groups in the access
to the sources of wealth;

— adisintegration of the state combined with an altered and unequal access to power;

— acollapse of the common culture;

— the exploitation of mutual fear.*”

The meaning of the words ‘no one may beat this people’ partly implied that Milosevic had placed the
Serbs in Yugoslavia above the law. Hence, Milosevic had added the third ingredient for ethnic conflict,
a collapse of the common culture that had been based on a fragile balance of ethnic pluralism. The first
two conditions had already been fulfilled in Yugoslavia.

All that was left was the fourth condition: the conscious and large-scale exploitation of mutual
ethnic tensions. As demonstrated, the nationalists included in their number both the authors of the
Memorandum and a section of the intelligentsia along with those living in the countryside and city
migrants. Milosevic had to travel from Belgrade to Kosovo Polje to discover the extent of the
nationalist breeding ground. Now he had to make sure that the nationalist vision of both the past and
the present would be able to press ahead against other possible views.

The fact that there were people who could be used, who were not allies or partners but
instruments that could be thrown away at will, appealed to Milosevic’s cynicism because he was a man
without qualities, vision and policy apart from a hunger for power. He was in fact ‘the amoeba in
power”.”’ A section of the people that was not schooled in the subtleties of democracy but was brought
up with a Communism that was constantly searching for front positions found it easy to make the
transition to nationalism. One collectivist ideology was simply exchanged for another.

Milosevic was happy to exploit the fact that Yugoslav Communism had always had enemies not
only abroad but also at home. His political language was drenched with such terms as ‘counter-
revolutionary’, ‘Stalinists’, ‘Cominform supporters, ‘koelaks’, ‘bourgeois liberals’, ‘Greater Serbian
hegemonists’, ‘anarcho-liberalists’, ‘anti-Communist reactionaries’ and ‘techno-managers’. As late as
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1984, party chairman Stipe Suvar had drawn up a white list of enemies that was so long that any self-
respecting intellectual felt insulted if he was left out.”' This old image of enemies was easy to replace
with the new one.” The new enemy was called Albanian, Croat or Muslim and could be the man or
the woman next door. Milosevic now set his sights on again subjecting the autonomous republics of
Kosovo and Vojvodina to direct Serbian government. But the constitution stipulated that this required
the other republics’ unanimous agreement.

But before Milosevic could press ahead on a national level, he first had to strengthen his power
position within his own party. At that point there were two groups within the Serbian Communist
Party: a reform movement under Stambolic’s leadership that was prepared to resign if elections
changed the regime, and the group led by Milosevic that had no qualms about diverting attention away
from the political debate about reform by exaggerating anti-Serbian ethnic nationalist threats and by
provoking ethnic conflict. In this way, Milosevic’s group hoped to counter the loss of power that would
be the consequence of free elections.

Hence, as an ethnic nationalist, Milosevic was now opposing his master Stambolic who had
allowed space for reformers. Stambolic tried in vain to control his sorcerer’s apprentice. He realized
that his pupil, who had followed him for so many years, now wanted to stab him the back.?”
Nonetheless he seemed to be virtually paralysed by these events and incapable of defending himself
against the crude methods that Milosevic used to commit political patricide. In the past, Stambolic had
consistently refused to listen to warnings about Milosevic’s ambitious nature. He was not unaware of
Milosevic’s unpleasant side and shortcomings, but he felt that his positive qualities were the decisive
factor.” It was from a paternalist magnanimity that he provided Milosevic with the space to develop.”
He had quarrelled with him in the past about Milosevic’s appointment of people whom he found
disagreeable, but for a long time he had believed that these decisions were the result of political
inexperience. ** It was already too late when Stambolic finally realized that Milosevic was after his
position. For a quarter of a century, Stambolic had praised Milosevic to everyone who would listen. To
admit that Milosevic was the wrong man would be at the cost of Stambolic’s own credibility. Having
promoted Milosevic for many years, he now realized that he had become the victim of his own
patronage.”’ During the eighth session of the Central Committee of the League of Communists of
Serbia in September 1987, Milosevic and his supporters with their nationalist program defeated
Stambolic’s more liberal faction which they blamed for not fighting hard enough for Serbia’s interests
within the Yugoslav federation. Some months later, in December 1987, Milosevic replaced Stambolic as
the chairman of the presidium of the Serbian Communist Party.

The leaders of the other republics immediately drew their own conclusions about this political
patricide. ‘It was an obvious sign to us that this could happen to anyone who worked with Milosevic in
the future ...’; remarked Milan Kucan, who led the Slovenian Communist Party from 1986 and often
encountered Milosevic in that capacity.”® For that matter, working with Milosevic was already an
unappealing prospect for leaders from other areas.

With Stambolic out of the running, Milosevic undertook the next phase of his program. He
attempted to oust the current Communist leadership in several areas by means of an ‘anti-bureaucratic
revolution’. To achieve this, he set up a number of mass organizations such as the Committee for the
Protection of the Serbs and Montenegrins in Kosovo. Large-scale ‘solidarity gatherings’ and ‘truth
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meetings’ of Serbs attempted to pressurize the party executives of Kosovo, Vojvodina and Montenegro
into resigning. The aim of this was to subordinate these areas to Serbian interests and to shore up
Milosevic’s long-term power position. These gatherings mobilized hundreds of thousands of Serbs
who, through Milosevic’s organization of politics by means of the street, felt that finally here was a
Communist who, in their eyes, did not represent the arrogant, urban elite that had refused to listen to
them for so many years. For them, his populist nationalism was a new and welcome form of political
participation at a time full of economic uncertainties. In 1988, an estimated four million demonstrators
took to the streets in a country where not so long ago expressions of protest resulted in the certain
intervention of the feared secret police.””

At the same time, Milosevic responded to the Memorandum’s call for recentralization through
his actions against the regional bureaucracies. On 6 October 1988, Milosevic succeeded in getting
100,000 people out onto the streets of Novi Sad, the capital of Vojvodina, so that the province’s party
leadership was forced to resign. He subsequently installed his own people. In January 1989, he achieved
the same result through a mass meeting in Titograd which was the current name of the Montenegrin
capital of Podgorica. This was a signal to the other republics that Milosevic was not content simply with
the restoration of Serbia’s power over its autonomous republics and that his desire would continue to
expand.””

The federal leadership wanted Milosevic to withdraw his actions but did not have the power to
force him. The Yugoslav People’s Army, the JNA, also did not intervene. An action in March 1989
resulted in an official death toll of 22 Albanians and two police; this followed months of Serbian
pressure to place the Kosovan government under Milosevic’s control and was supported by both the
police and the army. Threatened with the deployment of military government, the Kosovan Parliament
no longer resisted the constitutional changes that would abolish the province’s autonomy. Shortly
afterwards, on 28 March 1989, the Serbian parliament accepted a new Serbian constitution that largely
reversed the high level of autonomy that had been granted to both Vojvodina and Kosovo in 1974. The
two areas did retain a separate seat in the collective state presidium. However, from then on it was clear
that they could only voice the same opinions as the representative of Serbia.

This take-over meant that the Serbian party leader Slobodan Milosevic now had control over
four of the eight votes in the federal presidium: those of Serbia, Kosovo, Vojvodina and Montenegro.
Hence, the fragile balance that Tito had tried to maintain by granting equal status to the six republics
and two provinces had been destroyed forever. Votes of four against four were now inevitable.
Moreover, the four other republics of Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia were also
threatened by mass demonstrations of Serbs within their own territory that were not only protests
against bureaucracy but were also displays of Serbian nationalism.

Resistance against Serbian nationalism in Slovenia

Milosevic also wanted to organize a ‘truth meeting’ where Serbs would denounce what had happened
to their brothers in Kosovo.

Slovenia had occupied a special place in Yugoslavia for quite some time. Only a very small
number of Serbs lived there. It was also the most economically successful area in Eastern Europe but it
did not escape the general Yugoslav malaise of the 1980s. In 1978, the average purchasing power of
wages in Slovenia still amounted to 80% of those in Austria; ten years later, in 1988, this had fallen to
just 45%.%" Consequently, Slovenia became progressively less willing to let itself be dragged along by
Yugoslavia. Opinion polls at the beginning of the 1970s revealed that nationalism was a stronger force
in Slovenia than in the other republics. Polls in the 1980s also showed that there was a more developed
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belief in democracy amongst Slovenes than elsewhere in Yugoslavia.””” Nonetheless, after many years,
Slovenia still retained a dogmatic party leadership. It was only in April 1986 that the Communist Party
was taken over by the liberal wing under the command of Milan Kucan so that the conservatives were
finally pushed into the background. This take-over was influenced by the increasing irritation
concerning the Serbian actions in Kosovo, although elements of snobbery and gloating over the Serbs
certainly played a role in the Slovenian attitude to Kosovo.”” There are even indications that Slovenian
nationalists were using the Kosovo issue for their own ends.”

A liberal climate developed under the leadership of party chairman Milan Kucan. This resulted
in an increasing number of political taboos being broken by the independent station Radio Student and
the Communist youth organization’s publication M/ladina. In February 1987, the Slovenian magazine
Nova revija published a special issue that was devoted to the ‘Slovenian national program’ and included
complaints about the neglect of the Slovenian language and demands for still more autonomy. The
existence of Yugoslavia was not discussed as such. However, more space had to be created for the
development of democratic relations and the extending of Slovenia’s ‘Buropean’ sides. This program
was regarded as being the Slovenian answer to the Serbian Memorandum. Significantly, whereas at that
point the Serbian leadership still distanced itself from the Memorandum, the same was not true of
Kucan’s relation with the nationalist program in Slovenia.*” Indeed, it was a sign that a nationalist trend
was accepted earlier amongst the Slovenian elite than in Serbia. There was an increasing number of
articles in M/adina that found fault with the JNA although the constitution forbade any criticism of the
army.”* There was also a growing number of rumours that the JNA wanted to resort to violence in
order to counter the liberal climate in Slovenia.*”’

At the beginning of 1988, M/adina published an article that was based on a number of secret
documents that included the names of prominent Slovenians who were to be arrested in the event of a
state of emergency. Consequently, the federal army detained the editor-in-chief, two journalists and the
person who had provided the documents. The Slovenian public was outraged, particularly when the
military court decided that, although the sessions took place in Slovenia, they would be held in Serbo-
Croat. The JNA’s attempt to force Slovenia back into the old framework had the effect of a
boomerang. This case greatly influenced the continuing development of nationalist awareness in
Slovenia. A demonstration of 40,000 people took place in Ljubljana on 22 June 1988; it was the biggest
in Slovenia since World War Two. The hastily-established Committee for the Protection of Human
Rights (Odbor) soon collected a petition of 100,000 signatures on behalf of the four detainees. The
Slovenes then opted en masse for the path of democracy. Suddenly, new political parties were set up in
the wake of Odbor that were soon demanding a Western-style constitution. According to an opinion
poll in July 1988, 63% of the Slovenian population supported a form of independence.”” Meanwhile,
the four accused were condemned to relatively mild prison sentences that varied between five months
and four years. From then on, the JNA was jeeringly referred to in Slovenia as the ‘occupying army’.

The role of the INA in Slovenia

The JNA deeply regretted Yugoslavia’s disintegration, a situation that was the most advanced in
Slovenia. It was not easy for the federal army to define its position in this increasing political chaos.
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Moreover, through its structure, the JNA was automatically involved in the looming ethnic conflict and
would also play an active part in it.

The JNA had come out of Tito’s Partisan army during World War Two and was extremely
prestigious for many years. In an ideological sense, it was shaped by Tito’s Communism and was based
on ‘brotherhood and unity’. The armed forces were the guardians not only of Yugoslavia’s unity but
also of its Socialist social order and were therefore a conservative power in Yugoslavia. In addition, the
histories of the JNA and the Communist Parties were closely interwoven. Until January 1996, 96% of
all officers were members of the League of Communists.”” Along with the six republics and two
autonomous provinces, the JNA had an official seat in the Central Committee of the League of
Yugoslav Communists. For that reason, the armed forces were known as being Yugoslavia’s ninth
Communist Party.

The JNA was one of Europe’s larger armies. In around 1990, it consisted of 150,000 men and
510,000 reservists. Moreover, a system of territorial defence had been introduced after the 1968
invasion of Czechoslovakia by Warsaw Pact countries that meant that virtually every Yugoslav could be
called up. Apart from the fact that the territorial defence system clearly reflected the Partisan tradition,
Kardelj also regarded it as being a part of the prominent ideology of self-rule. The territorial defence
system consisted of reservists who had been trained by the JNA. This meant that one-and-a-half
million people could be mobilized in the event of war. They were under the command of both the JNA
and the local authorities: the republics, districts and city councils. It was, to quote General Veljko
Kadijevic who later became Minister of Defence: ‘an excellent basis for paralysing the command
structure or for something even worse’.”"’ The JNA had already neutralized the territorial defence
system in Kosovo in the 1980s so as to counter the sabotaging of this organization, which could appeal
to the local authorities’ commands.

The JNA’s position was further complicated by the fact that it was the keeper of social and
constitutional order yet it remained under the supreme command of the state presidium that was ruled
by the republics and autonomous areas. The weak, federal leadership created the impression amongst
military leaders that the JNA was in fact an army without a state.””' In terms of finance, the JNA
depended on the federal agencies whereas the funding of the territorial defence system was a matter for
the republics, districts, city councils and state companies. Yugoslavia’s further disintegration threatened
the JNA with financial cutbacks while the territorial defence system, which could always count on a
higher level of sympathy at a local level, remained relatively unscathed.

The army had already suffered cutbacks in the 1980s as a result of the poor economic situation
so that its share of the national income was officially reduced from 6.1% to 3.9%. However, the real
reduction was even more drastic.””* So as to maintain the republics’ support at budget discussions, the
JNA increasingly had to allow officers to serve in their own republics although it had always been the
JNA’s policy that officers should serve outside of their republics as much as possible.

The ethnic imbalance in the officer class also played a role in some republics’ unco-operative
attitude towards the financing of the JNA. At the end of the 1980s, 60% of all officers were Serbian
although the Serbs only accounted for 36% of the population. Some of the other ethnic groups were
represented as followed: Montenegrins 6.2% of all officers (2.6% of the population); Macedonians
6.3% (6.0%), Croats 12.6% (19.8%); Slovenes 2.8% (7.8%); Muslims 2.4% (8.9%) and Albanians 0.6%
(7.7%).7" Just as in the civil service, a code of proportional ethnic representation was applied to the top
military posts. Here too, the Serbs were dissatisfied with the ethnic relations within the army because
relatively few Serbian officers were able to occupy the highest posts.
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The JNA became even more involved with the ethnic conflict when Admiral Branko Mamula
became Minister of Defence in 1982. This job was always given to one of the JNA’s top men and was
combined with the post of Chief of Staff of the Supreme Command at the state presidium. Mamula
took a number of measures that made the federal armed forces look more like a Serbian army. For
instance, he abandoned the system of proportionally dividing the top military jobs along ethnic lines. In
addition, he tried to subordinate the territorial defence system to the JNA. Slovenia particularly
criticized these measures.

Slovenia was also critical of the fact that, since 1982, the JNA increasingly regarded the West as
its greatest enemy because of the weakness that it had detected in the Warsaw Pact. This development
intensified after 1985 when there was détente between East and West. At that point, NATO was
seeking contact with the Warsaw Pact countries. Yugoslavia’s chosen isolation vis-a-vis the two military
blocs now began to be regarded in JNA circles as an imposed isolation with an implied threat that was
mainly due to the more powerful West.”"

This Slovenian criticism pushed the federal army leadership towards Milosevic. At first, the
relationship between the JNA and the Serbian president seemed to be an uncomfortable one. Milosevic
had little affinity with the armed forces and conversely the JNA officers felt that Milosevic had a poor
understanding of military affairs.”” During the first years of his government, Milosevic was uncertain as
to whether the Yugoslav army would attempt a coup d’état, if necessary by pushing the Serbian
leadership aside. For that reason, he created an alternative power resource through the police that
developed into a kind of Praetorian Guard of 60,000 men who were both well equipped and well paid.
However, the JNA officers appreciated Milosevic’s military turn of phrase that he used when speaking
in measured tones of mobilization, combat and war.”” Perhaps the most important element at that
moment was the fact that the Milosevic-controlled media protected the JNA against the attacks of the
Slovenian and Croatian media. Moreover, the officers approved of Milosevic because he resisted the
abolition of the Communist organizations for far longer than the other Communist leaders in Eastern
Europe.

However, the Slovenian Communists were noticeably less pleased with Milosevic’s resistance to
the Communist organizations’ abolition. This led to clashes, particularly during the February 1989
session of the Central Committee of the League of Yugoslav Communists. Here, the Slovenian party
leader Milan Kucan made it clear that Slovenia would only accept a democratic, pluralist, Europe-
oriented Yugoslavia. Without democracy Yugoslavia would simply cease to exist.””” This position led to
a sharp exchange with Milosevic, who wanted to have nothing to do with pluralism. Milosevic’s
reactions strengthened the impression in Slovenia that Yugoslavia was heading in exactly the wrong
direction so far as the Slovenes were concerned and that this was partly due to the Serbian action in
Kosovo.”™

Mounting tensions between Slovenia and Serbia

On 27 February 1989, when army and police actions had aimed at deposing the government leadership
in Kosovo, an event occurred in Ljubljana that would inflame Slovenian-Serbian relations. The
Slovenian Communist Party leadership demonstratively attended a meeting for the protection of
human rights in Kosovo that also supported the Albanian miners who had locked themselves in the
Trepca mines as a protest against Serbia’s constant pressure. Here, Kucan commented, ‘the situation in
Kosovo shows that people are no longer living together and are increasingly in conflict. Politics must
be kept off the streets and away from anywhere where lives are at stake.’
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The Slovenian party chairman argued that Yugoslavia was being subjected to an insidious coup.
It was not hard to guess who Kucan was referring to.”” Shortly beforehand, Kucan had sent Slovenian
television teams to KKosovo because he felt that the Serbian reporting there was no longer reliable.
Serbian television understood the historical importance of the meeting in Ljubljana and aired it in its
entirety. These images resulted in outrage in Serbia. Hundreds of thousands headed to the federal
parliament building in protest and to demand that action should be taken against the Albanian leaders
of Kosovo.

In September 1989, the Slovenian parliament adopted a constitution that emphasized Slovenian
sovereignty and determined that only the representatives of the Slovenian people could declare a state
of siege in Slovenia or could allow JNA troops to enter Slovenian territory. In contrast to the 1974
Constitution, the new Slovenian constitution stipulated that the area could separate itself without the
other republics’ permission. This constitution was accepted despite extreme pressure from both Serbia
and the JNA. It was then rejected by the Constitutional Court and the federal parliament but Slovenia
held its ground partly because it received support from within the Central Committee of the Yugoslav
party.”® For the first time in this exploding conflict, the Croatian party had emphatically rallied on the
side of its Ljubljana comrades.

When Serbian politicians announced that a truth demonstration would be held in Ljubljana on
29 November, the Slovenian authorities posted police along its borders to hold back the Serbian
demonstrators. Once again they were supported by Croatia which the Serbian demonstrators would
first have to cross but found themselves obstructed by the Croatian authorities. Milosevic experienced
the failure of this march on Ljubljana as a slap in the face. He hit back by calling on Serbian companies
to break all business ties with Slovenia and to boycott Slovenian products. Slovenian property in Serbia
was confiscated and import duty was imposed on products from Slovenia. A month later, economic
transactions between Serbia and Slovenia had come to a virtual standstill.

The Serbian boycott also meant that Slovenian papers were no longer available in Belgrade. It
was becoming increasingly difficult for the Serbian capital to follow Ljubljana’s train of thought.” The
authorities in Ljubljana reacted by taking things into their own hands and reducing the federal budget
by 15% and replacing their contribution to the fund for underdeveloped areas with a direct donation to
Kosovo. The Slovenian people took their own measures. From then on, anyone with a car with Serbian
number plates could expect to be refused service at Slovenian petrol stations.” Because of these
events, the American ambassador to Belgrade, Warren Zimmermann, reported to Washington that the
unimaginable in Yugoslavia had now become imaginable, that the country would split up.”®’ Ever
sensitive to the rapid democratic developments in Eastern Europe in 1989, the Slovenian parliament
introduced changes on 27 December 1989 that allowed for political parties other than the Communist
Party and proposed the prospect of free elections.

The 14™ Party Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia took place in January
1990. This occurred at the instigation of the JNA and others who felt that the federal party had to call a
halt to the process of disintegration that was affecting Yugoslavia. The Slovenian party chairman Milan
Kucan warned the Congress that the country was on the brink of civil war. The Slovenian party
leadership proposed the introduction of a multi-party system, freedom of the press and other civil
rights. It wanted a political solution that would make it possible to join the West and would also include
an acceptable regulating of the situation in Kosovo.” One by one, the Slovenian proposals were voted
down. When it became clear that the Serbian party would continue to focus on the problem of the
Serbs in Kosovo and that the Slovenian suggestions were considered unacceptable, the Slovenian
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deputation left the hall and was followed by the Croatian delegation. Both parties left the Communist
League shortly afterwards. Milosevic tried to carry on with the meeting but was confronted with
objections from the other parties. This signalled the end of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia, the
country’s connective tissue as Tito had once called it.”** The only remaining mainstay of Yugoslav unity
was the army: the JNA.

Several days after the Congtess, the state presidium assigned the army to intervene in Kosovo
where there had been demonstrations in various cities that, according to the presidium, threatened to
turn into civil war. The army’s actions on 1 and 2 February resulted in 28 deaths and 79 injuries. On 4
February 1990, Slovenia decided to withdraw its units from the federal police troops that were
stationed in Kosovo. Croatia once again followed Slovenia’s example.

The Slovenian and Croatian parties’ resignation from the League had seriously upset Milosevic’s
plans. After Slovenia had first halted his attempt to trigger a revolution in Slovenia through his call to
take to the streets, he had now been robbed of the chance to impose Serbia’s will on the rest of the
country by creating a majority within the Communist Party and through the diktat of democratic
centralism. Moreover, Milosevic was shocked by the fact that Croatia had followed the Slovenian
example.”® From that moment onwards, Milosevic felt that a Greater Serbia would the best solution
for the Serbian people.”” Conversely, the thoughts of Slovenia and Croatia were increasingly of a
confederation or even independence.

4. The strengthening of Milosevic’s position as Serbian leader

Because of these developments, Milosevic was increasingly supported by a large section of the Serbian
intelligentsia. Some of them viewed him as being the first Communist since Rankovic who was
prepared to stand up for Serbian interests. Others regarded him as someone who had placed himself in
the tradition of the 19" century Serbian leaders.”® Not so long ago Milosevic had condemned this
intelligentsia for its nationalism, but it had now become extremely important to him for airing his policy
views to the media.

Meanwhile, Milosevic realized that Serbia could not be the only area in Fastern Europe to evade
elections. Hence, he began to transform the Serbian Communist Party into the Serbian Socialist Party
that was finally set up on 12 July 1990. His less-than-fastidious methods earned him the nicknames
“Tito the Second’ and the ‘Baby Face Killer’. His wife, Mirjana Markovic, remained loyal to
Communism. Ultimately, she was also to set up her own party but before that, as a Communist Party
member and a Belgrade University sociology professor, she created a bridge on her husband’s behalf
with both the neo-Marxist intellectuals and the Communist-oriented officers of the [NA. As journalists
at the Belgrade-based publication ["7eme remarked: Milosevic ‘managed to trick both the Communists
and the nationalists; the Communists thought that he was only pretending to be nationalist, and the
nationalists thought that he was pretending to be Communist’.””

Milosevic also created the opportunity for a major development of the Orthodox Church.””
This religious revival, which had already begun immediately after Tito’s death,”" was also significant in
terms of his objectives. Xenophobia was an important element in the dominant Serbian Orthodox
theology of the 20™ century that had constantly referred to the danger that the Albanians in Kosovo
constituted for the Serbian heartland. This theology was also extremely defensive vis-a-vis Islam and
Catholicism, both of which were regarded as being a threat not only to the Orthodox Church but also
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to Serbian ethnicity. From the end of the 1980s, it stirred up the Serbian aversion to the Croats and
Muslims with its services and reburials for the victims of the World War Two genocide.”” Serbian
Orthodox priests and theologists greatly contributed to the defining of discrimination against Serbs by
non-Serbs as genocide, and the equating of the Serbs’ suffering with Golgotha, the suffering of Christ,
or with that of the Jews during the Third Reich.*”

In 1989, the Orthodox Church and the Serbian state under Milosevic’s leadership jointly
celebrated the 600" anniversary of the battle at Kosovo Polje with great pomp. On 28 June, Milosevic
and his followers managed to gather one million Serbs for this Golgotha where the Serbian people were
supposedly crucified in order to protect the West from the advance of the Muslim “Turks’. At this
event, Milosevic admitted for the first time that ‘armed combat’ could not be excluded.” In any case, it
was obvious that the return of Kosovo to the Serbian bosom had failed to satisfy Milosevic’s political
ambitions.

The call to protect the Serbs both in Kosovo and elsewhere spread fear amongst the non-Serbs.
This strengthened the other republics’ resolve to keep their Serbian minorities on a short rein. Little
else could be expected here. The description by even the Serbian intellectuals of the Albanian
harassment of Serbs in Kosovo as constituting genocide, the aggression of the Serbian demonstrators
calling for protection, the memories of the pre-war Serbian hegemony and the post-war actions of
Rankovic and his kind combined to create the impression amongst non-Serbs that the Serbs saw little
difference between defence and attack. There was the threat on the Serbian side of what the Serbian

writer Svetlana Slapsak called ‘preventative revenge’.””

The role of the media in the strengthening of Milosevic’s position

The media were chosen to play a vital role in the campaigns to strengthen Milosevic’s power and to
promote ethnic nationalist views.” Milosevic had purged the most important media immediately after
he had come to power. Thereafter, the media provided the public with the enemy. Here, the residents
of other republics and provinces, and the members of other ethnic groups were maligned whereas the
Serbian side was portrayed as the victim. It was now possible to fall back on ethnic and national values
that had been suppressed during Tito’s government.

The population, that was subject to great existential uncertainty once the old collective values of
Communism were gone and had been suffering the effects of a serious economic crisis since the
beginning of the 1980s, became convinced within a relatively short time of this new gamut of ethnic
values. Family memories of World War Two atrocities, which were committed for ethnic reasons,
encouraged this conviction. Large sections of the population were no longer interested in ‘factual’
reporting about others, but in confirming the ‘opponent’s’ demonic image as created by ultra-nationalist
leaders, power-hungry manipulators and the media.

‘Old” nationalists, who were from the opposition, and new nationalists, whose origins were the
Communist nomenclature, looked for the differences between the ethnic groups and exaggerated
them.”” They generated and orchestrated fear by exposing the long-suppressed memories of mass
murder during the Second World War that were committed by ‘them’ against ‘us’: by Cetniks against

292 Radmila Radic, “The Church and the “Serbian Question’”, Popov (ed.), Road, pp. 257-260; Tomanic, Crkva, pp. 42-43.
293 Geert van Dartel, ‘Nationalities and Religion in Yugoslavia’, in: Van den Heuvel/Siccama (eds.), Disintegration, pp. 37-40
and 45-46; idem, ‘Ker#’, p. 42; Van den Heuvel, Land, pp. 92 and 100; idem, ‘Myther’, p. 374; Westerman, Brug, p. 167. For
the growth of nationalism in the 1980s amongst the younger clergy of the Orthodox Church, see: Cohen, Serpent, pp. 151-
152.

29 Meiet, Jugoslawien, p. 173; Silber/Little, Death, p. 72.

29 Svetlana Slapsak, ‘Serbische Alternativen’, Bremer (Hg.), (Sch)erben, p. 174.

2% See, for instance: Pejic, ‘Medien’.

27 For a description of this mechanism see, for instance: Ugtesic, Cultunr, pp. 51-53.



76

(allegedly) Ustashe, by Ustashe against (allegedly) Cetniks et cetera.”® But the previous centuries of
Turkish domination and medieval glory were also added for good measure.

It has been said that at that time Yugoslavia was a country with ‘too much history’,”” but it
would be equally valid to say that Yugoslavia had no sense of history at all. The historical vision that
was imposed on the people was a cut-out history, a caricature, where sometimes whole centuries were
ignored so as to concentrate overly on periods of greatness and periods of struggle and victimization.
The terror of remembering was the counterpart of the terror of forgetting.”” It was as if the equally
one-sided historical landscape of the Communist era had been turned upside down. Highpoints became
low points and vice versa. Where brotherhood and unity had once been emphasized, the focus was
now on moments of mutual strife. The media were increasingly using the term ‘ethnically pure’. Here,
cards were published with coloured areas that denoted either actual ethnic division or ethnic ambitions.
They contributed to a climate where the fear of the ‘ethnically impure’ prevailed. Fear was followed by
hate. This turned neighbours and acquaintances into ‘imagined adversaries’."'

Television and radio played the main role in the spreading of ethnic fear and hate because the
influence of the written press in Yugoslavia was mainly limited to the better-educated middle class.™”
Private television and radio stations did not exist until B92, an independent radio station, was set up in
Belgrade in May 1989. The state stations were primarily organized per republic and appointments had
always been controlled by the party. In the 1980s, the Republican parties switched to the policy that
their own stations should limit broadcasts from other republics as much as possible. The stations in
Zagreb and Ljubljana began to apply strict language norms so that programs from elsewhere were
refused. Following the purging of staff at Belgrade Television in 1987, the station’s most important
subject was Kosovo followed by broadcasts about the Ustashe crimes and Slovenia’s alleged ingratitude
and German sympathies.

The media also played a similar role in Slovenia and Croatia, and the Slovenian and Croatian
stations began to emphasize the Serbs’ Christian-Orthodox and Communist aspects as compared with
their own regions’ supposed European and democratic traditions. What the Slovenian and Croatian
stations had in common was the much-emphasized idea that the various ethnic groups could no longer
co-exist in Yugoslavia: Yugoslavia was ‘Serboslavia’. They attacked what remained of the federal
organizations, with the JNA as their main target which they viewed as being the most important
obstacle to independence.

Conspiracies supposedly planned by other republics were a favourite subject of both radio and
TV. Hence, the Serbian stations believed that plots engineered by Germany and the Vatican were
behind Slovenian and Croatian nationalism; they also felt that ‘Muslim fundamentalists’ were preparing
a holy war against the Serbs in Bosnia and Kosovo with the help of their fellow believers abroad.
Negative stereotypes of other groups were frequently emphasized: the Serbian media argued that the
Croats had a genocidal predisposition and, according to the Ljubljana press, non-Slovenes were lazy.
Real media events were created when all sides began to dig up the remains of the opponent’s victims
from previous conflicts so as to rebury them in consecrated ground.

Media and journalists who refused to be involved with this nationalist rhetoric found that their
work was obstructed in every possible way, for instance: by refusing them access to state printers or
distribution channels, or by cutting off their phone or telex lines.

Meanwhile, a sense of powetlessness prevailed amongst those who had grown up with Tito’s
saying that one ‘must protect unity and brotherhood as the apple of my eye’ or reader sentences such as
‘no mountain is too high when brotherly hearts unite’.”” They had believed in a Yugoslavism that was
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based on ‘a false or a real brotherhood and unity that resulted in a joint Yugoslav cultural area’.”* And
they were both right and wrong. Yugoslavia was a joint cultural area that primarily embraced the urban,
upper echelons rather than the countryside. But they were wrong because they believed that their reality
and future could no longer be overtaken by the memories and exploitation of the past because it would
incite nationalist sentiments. However, behind Yugoslavism’s veneer of propaganda and idealism,
ethnic-national antitheses had continued to play a role in the decades following the Second World War.
But they remained invisible to the public at large, the subject of veiled allusions by the Communist elite.
Unaware of the subtleties of the nationalist problems and the chosen solutions, the people were
susceptible to the nationalist manipulators who could easily suggest that their population group’s
interests had been constantly blocked.” In other words: ‘the future occurred because — in a very
patticular way — the past reoccurred.””

The first real declaration of independence: Kosovo

In the second half of 1990, there was to be a dramatic sequel to the chain of actions and reactions in
Kosovo, which had previously contributed so much to the escalation of relations between Serbia and
Slovenia. Although Kosovo had been incorporated into Serbia a year previously, on 2 July 1990 a
majority of more than two-thirds of the Albanian people’s representatives voted in the Kosovan capital
of Pristina that Kosovo would be a part of either a Yugoslav federation or confederation, but only as a
republic.

Milosevic’s answer was to dissolve both the parliament and the government of Kosovo and to
order the representatives’ arrest. The Serbian parliament then accepted the ‘program for the realization
of peace, equality, democracy and prosperity in the Kosovo region’. This meant that public life in that
area was to be purged of everything Albanian. Political parties and trade unions were forbidden,
broadcasting networks and newspapers were closed, education was to follow a Serbian program and
tens of thousands of Albanians were sacked from government service. The Albanian members of
parliament who had been sent home declared Kosovo’s independence on 13 September 1990. Shortly
afterwards, the federal government annulled Kosovo’s autonomy. On 28 September, the Serbian
government adopted a new constitution that abolished Kosovo’s autonomy. The preamble mentioned
‘the Serbian people’s centuries of struggle’ and their resolve ‘to create a democratic state of the Serbian
people’. The constitution’s 136 articles no longer mentioned the agencies of the Yugoslav federation.
Article 135 briefly mentions that Serbia was a part of Yugoslavia but only in a negative sense: ‘when
laws of the federal government or other republics are contrary to the federal constitution and damage
Serbia’s interests, then the Serbian government must protect those interests’. This reference to the
federation could hardly be taken seriously and did not disguise the fact that Serbia was actually the first
republic to withdraw from the Yugoslav federation even though the West was barely aware of this.
Milosevic had already discussed this legislation in an interview with the magazine Po/itika at the end of
June 1990. Because of the strong trend towards disintegration, he remarked that it would be
irresponsible if he and his party were to provide only one solution for the Yugoslav crisis. He felt that
this was why the drafted constitution offered the possibility of ‘Serbia as an independent state’.””
Therefore, this constitution revealed the first clear evidence that Milosevic had altered his course from
the preservation of Yugoslavia to the realization of a Greater Serbia.”” Back in March, Milosevic and
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his confidant Borisav Jovic had concluded behind closed doors that their power-retaining politics
would be easier to achieve without the presence of Slovenia and Croatia. However, they felt that it was
not yet advisable to admit this publicly.’"” Nonetheless, Serbian party officials were already roused to
support a course whereby the Serbian Communist Party would fight for Yugoslavia’s preservation while
also preparing for a Greater Serbia that would consist of Serbia, Montenegro, a part of Bosnia-
Hercegovina and possibly Macedonia.™"'

At the end of June 1990, Milosevic and Jovic, who had now become president of the state
presidium, wanted to speed up the departure of Croatia and Slovenia because they regarded these
republics as holding back the advance of their party domination regarding the elections that were soon
to be held throughout Yugoslavia. However, there were two problems for which they had no suitable
solution: the position of the Serbs in Croatia and the attitude of the JNA. They would have liked the
JNA to have ensured a fait accompli in the areas with many Serbian residents. Nonetheless, Kadijevic had
grave doubts about whether the JNA should separate from Yugoslavia and also about whether he was
prepared to deploy the JNA without the presidium’s permission.’"?

Borisav Jovic was becoming increasingly agitated about Kadijevic’s indecisiveness. On 3
October, Jovic wrote in his diary: “The generals remain constantly obsessed by Yugoslavia’s unity but it
has already disintegrated and has no future.” He also wrote: ‘Slobodan Milosevic maintains that he must
simply let Slovenia go and will only have to intercede in Croatia in those areas where the Serbs live.””"
Another of Milosevic’s confidants, Mihalj Kertes, who was a member of the Serbian presidium, wrote
at a slightly later date about this constitution that: ‘the federal constitution only exists on paper. What
the Slovenes can do, we can do as well.”"

5. The economic consequences of Yugoslavia’s disintegration

The progressive rejection of Yugoslavia by the federation’s republics had major consequences for the
program of economic reforms that were supposed to save Yugoslavia from its downwards political and
economic spiral. At the 13" Congtess of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia in June 1986, it was
decided that all questions concerning the policy’s ‘Socialist contents” would be shelved until the
economic crisis had been solved. It was no wonder that the attempts to get the economy back on
course were doomed to failure. The combination of mass unemployment, pay cuts and price rises led to
major industrial unrest in the mid-1980s."

In May 1986, Branko Mikulic became chairman of the Federal Executive Council, which the
National Assembly had elected to serve as the cabinet for the next four years. His task as Yugoslavia’s
premier was to reform the country economically after it had been saved from financial ruin by foreign
loans in the first half of the 1980s. Significantly, the appointment of Mikulic, who was a Bosnian Croat,
was partly due to the fact that the National Assembly refused to accept a Serb as premier. When he
took office, Mikulic was confronted with 90% inflation and 16.6% unemployment (with 60% of the
unemployed being under the age of 25). In addition, a quarter of all Yugoslavs lived in poverty. Mikulic
did not succeed in reducing inflation. Inflation for the whole of 1987 stood at 419% and it had reached
1232% by 1988.”"° The British economist Harold Lydall remarked in 1989 that the fall in the standard
of living had been so great that that it was difficult not to imagine any other country reacting to this
without either radical political change or even revolution.”"’
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Only 10% of the population still trusted the Federal Executive Council by the middle of 1987.
79% felt that it was no longer possible to escape these economic difficulties.’® For the first time since
the Second World War, there were articles in the press that called for the resignation of both the
premier and his cabinet. There was a general awareness by the end of 1987 that the entire Yugoslav
political system was not in favour of any real economic reforms.”"” Meanwhile, Mikulic found that the
republics had forced him to make the implementation of his economic reforms depend upon the
acceptance of amendments to the constitution. Moreover, accepting these amendments proved to be a
time-consuming business. Similarly, the Western financiers threatened to make future credit loans
depend upon the centralization of monetary policy but Mikulic did not succeed in breaking the
republics’ opposition to this. In fact, the federal government was no longer positioned above the
republics’ governments; they were now on a par. Mikulic and his federal cabinet were forced to resign
in December 1988, a unique event in Communist Yugoslavia.

Mikulic was succeeded in March 1989 by the economist Ante Markovic (who was not related to
Milosevic’s wife). This former electro-engineer launched a program that was supposed to result in a free
market economy, drastic cutbacks in government expenditure, an end to inflation and the potential to
convert the dinar. Markovic was a Bosnian Croat but he regarded himself as being a Yugoslav and was
also a reformist Communist.”™ Yet he was also an incorrigible optimist who, despite his better
judgement, kept hoping that he would be able to push his program through.

His optimism seemed justified at first. For instance, Markovic managed to curb inflation in
December 1989 by linking the dinar with the Deutschmark so that inflation was reduced to less than
20%. He also managed to increase the amount of foreign currency and to break particular monopolies.
He announced in the middle of 1989 that Yugoslavia now hoped to become both a member of the
European Free Trade Association and an associate member of the EC.

Markovic introduced economic shock therapy in January 1990. This entailed measures such as
the reduction of government subsidies on essential goods and the creation of the option of bankruptcy.
However, this approach was thwarted by its social consequences and by the collapse of the League of
Communists of Yugoslavia. The industrial production of the first few months of 1990 dipped by 10%
in comparison to the previous year, the retail trade turnover decreased by 23.8% and the standard of
living fell by 28.1%. After an initial decrease, inflation began to rise once again. Payment difficulties
were encountered by more than 8600 companies employing in excess of three million workers, i.e.
more than half of the working population.” When Slovenia and Croatia stopped paying taxes and
import duty to Belgrade in 1990, these republics experienced a run on foreign currency that resulted in
the federal government imposing a ban on its supply so that the dinar became de facto unconvertible.
Moreover, savers lost all confidence in the banking system that had apparently more or less confiscated
their deposits.

The different opinions concerning the republics’ future economic policy had become
irreconcilable. Slovenia and Croatia wanted to introduce market mechanisms, Serbia and Montenegro
preferred the deployment of state control and Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia supported an
economic middle way. Moreover, Slovenia and Croatia found that Markovic had become an obstacle to
their increasing desire for independence.’ Yet the Serbs felt that he was too liberal and Western.
Borisav Jovic, the Serbian chairman of the state presidium, even called him an American spy.*”’

At first Markovic tried to concentrate as much as possible on the required economic reforms
and to steer clear of the current political situation that involved increasing human rights abuses in
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Serbia and Kosovo. But this was an untenable position. The federation needed to function again for the
economy’s sake, and this could not occur without extensive political reforms. Serbia’s aggressive
actions stopped the other republics from working towards recentralization just as they also dissuaded
the United States from providing economic support.”*

Yet Markovic was extremely popular. According to an opinion poll, 79% of the population
endorsed his policy in the spring of 1990.* This probably encouraged Markovic who had also
jettisoned the idea that political reforms could be separated from economic reforms. In the middle of
1990, he set up his own party: the Alliance of Yugoslav Reformist Powers.

6. Elections in Slovenia and Croatia

Meanwhile two of the six republics, Slovenia and Croatia, had already held elections. But instead of this
leading to more stable and democratic relations, the election results in the republics generally created an
increase in ethnic tensions.™

These were the first free elections since the 1930s. There had been little experience between the
two World Wars of representative democracy. Parties had largely been organized on an ethnic basis.
Political leaders had mainly pursued populism, and were elected for their charisma and their ethnic
leadership rather than for the contents of their policies. So the 1990 elections could hardly be regarded
as a renewed experience of a Western-style democracy following Communism’s interruption. Instead,
they resulted in a restoration of populist and collectivist traditions.””’

The first free, post-war elections in Yugoslavia were held in Slovenia and Croatia in April and
May 1990. The non-Communist parties won both elections. The Slovenian elections were won by the
Democratic United Opposition of Slovenia (DEMOS), a party that was a somewhat broadly-based
coalition of Social Democrats, Christian Democrats, liberals, democrats, Greens and the Peasants
Alliance. Their only common interest was a desire for greater independence.

In Croatia, the Croatian Spring, which was suppressed in 1972, was followed by 17 years of
silence that was imposed by the secret police and by other forms of repression. There had been
virtually no dissident voices in Croatia. But in 1989, the Communist leadership in Zagreb had failed to
evade the increasing pressure for pluralism. In this, they followed the example of a series of
Communist governments throughout Eastern Europe that had given way to this pressure. The
conservative Communist government of Croatia was replaced by a more liberal regime in December
1989. The new leadership promptly proclaimed the other political parties’ right to exist. A month
before the free elections, the JNA leadership warned the Croatian leaders that the ‘Ustashe’ would gain
power but the politicians in Croatia took little notice of this.””

The elections in Croatia were won by Franjo Tudjman’s conservative and nationalist Croatian
Democratic Party (Hrvatska Demokratska Zajednica or HDZ) that supported Croatia’s future
independence and closer ties with Western Europe. Tudjman’s campaign was largely financed by
donations from Croatian exiles; he had also benefited from an electoral system that had been designed
by the Communists and where a minority of the votes could still achieve a parliamentary majority.
Hence, with 40% of the votes, the HDZ was able to gain 205 of the 365 seats. Tudjman became
president.

In Slovenia, although DEMOS triumphed in the parliamentary elections, the presidential
elections were won by the current Slovenian leader Milan Kucan, who was the candidate for the
Democratic Renewal Party that had grown out of the old Communist Party. Kucan’s election was due
to his credibility as a reformer.
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Slovenia’s new parliament approved a draft constitution on 2 July that established its right to
self-determination. The country also retained the right to block federal decisions. The Slovenian leaders
described a request by the federal government to negotiate this constitution as being ‘totally baseless
and absurd’.”” In its government policy statement, the Slovenian cabinet under the leadership of the
Christian-Democrat premier Lozje Peterle declared that Yugoslavia would become a confederation in
the future. If negotiations about this did not lead to a satisfactory result, Slovenia would then opt to
become an independent state. It would acquire its own army along with an intelligence service and a
secret service. Ljubljana would also cease making payments to the federal fund for underdeveloped
regions. Shortly afterwards, the Slovenian government took over the responsibility for its area’s
territorial defence from the federal authorities. These developments were unmistakably gaining
momentum. On 5 July, the Slovenian Minister of Foreign Affairs Dimitrij Rupel told the Italian press
that Yugoslavia no longer existed.” Slovenia was now determining the steps to independence and
Croatia followed.

Non-Communist parties had also come to power in both Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia
by the end of 1990. The only exceptions now were Serbia and Montenegro. Free elections were held
there in December. Following the power upheaval in Eastern Europe, Serbia was slower at organizing
free elections than any other country apart from Albania. Along with the Serbian Socialist Party (the
SDS), which Milosevic had created out of the Communist Party, Vuk Draskovic’s Serbian Renewal
Party and Vojislav Seselj’s Serbian Radical Party were the most important. Moreover, these leaders were
just as nationalist as Milosevic. The SDS won 48% of the votes. The ‘winner-takes-all’ district system
meant that the party had acquired 194 of the 250 parliamentary seats. Milosevic won 65% of the votes
in the first round of the Serbian presidential election. While Communists were losing power throughout
the rest of Europe, they still ruled Serbia, albeit under the cloak of nationalism.

The Yugoslav premier Ante Markovic participated in the elections of Bosnia-Hercegovina,
Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia. However, this resulted in the worst of both worlds: he lost his
reputation for impartiality while his party’s weak campaign was partly responsible for the fact that he
won virtually no votes and failed to achieve the power base that he had apparently hoped for. During
the election campaign in Serbia, he was opposed with unprecedented ferocity by the SDS and Milosevic
who viewed him as a potential rival. Moreover, it proved impossible to organize federal elections. This
was mainly because of the resistance of Slovenia that feared being voted away in the national elections
through a system of ‘one man, one vote’. The fact that elections were held in the republics but not at a
federal level meant that Markovic lost still more legitimacy. He also experienced the embarrassment
that no television station was prepared to broadcast his ‘speech from the throne’. A subsequent attempt
to deploy YUTEL, his own television station, ultimately failed. Hence, he ended up being caught
between the desired economic policy for recentralization on the one hand, and the continuing process
of decentralization on the other.

Markovic’s program was seriously torpedoed when Serbia introduced a boycott of Slovenian
goods in November 1989 after the failure of the march on Ljubljana.” On 24 October 1990, Serbia
decided to take over the federal government’s role concerning economic and financial areas. This
meant that Serbia now dealt with the taxes that had been previously collected by the federal
government. Here, the Serbian government’s argument concerned the federal government’s backlog.
But this measure was really intended to punish Slovenia and Croatia for their desire for increasing
autonomy by imposing taxes on products from these areas. It also undermined Markovic’s economic
reform program. Moreover, the Slovenian and Croatian governments now realized beyond a shadow of
a doubt that the collective presidency was merely ‘a branch of the Serbian government’.” This measure
was to have few practical advantages for Serbia.
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A consequence of this Serbian fiscal measure was that Ljubljana now refused to hand over
import duties. This resulted in the central government announcing an import ban on all Slovenian
goods on 13 June 1991. Slovenia was to declare independence less than two weeks later. The final blow
to Markovic’s program came in December 1990 when Milosevic, who had an eye on the up-coming
elections, withdrew 18.3 billion new dinars from the National Bank of Yugoslavia so as to be able to
pay off salary and pension arrears. This was the equivalent of more than 1.7 billion dollars or more than
half of the total issue of money in 1991 for all six republics put together. Kucan concluded that if
Serbia could get away with dipping into the federal purse, the federation had clearly lost its right to
exist.

7. The rise of Franjo Tudjman

Franjo Tudjman, who had come to power in Croatia after an election campaign where he had promised
to end the republic’s domination by Belgrade, also felt that the federation of Yugoslavia had lost its
right to exist.

Tudjman, who was born in 1922, had been a part of the Partisan movement during World War
Two. He had become the JNA’s youngest general at the age of 39. During the 1960s, he became
increasingly converted to Croatian nationalism, and he also advocated autonomy and the Croatian
language. As an historian, he wrote books where he played down the seriousness of the Ustashe
actions. Tudjman was expelled from the Communist Party in 1967 because of his nationalist views. The
former JNA general was one of the leaders of the Croatian Spring and was imprisoned from 1972 to
1974 for his ‘propaganda against the state’. Once he was released, he was banned from publishing in
Yugoslavia. When he circumvented this by providing a German journalist with figures about the
Serbian over-representation in both the Croatian Communist Party and the police, he was condemned
to three years imprisonment in 1981.”* On 30 May 1990, the vast majority of the newly-elected
Croatian parliament voted for Tudjman as their president. His fellow party member Stipe Mesic
became premier.

Whereas Milosevic’s nationalism was based on opportunism, Tudjman’s was a matter of
conviction. On the morning after his party’s election triumph, the next Croatian president repeated to
US Ambassador Warren Zimmermann what he had stated throughout his campaign, that Bosnia-
Hercegovina traditionally belonged to Croatia. If the Serbs applied ‘pressure’, then Croatia would deem
it necessary to claim its ‘historic rights”.”*

The Croatian Serbs, who numbered almost 600,000 and constituted 12% of the population,
reacted to Tudjman’s 1990 election triumph in an extreme way. Emotions were running high even
before he was elected. The HDZ had been set up at the beginning of 1989 before any other non-
Communist parties were permitted in Serbia. Party extremists had already carried out a series of attacks
on Serbs in Dalmatia in the summer of 1989. Just a few weeks before the collapse of the Communist
League and a fortnight before the first congress of Tudjman’s HDZ, a Serb from the Knin region was
quoted in the Serbian weekly Nix as saying: ‘We sleep here with guns in our hands. Go to any village
you like and try to find a house where the gun is not already loaded.”” The axes of 1974 had apparently
been replaced some 15 years later with guns.

Two months before the elections in March 1990, Jovan Opacic, a prominent Serb from the
Knin region, had already stated that the republics’ borders would have to be discussed if Yugoslavia
became a confederation because ‘the creation of small, separate states would result in the politics of
genocide’.” Tudjman was portrayed as a future mass murderer. For several years, there had been a
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movement in Serbia that attempted to label the Ustashe’s genocidal tendencies as being a genetic defect
of the Croatian people.”” Verbal attacks on the Catholic Church, which was strongly identified with
Croatia, were nothing unusual in Belgrade at the end of the 1980s.

Conversely, Tudjman, the author of a book that considers genocide to be a normal part of
human history and where multi-ethnic states are described as an anomaly,” did little to remove the fear
of Croatian domination that affected the Serbian minority who constituted 12% of Croatia’s
population. Following his election, Tudjman set up a Ministry of Emigration with aims that included
raising funds amongst Croats abroad, a source that the Serbs viewed with suspicion. Extreme forms of
Croatian nationalism were active within the extensive diaspora of Croats in, for instance, the United
States and Australia that had been created through two waves of emigration after the Second World
War and the Croatian Spring. Moreover, the Serbs particularly regretted the fact that Tudjman had
acquired the support of the Catholic Church by abolishing the limitations imposed on religious
expression.

In the flurry of triumphalism, little importance was attached to minority rights. Croatia’s new
constitution no longer mentioned a co-ordination of Croats and Serbs, rather the regional republic of
Croatia was now described as a state of the Croatian people and of other nationalities such as Serbs,
Italians and Hungarians. Although in theory the constitution provided the same rights to non-Croatian
nationalities, the Serbs still felt that they had been relegated to the position of second-class citizens.””
Tudjman did not appoint a single non-Croat to the republic’s political leadership. In fact, Serbs were
fired from top positions because it was alleged that they were over-represented. This particularly
affected the police and journalists. Serbs, who wanted to keep their jobs or to be able to vote, were
forced to sign declarations of loyalty. Tudjman had rubbed extra salt into the wounds by publicly
stating during his election campaign that he was fortunate that his wife was neither Jewish nor
Serbian.” The red-and-white checkerboard flag flew in many places in Croatia after the HDZ’s
triumph. This coat of arms had existed in Croatia since the Middle Ages and was also in use in the
Communist era. It was, for instance, included in the 1974 Constitution. Nonetheless, many could easily
be offended by the omnipresent flags with their coat of arms that had also adorned the government of
Ante Pavelic, the Croatian Ustashe leader both before and during the Second World War. Serbs
complained that the Jews never had to live with swastika flags whereas they had to put up with the flag
in whose name genocide had been committed against them some 50 years previously.™'

Tudjman’s statement during the election campaign that Croatia was claiming Bosnia-
Hercegovina also evoked memories of the ‘independent’ Ustashe state during the Second World War.
The slogan ‘a Croatia exclusively for Croatians’ had a similar effect. Croats wore badges bearing
Pavelic’s portrait. Tudjman also made an unfortunate attempt to eradicate the religious distinction
between Croats and Serbs by once more setting up a Croatian Orthodox Church that brought back
bitter memories for the Serbs of the Ustashe government’s program of forced conversion to
Catholicism. A section of the Croatian population began to crow increasingly loudly about their sense
of superiority over the Serbs. These Croats regarded themselves as being a part of the developed
Occident whereas the Serbs belonged to the turbulent, dark and inferior Balkans. This provoked a
reaction amongst the Serbs to emphasize their military and political past along with their military
superiority, an attitude that had once enticed the Croat writer Miroslav Krleza to remark: ‘May God
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protect us from Croatian culture and Serbian heroics.”* Hence, there was reason enough for a sense of
turmoil amongst the almost 600,000 Serbs in Croatia, of which approximately one third lived in
Slavonia and Krajina, the two extremities of the republic that encircled Bosnia-Hercegovina like a
boomerang. Unlike Slovenia, Croatia was a breeding ground for mutual fear and hate that harked back
to the time of the Cetniks and the Ustashe.

8. Serbian reactions to Tudjman’s election as president

Meanwhile Milosevic was sharpening the knives. On 13 February, he told his confidant Jovic that there
would be war with the Croats.”

Several days later, Milosevic’s agents helped to organize a Serbian political party in Krajina. In
June 1990, the Belgrade secret services began to supply arms and to infiltrate agents into the Serbian
communities in Croatia. They set up the basis for political control and paramilitary formations.
Belgrade’s agents and members of the Serbian Democratic Party (the SDS) launched a campaign of
intimidation in those places in Krajina where Serbian political leaders were still prepared to negotiate
with Zagreb. The SDS wanted Krajina, where Serbs accounted for 70% of the population, to become a
part of Serbia.

On 25 June 1990, Milosevic declared in the Serbian parliament that the republics’ borders
would need to be discussed if Yugoslavia were to become a confederation. He pointed out that the
constitution stipulated that it was the ethnic peoples rather than the republics who had the right to self-
determination. In other words: so far as he was concerned, a Greater Serbia was the only alternative to
a federal Yugoslavia.*

There were skirmishes in Croatia between Croats and Serbs in August 1990. Serbs in Krajina
stole guns from police stations, set up barricades on the roads, blocked the railway between Zagreb and
Split and closed off the area. Then Serbian paramilitary units began to patrol ‘their’ areas of Croatia. A
Serbian referendum on autonomy was held in Krajina on 19 August. According to the official result, it
was opposed by just 172 people.” However, the Croatian and official authorities were not prepared to
recognize the referendum. Nonetheless, the government in Zagreb was powerless although this was not
true of the Yugoslav Army, the JNA. This federal army officially occupied the area and divided the
parties, but in fact it consolidated the situation in favour of the Serbs. When Zagreb wanted to send a
number of police helicopters to the area, the JNA obstructed their arrival. Hence, Zagreb was well
aware of the side that the JNA supported in this conflict.

The Serbs in Krajina issued a declaration of the Autonomous District of Krajina at the
beginning of October. At the same time, Milosevic brought the crowds out onto the streets of Belgrade
with slogans such as ‘We want guns’ and ‘Off to Croatia’. The National Serbian Council, which
consisted of mayors from places with a Serbian majority and the representatives of Serbian parties in
Croatia, declared itself to be ‘the highest authority’ for Serbs in Croatia. This council immediately called
on the Croatian Serbs ‘to resist Croatian state terror with every available means’. They also appealed to
the federal government to protect the Serbs in Croatia. A National Serbian Council was also set up in
Bosnia-Hercegovina.

On 15 May 1988, the Croatian Serb Veljko Kadijevic succeeded Admiral Mamula as the
Minister of Defence of the Yugoslav federation and the Chief-Of-Staff of the Supreme Command of
the JNA. Kadijevic represented the increasing mistrust of foreign countries amongst Belgrade officials
who repeatedly blocked communication with the West. It seemed as if the country’s political and
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military leadership was unable to free itself of the siege mentality that had dominated the ideas of the
Yugoslav elite during the Cold War. It had become effectively impossible to make the mental switch
from large-scale conflict, where the JNA fought one or two foreign enemies, to a situation of internal
conflict. Sections of the elite were behaving as if they were actors in the film Underground that was made
by the Yugoslav director Emil Kusturica. The characters in this film spend many years underground in
a state of war because someone above ground has assured them that the Second World War had not
yet ended.

It is striking that Kadijevic pays far more attention to foreign enemies than to internal factors in
his later explanation for the collapse of Yugoslavia. This completely reflects the evaluation of the
General Staff of the Supreme Command at the end of 1989, who stated that foreign countries were the
most important factor for the developments in Yugoslavia.”® Kadijevic was completely convinced that
the American and German governments were determined to destroy Yugoslavia’s unity and viewed
civil war as being the most suitable means of achieving this. He argued that these governments’
ultimate goal was to gain supremacy in the Balkans™’ and that official American agencies were actively
involved. Secret agents and straw men from Germany were active at the highest political levels in
Croatia and Slovenia.”*

According to Warren Zimmermann, America’s ambassador to Belgrade, Kadijevic felt that
there was no difference between Helmut Kohl’s Germany and the Third Reich.’* In his view, Austria
and Italy acted as the accomplices of, respectively, Germany and the United States.” He also argued
that the Vatican was providing the financial backing for all anti-Yugoslav activities by, for instance,
having made it possible for Croatia to buy arms.”" Finally, there was a fifth column in Yugoslavia that
was ready to undermine the country.’ The power with which these ideas took hold of Kadijevic and
others was partly determined by the tendency to think exclusively in mechanistic and functionalistic
terms. Unpleasant developments — such as the collapse of Yugoslavia — were explained as reflecting the
West’s bad intentions. Kadijevic rejected every suggestion of mistakes and errors: there were only
masterplans.’

Against this background, it comes as no surprise that Kadijevic and the JNA leadership
vehemently opposed every form of international mediation or interference with Yugoslavia.”> This
attitude was the result of a lack of allied contacts over the preceding decades and the West’s tendency
to avoid meddling with the country’s internal state of affairs during the Cold War.

Kadijevic was unimpressed with Croatia’s new leadership. He viewed the former [NA General
Franjo Tudjman as being a disaffected Communist, and it was also a bitter pill that Janez Jansa, who
had been condemned for the publication of the JNA document in M/adina, had now become the
Slovenian Minister of Defence. The JNA was unequivocal in its views about the Croatian leadership
and constantly referred Tudjman as the ‘so-called president’.” Kadijevic might have been able to
endorse the advancement of a pluralist, democratic society but only if it had been implemented from
above.” It had apparently slipped his notice that everything that was implemented in Yugoslavia from
above was per se suspect for the republics of Slovenia and Croatia. Kadijevic personally contributed to
that suspicion because he increasingly adopted a Serbian point of view.”’
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Kadijevic’s remarks that the 1974 Constitution had turned the JNA into an army without a
state, were lacking in candour because he also rejected the federal authority whenever it suited him. For
instance, he had little sympathy for Markovic whom he regarded as being too much of an implementer
of the American-backed policy of economic liberalization. He also expected that Markovic would
reduce the JNA budget.” According to Kadijevic, in the summer of 1991 the JNA had made it
‘drastically’ clear to Mesic, the Croatian chairman of the state presidium, that he could in no way
influence the JNA: ‘there were orders that he gave to the army via the media, that we ignored at the
General Staff of the Supreme Command, as if they simply didn’t exist.”*”

The army under Kadijevic initially supported the federation but only as a ‘real’ one that actually
worked. In 1988, the JNA proposed a number of amendments to the constitution so as to re-establish a
functioning federation. This gained the army little sympathy. Many felt that it was only concerned with
solutions that would restore a powerful Yugoslav unity.” It had become unclear which constitutional
and social order the JNA was still supposed to defend now that the army was confronted with what it
judged to be a failing constitution along with republics that had little or no respect for the federal laws
and a political system where the party monopoly had been replaced by pluriformity. The JNA
leadership increasingly spoke of a constitutional order that would contravene the 1974 Constitution.
This led to statements such as: ‘the armed forces were manoeuvred into a situation where they had to
act in an unconstitutional way if they were to protect the constitutional order (...). Which constitutional
order was supposed to be protected: the one that led to the country’s disintegration or another one? In
this case, which one was it?”**' ‘Were the armed forces supposed to carry out their duties within the
existing judicial system that would inevitably lead to the countries disintegration? Or should they
oppose that system?”**

There were frequent rumours of a JNA coup, but that would have been harder to achieve than
many people realized. Seizing power would have been particularly difficult because of the existence of
the republics’ territorial defence system.> This system would have enabled large sections of the
population to turn against the JNA. Moreover, the army would have been unable to control the
situation after a coup for any length of time because it would have had to deal with the desertion of non-
Serbian soldiers. It would have also been difficult to motivate some of the Serbs to fight outside of
Serbia after a coup. This would have provoked foreign sanctions and the army leadership even felt that
the possibility of foreign military interventions could not be excluded.’

Kadijevic wanted to prevent circumstances where, by intervening, the JNA would be lumbered
with all of Yugoslavia’s failings. He preferred a situation where the JNA could be portrayed as a victim
of the 1974 Constitution and a Little Yugoslavia would ultimately be created.” Moreover, Kadijevic
attached considerable importance to the constitutionally-required legitimization of the JNA’s actions by
the federal presidium. This repeatedly led to conflict between him and Blagoje Adzic, the JNA Chief-
of-Staff. Adzic was prepared, if necessary without the state presidium’s agreement, to declare a state of
national emergency so as to oppose the consequences of Yugoslavia’s disintegration.’® Adzic, a
Bosnian Serb, belonged to the generation that came to power in around 1990 but still had grim
memories of World War Two. The Ustashe had killed most of his family when he was ten years old. He
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rarely missed an opportunity to talk about these events.” Some of what he said was extreme and was
greeted with little sympathy abroad: ‘And what does it matter if a few thousand heads roll? The world
will make a fuss for about a week or so and then will forget all about it.”*

Under Kadijevic and the extremely anti-Croatian Adzic, the JNA leadership became increasingly
convinced that what was good for the Serbs, was also good for Yugoslavia.”” This meant that here the
difference with Milosevic’s Greater Serbian views was only a matter of degree. Moreover, Kadijevic
respected Milosevic. He had tried in vain to urge the Serbian president to succeed Mikulic as the federal
premier so as to apply ‘his political authority and proven competence, and particularly his ability to find
simple solutions to the complex problems that the Yugoslavian system constantly produced.””” In
addition, a new Communist Party was set up in November 1990, the League of Communists —
Movement for Yugoslavia, which was supported by Kadijevic and many prominent generals.
Milosevic’s wife, Mirjana Markovic, was its vice-chairman.

Kadijevic was much less enthusiastic about the federal authorities. He thought that the federal
agencies contained three categories of politicians: the real Yugoslavs, those who supported separation
and opportunists. The JNA leadership felt that it could no longer present its evaluations and plans to
the state presidium and the Federal Executive Council because this would entail turning this
information over to ‘the enemy’.””

Since the end of 1990, ‘the enemy’, according to the JNA leadership, was first and foremost
Slovenia, which was continuing its preparations for separation. It was closely followed by Croatia. On 4
October 1990, a joint working party of the presidia of Croatia and Slovenia drew up a proposal for a
Yugoslav confederation. The member states would remain sovereign. They would each acquire their
own currency, army and Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The military and foreign policy would be co-
ordinated at the level of the confederation. In short, Yugoslavia would have to be organized ‘in the
style of the European Community’.””

Slovenia had repeatedly urged that the Slovenes’ military service should be limited to their own
territory and that their Slovenian officers should exclusively command JNA units. The JNA leadership
opposed this vehemently because it would effectively lead to a Slovenian army.”” So as to prevent this,
in October 1990 the JNA began to confiscate weapons that were intended for the territorial defence
systems of Slovenia and Croatia. In December 1990, Kadijevic announced that the idea of the peoples’
defence system was finished. The JNA subsequently confiscated the arms of the territorial defence
systems in all the republics except Serbia. In Slovenia, the JNA only managed to acquire 40% of the
territorial defence system’s materials although this included almost the entire stock of heavy artillery.
However, it managed to confiscate virtually all the Croatian weapons. These differing results were to
affect the development of combat forces in both republics. Slovenia created an army out of the remains
of its territorial defence system that resulted in a corps of 10,000 professional soldiers and 50,000
conscripts. Slovenian conscripts ceased entering the JNA in March 1991. Instead, the Slovenian
parliament introduced a scheme where the seven months of military service would be spent with its
own forces. All Slovenian citizens were withdrawn from the JNA in June 1991.

Robbed of its military defence system, Croatia began to transform its police force into an army
at the end of 1990. This was no easy task because in mid-1990 the police in Croatia mainly consisted of
Serbs.”™ However, they were largely sacked in the aftermath of the HDZ election victory.
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Approximately 50,000 reservists were called up so that the republic’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which
included the police, now grew from 25,000 to 75,000 men. The police troops were lightly armed and
had no real armoured cars.

The conduct of the JNA and the development of armies in both Slovenia and Croatia led to a
war of nerves between both parties from the end of 1990 onwards. Once the Serbs in Krajina had
made the district virtually autonomous with the help of the JNA, the federal army began to grow in
other ‘Serbian’ areas in Croatia and in cities such as Dubrovnik.

9. The Slovenian and Croatian preparations for separation

Over the next few years, in many respects General Tudjman was to prove to be a better strategist than
his opposite numbers in Belgrade. He had a clearer understanding than Milosevic of the opinions
abroad.”™ In October 1990, he warned a nationalist crowd in the Croatian capital of Zagreb against
impulsiveness. He declared that public opinion elsewhere in the world would turn against the side that
fired the first shot in an ethnic war.” In December 1990, he opposed a plan drawn up by his own
Minister of Defence Martin Spegelj that consisted of immediately encircling the JNA barracks and of
disarming the federal troops. Tudjman later commented: ‘Had we accepted that plan we would have
been condemned by the world as outlaw secessionists who wanted to overthrow the constitutional
system. If we had carried out that plan, the world would have condemned us as an illegal movement for
separation that wanted to overthrow the constitutional system.””’

Military preparations

Meanwhile, the JNA was also confronted with the issue of timing. If the army were to intervene too
quickly against the nationalist developments in Slovenia and Croatia, it would be blamed as a Greater
Serbian military power that had pursued aggression against the republics’ democratically-elected
governments. If the army were to wait too long, these governments would have enough time to
organize their armed defence.”” And Slovenia and Croatia had indeed started to purchase arms abroad
in reaction to the disarming of their territorial defence systems.”” In December 1990, Slovenian
television showed footage of the republic’s troops destroying a tank with Amhurst rockets that had
been bought abroad and could be fired from the shoulder.

However, Croatia made the most famous purchase by buying several tens of thousands of
Kalashnikovs in Hungary.” Under great pressure from the JNA™' the presidium and the federal
government attempted to oppose the formation of Croatian paramilitary units in January 1991 by
warning of the JNA’s intervention. The Bosnian Serb Bogic Bogicevic resisted the Serbian pressure in
the state presidium to authorize the JNA for this kind of intervention.” But this did not mean that
Croatia was no longer under threat. The JNA still argued that action should be taken against the
Croatian authorities.” Despite Belgrade’s threats, Croatia continued to arm its police and Zagreb
ensured that the armed forces were in a state of readiness. On 25 January, a film was shown on various
Yugoslav television stations. It was made by the KOS, the JNA’s secret service, and showed deliveries
of arms from Hungary to Croatia. It also showed how the Croatian Minister of Defence Martin Spegel;
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tried to persuade a Croatian JNA officer to leave the federal army with the words: “We are at war with
the JNA.” A few days later, the Yugoslav army demanded that Spegelj should be arrested on the
suspicion of preparing a civil war. The Croatian authorities refused to co-operate. Instead they declared
that they would welcome foreign help in the event of a federal attack. In a sense, that help had already
been offered by the American ambassador Warren Zimmermann who informed the authorities in
Belgrade on 17 January that the West would not accept an armed intervention by the JNA in Croatia.”
The British government followed suit.””

But the most extraordinary offer of help to Croatia came from Milosevic himself. He had been
aware of the existence of the KOS film since the middle of October but had apparently not acted on
that knowledge.” Shortly before the broadcasting of the incriminating footage on 25 January, he had
already mentioned to his loyal follower Borisav Jovic that Serbia would not resist a Croatian secession.
The JNA would have to withdraw from a large part of Croatia and to move to those areas where the
Serbs formed a majority. At almost the same time, on the evening of 24 January, Milosevic informed
the Slovenian President Kucan that Slovenia could separate from Yugoslavia so far as he was
concerned.” Some two months earlier, Jovic, the Serbian member of the federal presidium, had told
his Slovenian colleague Janez Drnovsek that the Serbian leadership would not oppose Slovenian
secession.™ This information tallied with a speech that Milosevic gave to the European Community
ambassadors on 16 January (see the introduction to this preview) and with the announcements that
Milosevic had made to the Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs Gianni de Michelis at the beginning of
1991.%

However, the JNA had not yet gone as far as Milosevic. The army still had the official duty of
defending Yugoslavia’s unity.” The army leadership continued to hesitate between occupying Krajina,
as supported by Milosevic and Jovic, and preserving Yugoslavia. ' Meanwhile, the political problems
were mounting and had now begun to affect the federal republic of Macedonia. On 25 January, the day
of the broadcasting of the KOS footage, the Macedonian parliament had accepted a declaration of
independence and a plan to discuss its secession from Yugoslavia.

Politics in Slovenia and Croatia head towards secession; turmoil in Serbia

On 23 December 1990, 88.5% of all Slovenes who were eligible to vote had supported a referendum
for independence. Two months later, on 20 February 1991, the Slovenian parliament accepted an
amendment that that declared that the Federal Yugoslav government was no longer authorized to
govern the republic. Slovenia became a ‘autonomous, sovereign and independent country’, that would
only continue to remain a part of the Yugoslav federation for six months at the very most. This was
followed by far-reaching preparations for separation: the country stopped payments to Belgrade, it set
up a form of diplomatic representation abroad and introduced its own currency. The day after the
Slovenian parliament’s actions, the Croatian house of representatives also decided that the laws of its
own republic should prevail over federal legislation. Moreover, the Croatian government received the
go-ahead to start preparing for separation.

In March 1991, Serbia seemed to be experiencing a transformation that had been unleashed by
the masses and had already occurred in Czechoslovakia, East Germany and Roumania. For several days
from 9 March onwards, hundreds of thousands of people, under the command of student leaders and
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the opposition leaders Vuk Draskovic and Zoran Djindjic, took to the streets of Belgrade to challenge
the results of the December election and Milosevic's grip on the media. Expressions of support to the
demonstrators occurred in a number of major Serbian cities. Milosevic’s government appeared to be
undermined. However, he managed to remove the movement’s sting by consenting to some of the
students’ demands and by using the media to point out the dangers of Serbian disunity at a time of
sharp ethnic contrasts. For the rest, the JNA’s tanks and armoured cars did the work that the police
appeared — either intentionally or unintentionally — incapable of doing: dispersing the demonstrators.
Tanks rolled through the streets of Belgrade for the first time since 1944. A student was shot after a
policeman had been stoned to death by demonstrators. Apparently this people could be beaten. Later
the media received a tape where Adzic could be heard urging the police to beat the demonstrators until
their officers were exhausted.””

Moreover, the JNA had acted at the request of Jovic, Milosevic’s paladin in the state
presidium.” The writing was on the wall. The demonstrations meant that the fates of both Milosevic
and the army were now bound together. At the same time, the JNA had suffered a sensitive defeat in
the presidium. Jovic had called a meeting of the federal state presidium for 12 March. Rather than
tackling the subject of the demonstrations, this meeting was to discuss the January proposal concerning
the disarming of the paramilitary units in Croatia. Once it had gathered, the entire presidium was
transported by military bus to Topcider, the presidium’s emergency seat in times of war. The highlights
of this meeting were later broadcast on television. Jovic gave a sombre picture of the country’s
situation. All the enemies from World War Two had returned to the Yugoslav stage and included the
Ustashe, the Cetniks and the Albanians. On behalf of the Supreme Command, Kadijevic proposed
declaring a state of national emergency so as to allow for general mobilization. All the republics’
paramilitary units had to be abolished; military service must once again be served in the normal way.
However, the state presidium rejected these proposals.

On 13 March 1991, Kadijevic, the federal Minister of Defence, flew to Moscow to ask the
Russian Minister of Defence Dmitrii Yazov for support if a JNA coup were to be followed by a Western
intervention. His actions were undertaken with the permission of Jovic, the chairman of the federal
presidium, but without the rest of the presidium’s knowledge. Several months earlier the JNA had also
gauged international reactions to the possibility of a cw#p by sending Mamula to London, Adzic to Paris
and Admiral Stane Brovet to Moscow. They were given to understand that London and Paris would
not oppose the cwzup and Moscow would even support it although the Russian government would not
admit this publicly. There was no point in Kadijevic asking for Washington’s views on this subject.””*
While Kadijevic was visiting Moscow on 13 March, Warren Zimmermann made it clear in Belgrade that
the American government would halt all economic aid to Yugoslavia if the JNA were to resort to
violence.™

The Russians informed Kadijevic that the West had no plans for military intervention in
Yugoslavia. However, his hosts avoided the question of support. But Kadijevic had seen enough; the
Russians had offered him not so much as a drink, not even mineral water. On the way back, he
commented to his assistant Colonel Vuk Obradovic that the Russians were ‘in a dreadful state’. But his
subsequent conclusions completely reflected the situation in Yugoslavia. He thought that Gorbachev’s
days were numbered, that it would not be long before the ‘real’ Communists would attempt to seize
power in Russia. And that is exactly what happened later that year. When Kadijevic returned to
Belgrade, he told Jovic: ‘We’re going for the comp.”™

On 14 and 15 March, the presidium continued its meeting with the JNA leadership. Jovic was
still unable to convince a majority of the state presidium to support the declaration of a state of
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national emergency. At Milosevic’s command, Jovic resigned as chairman of the state presidium on 15
March. Milosevic also ordered the resignation of the members representing Kosovo, Vojvodina and
Montenegro who were under his control. His aim was to do away with the state presidium. In a
television speech on 16 March, Milosevic said that Yugoslavia was finished and that Serbia could no
longer respect the federal authority.”” He declared that he had ordered the mobilization of special
reservists and the immediate creation of extra Serbian paramilitary units.””® Milosevic appeared to be
creating the maximum of space for the JNA to act on its own authority.

On the next day, 16 March, Milosevic called the 200 mayors of Serbia to a closed strategy
meeting in Belgrade. Speaking to them, he set the tone for the violent xenophobia of the next few years
with the following slogans: Serbia was in great danger; the West hated the Serbs; a united Germany
would attempt to extend its control over the Balkans; Slovenia and Croatia were Germany’s puppets; if
the Serbs were unable to work, they could still fight. Serbia would no longer accept the federal
government’s decisions. Milosevic argued that Yugoslavia was in ‘the terminal phase of its death
throes”.””

Milosevic also made it clear that the Slovenes and Croats could leave Yugoslavia, but not the
Muslims. All the Serbs had to be united in a single state. A few days later he repeated his resolutions
almost literally at a meeting with two hundred students. "

However, Milosevic was mistaken if he thought that he could kill off the state presidium by
withdrawing four members. With Markovic’s support, the four remaining members met and declared
that they would continue to function as the state presidium. This completely upset the plans of the
JNA’s coup leaders. Moreover, there was probably still a level of mutual mistrust between Milosevic and
the JNA. Milosevic feared that a JNA co#p would undermine his political position in favour of the
armed forces. Conversely, the JNA was afraid that Milosevic would push the army aside as soon as he
had achieved his goal of uniting all the Serbs in a single state. The cw#p did not take place.

Meanwhile, the Supreme Command of the JNA had taken it upon itself to change its task
concerning Greater Serbia. It would no longer try to preserve Yugoslavia’s unity; rather it would protect
the rights of the ethnic groups that wanted to remain a part of Yugoslavia. These were primarily Serbs
and Montenegrins. What Kadjijevic later described as a ‘peaceful separation’” would be sought for the
other groups that no longer wished to remain a part of Yugoslavia.*"! In other words: in terms of its
tasks, the JNA was in the process of becoming a Serbian army. The objectives of Milosevic and the
‘federal’ army were increasingly one and the same but the federal army leadership still found it
extremely difficult to abandon Yugoslavia. The army leadership had informed the Serbian leaders on 25
February that from then on they would work with the SDS in Croatia so as to keep Tudjman’s HDZ
under control.*” On 19 March, the JNA publicly announced its new task: the army would fight ethnic
unrest, protect the borders and prevent republics from leaving the federation against the other
republics’ wishes.*”

The next day, the Serbian National Assembly corrected Milosevic’s mistake by refusing to
accept Jovic’s dismissal as the state presidium’s chairman. Jovic returned to the presidium along with
the representatives of the three other areas who had resigned their seats a few days previously.
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10. How should Yugoslavia proceed?

The republics’ presidents met several times over the following months so as to discuss a new political
structure for Yugoslavia.

Slovenia and Croatia proposed a confederation. By contrast, Serbia and Montenegro suggested
a stronger concentration of power at a federal level. The presidents of Bosnia-Hercegovina and
Macedonia, Alija Izetbegovic and Kiro Gligorov, tried to mediate with a proposal for an asymmetrical
confederation. This was to be constructed around Serbia and Macedonia, with a slightly more loosely-
associated Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia, and with Croatia and Slovenia retaining as much
sovereignty as possible. Izetbegovic had his reasons for attempting to mediate: he believed that Bosnia
would not survive the death of Yugoslavia."”* He had no positive expectations of either Milosevic or
Tudjman. As he said himself, choosing between them was like choosing between leukaemia and a brain
tumour.*”

He had every reason to say this. On 25 March, a meeting had taken place between Milosevic
and Tudjman at Tito’s former hunting lodge in Karadjordjevo. Despite their different opinions, both
presidents had a symbiotic relationship** because of their strongly-nationalist politics, a relationship
that was rarely more clearly defined than on that day. During a four-hour discussion, they agreed to
work together for two more months so as to prevent Yugoslavia’s disintegration. Moreover, they spoke
of a possible exchange of territory where Tudjman would agree to give up the Serbian areas of Croatia
(which were mainly in Krajina) in return for the Croatian parts of Bosnia-Hercegovina. It went without
saying that Serbia could do what it liked with the rest of Bosnia. This proposal also allowed for the
possibility that the Muslims would retain a small area.*”

Tudjman had already suggested this division of Bosnia-Hercegovina to Milosevic in 1990. Here,
he was harking back to the 1939 agreement between Cvetkovic and Macek. The Croats who were
involved felt that Milosevic reacted to the proposal in a positive way. According to the Croatian
presidium member Stipe Mesic, Milosevic said that personally he was not particularly concerned about
Croatia and the Croatian Serbs; his objective was to incorporate two-thirds of Bosnia into Serbia.”® On
12 June 1991, this proposal for a Greater Serbia and a Greater Croatia would also be presented to the
Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovic (for further information, see Part I). However, the Karadjordjevo
Agreement had no real influence on events in Krajina.

After the Serbian National Council of the Serbian Autonomous Region of Krajina had
proclaimed a declaration of independence on 28 February, skirmishes between the Serbian militias and
the Croatian police were to continue there throughout the month of March. At the end of the month,
members of the Serbian Krajina militia tried to occupy the Plitvice National Park, a tourist attraction in
the overwhelmingly Serbian region of Lika. The attempts by the Croatian police to prevent this resulted
in the first two deaths in Croatia’s ethnic tensions: a Croatian police officer and a Serbian militiaman.
The 29 Serbs who were arrested included eight members of special units from Serbia. On 1 April, the
Serbian activists in Krajina, Slavonia, Baranja and Western Srem (see the map on page #) took the
unilateral decision to announce that they, as the Serbian Autonomous Region, had been annexed by
Serbia. Krajina’s Serbian National Council decided that henceforth its territory would only be governed
by the laws of Serbia and Yugoslavia.
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Serbian paramilitary units began to form not only around Knin but also in Western and Eastern
Slavonia, where the population was more ethnically mixed than in Krajina. They were regularly
provoked by extremists from Tudjman’s party, the HDZ. On 2 May 1991, Croatian police were
ambushed by Serbian paramilitaries in the village of Borovo Selo near Vukovar. Twelve of them were
killed along with three citizens. The Serbian ultra-nationalist Vojislav Seselj proudly declared on TV
Belgrade that his Cetniks had been involved in this incident. Radmilo Bogdanovic, who had been
Serbia’s Minister of Internal Affairs from 1987 to March 1991 and was subsequently a shadowy figure
in the Serbian secret service, later said that the Serbian authorities had provided the weapons for
Borovo Selo.*” The JNA encircled the village after this incident.

It was not just the Croats and the Serbs who were killing each other. In the first six months of
1991, there were many victims amongst the Croatian Serbs who still tried to reach a settlement between
both parties and were killed by their militant fellow residents.”’ Moderate Serbs were frequently
threatened, abused or even murdered — usually by paramilitary agents — if they did not seem prepared to
take a stand or at least to keep their mouths shut.”' “What’s most important for a people is to know
who its enemies are’, said the Serbian paramilitary leader Arkan who was soon to make a name for
himself."'? The Serbian areas of Croatia demonstrated what so often precedes a radical conflict: that the
moderate forces in the middle became the first victims.

In reaction to the events in Borovo Selo, demonstrations of Croats were held the next day in
the Croatian towns of Zadar and Sibenik, during which the household goods of Serbs were smashed.
On 6 May, Croats attacked Yugoslav troops who were guarding the navy base in Split. Kadjijevic, the
federal Minister of Defence, subsequently declared the country to be entering a civil war and
proclaimed a state of national emergency. The JNA received the presidium’s approval, which had been
previously withheld, so as to disarm the paramilitary units in the insurgent republics. Jovic gave the
army permission to intervene in situations of ethnic unrest, and the presidium decided that the army
should be used to protect the Serbs in Krajina.413 In addition, the JNA began to arm the Serbs there."
JNA Chief-of Staff Blagoje Adzic took advantage of Kadijevic’s absence in hospital to deploy JNA
units not only in one-third of Croatia’s territory but also in the ‘Serbian’ parts of Bosnia-Hercegovina.

The JNA’s actions had immediate consequences for the troops’ ethnic make-up. Soldiers from
Slovenia, Croatia and Kosovo failed to show up for mobilization. Macedonia would only permit its
conscripts to serve in its own territory and therefore made no direct contribution to the JNA’s new
combat plan. So the federal army increasingly depended on Serbian reservists. The result of this was
that the JNA abandoned the final remnants of Yugoslavism and began to create ethnically-homogenous
units.

Jovic’s permission for the JNA’s new course of action came several days before the annual
rotation of the presidium’s chairmanship. He was to be succeeded by the Croat Stipe Mesic on 15 May
1991. Although Mesic was a HDZ member, he was a moderate one. He was married to a Serb and the
Ustashe had wiped out virtually his entire family during the Second World War. Nonetheless, Milosevic
and the army found his appointment unacceptable. If Mesic were to take office, he would probably
distance himself from his predecessor’s decision to allow the JNA to act de facto as the protector of the
Serbs in Krajina. Therefore, Mesic’s appointment was obstructed by the Serbian bloc in the state
presidium. Consequently, the Federation of Yugoslavia no longer had a president and the federal
agencies were paralysed. The exception was the JNA that felt that it now had carte blanche.

Events followed each other in rapid succession. Four days after Mesic should have been
appointed, a referendum about independence was held in Croatia just as it had been some five months
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earlier in Slovenia. With a turn-out of 84%, 93% supported independence. This meant that an
important section of the urban Serbs must have voted for independence.

For a moment it seemed as if the impending catastrophe might still be averted. During a series
of discussions between the presidents of the separate republics, an agreement was reached in principle
on 6 June about a confederation of sovereign republics that was proposed by Izetbegovic and Gligorov
on behalf of Bosnia and Macedonia. However, after the meeting, the Serbian authorities denied ever
having agreed with the agreement in principle.

On 11 June 1991 the Slovenian government declared that the country would proclaim its
independence on 26 June. Slovenia would then take over the federal authority’s responsibility for the
checkpoints on the borders with Italy, Austria and Hungary. In addition, all Slovenes would be
withdrawn from the federal agencies. The Yugoslav army would also have to withdraw from Slovenian
territory. Slovenia would eventually introduce its own currency.

Croatia’s government, which had previously announced that 30 June would be its independence
date, now decided to opt for Slovenia’s choice because it did not want to remain in the federation
without its Slovenian ally, not even for just four days.*"”

In fact, both Slovenia and Croatia declared independence on 25 June 1991.
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Chapter 5
The West and Yugoslavia before the crisis

‘It is a tragic paradox that though no one in Europe wishes to see
Yugoslavia collapse, no one knows how to control the destructive
forces that are at work within it.”*"*

In a sense, Yugoslavia was fiction so far as the West was concerned until the beginning of the 1990s. It
had been misunderstood; the country’s independent status during the Cold War had been exaggerated;
the decentralization of power had been mistaken for a form of democracy; and workers’ self-rule was
wrongly viewed as a liberalization of the economy. When, from 1989 onwards, the realities of this
country became increasingly obvious to those both at home and abroad, they were simply too
complicated to be easily understood. Moreover, the Western media and policy-makers were involved
with other issues such as the virtually-silent revolutions that ended the Communist regimes elsewhere
in Bastern Europe, the Soviet Union’s simultaneous liberalization and dismantling, and the Gulf War.*"”
Here, the question is whether the ultimate outcome would have been different if the West had paid
greater attention to Yugoslavia’s internal developments.

1. The Dutch relation with Yugoslavia until 1990

Just like the other Western countries, Yugoslavia’s special status during the Cold War was a constant
factor in Dutch foreign politics that was to have far-reaching consequences.”'® The Netherlands did not
have an articulate Eastern European policy until the end of the 1980s.*”” The government did not have
this kind of policy and the parliament did not request it. The Netherlands had kept its distance during
the Cold War and, when required, had simply followed the policy of NATO or the EC.*’ At the Dutch
parliament’s request, the Minister of Foreign Affairs Hans van den Broek, finally produced a
memorandum in 1988 called Dutch Policy Concerning Eastern Enrope, Y ugoslavia and Albania. However, it
contained virtually no policy proposals. Little attention was paid to Yugoslavia and that also applied to
the subsequent written and verbal consultations between the government and the patliament.”' The
memorandum stated that the Netherlands had ‘always greatly appreciated the way in which Yugoslavia
had given shape and content to its independent position in a positive way.” The memorandum
emphasized the country’s economic problems. Minister Van den Broek felt that Yugoslavia was ‘well
aware’ that only its continued orientation towards the West would provide the necessary solace. "

In October 1970, Tito was the first president of a Communist country to pay an official state
visit to the Netherlands. He was warmly received. The relations between the Netherlands and
Yugoslavia remained cordial after his death in 1980, and there were regular meetings between the
various ministers of Foreign Affairs and Defence. When the Yugoslav presidium member Lazar
Kolisevski visited the Netherlands in mid-December 1981, he described the relations between the two
countries as being friendly and without problems. In April 1984, Prime Minister Ruud Lubbers visited
President Mika Spiljak who informed him of the Yugoslav authorities’ concern about their country’s
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growing nationalism. This did not prevent Van den Broek from announcing during the same visit that
Dutch arms supplies would be subsequently permitted because the Dutch government believed that
Yugoslavia was adopting an increasingly-independent stance regarding the Eastern bloc.™

There was also close contact between delegations of Dutch MPs and members of the federal
Yugoslav house of representatives. Moreover, the Netherlands had a special relation with Yugoslavia in
terms of foreign aid. Here, Yugoslavia was the only Western country with which the Netherlands
maintained permanent co-operation. The ministers responsible held talks about this virtually every
year.” For instance, the Netherlands financed agricultural courses for Third World students that were
held in Yugoslavia. In addition, the Netherlands was part of the same electoral group in the
International Monetary Fund so that the finance ministers of both countries maintained frequent
contact. Here, the Netherlands helped to arrange loans for Yugoslavia in the second half of the
1980s.**

The Hague was aware of human rights violations in Yugoslavia,”* but for a long time these
were less serious than in other Eastern European countries and — more importantly — criticism could
have alienated the Belgrade government. The Dutch parliament was also less critical of Yugoslavia than
it was of other Fastern European countries. During the period 1975-1989, only one question about
Yugoslav human rights violations was asked in parliament; it was posed by the pacifist-socialist (PSP)
MP Fred van der Spek in 1984.

In the 1980s, the Kosovan Albanians’ efforts to achieve a higher level of autonomy met with as
little sympathy from the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs as they did in other countries. At first, this
reticence remained unchanged until the mid-1980s when Yugoslavia’s edge over other Eastern
European countries concerning human rights issues, was reversed. An Amnesty International campaign
in the spring of 1985 focused attention on the 2200 people in Yugoslavia who had been condemned on
political grounds over the previous three years. However, this did not lead to the Dutch government
taking the measures in Belgrade that Amnesty had hoped for. Apart from the Dutch Helsinki
Committee, Amnesty International was the only non-official group in the Netherlands to focus on the
human rights situation in Yugoslavia. In 1988, when Minister Van den Broek was asked about his views
concerning Serbian nationalism and its consequences for Yugoslavia as a whole, he argued that the
success of the planned constitutional and economic reforms would determine the extent to which
Yugoslavia would be able to overcome its ‘national problems.*”’

From the mid-1980s onwards, the combination of Yugoslavia’s declining importance in
international relations and the country’s internal tensions led to increased criticism in the West. The
first sign of a change in the Dutch position could be detected when Van den Broek visited Belgrade on
10 November 1987, some months after the eighth session of the Central Committee of the League of
Communists of Serbia when Milosevic had seized power from Stambolic.

During lunch, various representatives of Yugoslav human rights organizations pointed out to
the Dutch minister that it would be impossible to achieve the country’s required economic changes
without first implementing political reforms. These political reforms would not occur while the
Communist Party was in power. They argued that the republics’ growing alienation would only be
increased by the Communist divide-and-rule policy that stirred up nationalist sentiments, and that the
republics could not secede because of Yugoslavia’s position in the international power constellation. An
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answer was not forthcoming when Minister van den Broek asked about what was still keeping the
country together.

Van den Broek told Premier Mikulic that it was partly due to Dutch pressure that a recent
European Investment Bank loan to Yugoslavia had been increased from 380 to 550 million ecu.
However, he wondered whether the money would vanish into a bottomless pit if there was no political
reform.

The European Community had signed a preferential co-operation agreement with Yugoslavia in
1980."* Nonetheless, by the end of the 1980s, it began to be confronted with a dilemma where a higher
level of financial aid to the republics would simply strengthen their resolve for increased autonomy.
This would not benefit the Yugoslav economy as a whole. It was doubtful whether donations of money
to Belgrade would actually end up in the right hands, particularly as the Belgrade government had an
increasingly bad reputation for human rights.

The EC policy concerning Eastern Europe was strongly influenced by economic considerations
such as the presence of market-oriented ideas, a structure of tax legislation that protected private
property relations, infrastructure, modernizing production machinery and the issue of foreign debt.
Hungary, Poland and Czechoslovakia were granted a form of association with the EC because they had
made the most rapid and far-reaching advances concerning these points; Yugoslavia fell by the wayside.

Like other Western diplomats in Belgrade and, for instance, Minister of Defence Kadijevic *,
the Dutch ambassador to Yugoslavia A.J.A.M. Nooij initially felt that the energetic Milosevic was the
man who could possibly reverse Yugoslavia’s process of disintegration. An additional factor here was
that Milosevic passed as being liberal in economic terms. However, Nooij soon had to abandon all
hope when it became obvious to him that Milosevic was definitely not the ‘consensus figure’ who could
preserve the country from further misfortune. In April 1989 following the authorities” heavy-handed
actions against the Albanians in Kosovo, Van den Broek informed Kosic, the Yugoslav ambassador to
The Hague, that the West would increasingly take the side of the Kosovan Albanians if Belgrade were
to pursue this course. Nonetheless, the governments of both the Netherlands and other Western
countries did everything they could to avoid the impression that they sympathized with the people in
Yugoslavia who were put on trial for criticizing Belgrade’s dominant position.

However the Belgrade government made it increasingly difficult for the West to hide its
criticism. On 28 March 1989, the Dutch ambassador did not attend the festivities in the Serbian
parliament to mark the ending of an autonomous Kosovo where 22 people had just been killed. The
Dutch diplomat stated that this was ‘an objectionable spectacle’. On 28 June 1989, he and most of his
colleagues also failed to appear at the commemoration of the 600™ anniversary of the Battle of
Kosovo." Nonetheless, at the same time, Yugoslavia along with Hungary, Poland and the Soviet
Union were granted guest status at the Council of Europe.”' However, in the same year Yugoslavia was
informed that there was no question of entry to the European Community or the Council of Europe
while European diplomats were still denied access to the country’s political processes.

From the summer of 1989 onwards, Ambassador Nooij repeatedly hinted at Yugoslavia’s
disintegration. On 23 June 1989, five days before the commemoration of the Battle of Kosovo, he
wrote to The Hague: ‘Rien mais vraiment rien ne va plus entre Serbie et la Slovénie (‘Nothing but nothing still
works between Serbia and Slovenia’). “The alienation of these two republics has now assumed such
forms at every level and area of society that a return of a consensus policy no longer seems possible.’
He observed separatist trends in both Slovenia and Serbia.*” On the same day, he stated that relations
between the republics and provinces had ‘degenerated to such a point that one must fear for the
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federation’s continued existence’.*” The sense of alienation between Serbia and Slovenia (and later
Croatia) as caused by the Kosovo issue, and disagreement about the economic policy were frequently
mentioned in the dispatches that he and Fietelaars, who succeeded him at the end of 1990, were
sending to the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs.*

2. Prophets on the sideline

At the beginning of the 1990s, the entire Western world was waiting for Croatia and Slovenia’s
declarations of independence. However, in Western Europe this was often based on the unjustified
hope that it would not necessarily lead to a catastrophe and that the predicted crisis might just blow
over.”” By contrast, there were numerous articles in, for instance, The New York Times about the
Yugoslav federation’s potential disintegration.”* In May, the former German chancellor Willy Brandt
argued in vain for the formation of a European intervention force so as to secure peace in
Yugoslavia.*’

Prophesying the conflict: Dutch politics

The outbreak of conflict in Yugoslavia had also been predicted by a wide political spectrum in the
Netherlands.”® “You hardly needed to be a prophet to be able to prophecy a civil war in Yugoslavia’,
remarked Eimert van Middelkoop, a MP representing a Protestant party called the Gereformeerd Politiek
Verbond (GPV). His comments came at a meeting on 11 July 1991 of the Parliamentary Commission for
Foreign Affairs that was to discuss the events that followed Croatia and Slovenia’s declarations of
independence.” At the beginning of the 1980s, when he was working as A.J. Verburg’s parliamentary
assistant, Van Middelkoop had been detained for an hour at Skopje railway station after trying to make
photographs of Kosovo from a train.*

Theo Kralt, the foreign secretary of the CDA Christian Democrat party, had spoken with the
Slovenian Christian Democrat premier Lozje Peterle when he had visited as a member of a CDA
delegation of foreign specialists in February 1991. Kralt warned in the March 1991 edition of
CD/ Actneel that Yugoslavia would have to abandon its present political form. The country had to
become a confederation or else it would disintegrate. He felt that the minorities’ position in the
republics that were gaining independence was such that the Council of Europe would need to supervise
the implementation of human rights. The EC would also have to contribute so that the process of
political reform would occur peacefully.”' “If there ever was an armed conflict and crisis that could
have been predicted after the Second World War, then it’s the one in present-day Yugoslavia’, wrote
Olaf van Boetzelaer in the CD/ Actueel party publication of the autumn of 1991. Van Boetzelaer was a
member of the CDA Central and Eastern Europe working party and was also the head of the Analysis
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Department of the Dutch Foreign Intelligence Service. He continued, ‘however, it has to be admitted
that the majority of political authorities in the West — and the Dutch political authorities are no
exception here — have created the impression of being insufficiently prepared for the outbreak of this
crisis.”

‘Rarely has conflict been so repeatedly predicted and in such detail as the war in the former
Yugoslavia’, was how the liberal democrat D66 MP Bob van den Bos later described this situation in
1997.%9

The Socialist PvdA MP Gerrit Valk published an article in his party’s magazine 1 oorwaarts
following a visit to the PvdA’s sister organization in Slovenia in April 1990. This article was called
“Yugoslavia Does Not Exist’ and it had been drastically cut by the editors because of its gloomy tone.**
But the gloominess still pervades even the abbreviated version:

4

‘The adjective “Yugoslav’ resounds like a curse in the ears of all true Slovenians.
Chairman Pucnik of our sister organization Socaldemokratska Zveza Slovenije even
declared recently that Yugoslavia no longer exists. While borders are
disappearing in Western Europe, there is an increasing call for Slovenia to opt
for secession. Hence, Yugoslavia seems to be returning to the state structure
that preceded the two World Wars. During discussions in the corridors at the
SDZS’s founding congress, it seemed to me that the Social Democrats regard a
confederation as simply being a tactical move towards an independent Republic
of Slovenia (...). Yet the foundation of a new, independent state that is half the
size of the Netherlands and has a population of two million is less alluring for
the rest of Europe. And that’s not to mention the creation of the independent
republics of Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia
along with the additional possibility of Kosovo and Vojvodina. So what will the
future hold for the Balkans?’*

Valk’s colleagues also found his article too morbid and asked if he had eaten something that had
disagreed with him."* Shortly afterwards, in mid-May 1990, he attended the London conference for
young parliamentarians. Here, he discussed his fears concerning Yugoslavia’s disintegration with
President Vasil Tupurkovski of Macedonia who also dismissed his concerns out of hand.*"

However, Valk was not alone. For instance, a month eatlier, Sir Michael Howard, the chairman
of the distinguished International Institute for Strategic Studies, had asked in a lecture about how much
longer the amalgam of the former Habsburg and Christian-Orthodox areas of Yugoslavia would be able
to survive. " The Amsterdam historian M.C. Brands wrote in the autumn of 1990 that Yugoslavia was
already in a state of ‘semi-permanent civil war’.* Valk was also not the only one to be disbelieved.
When the journalist Misha Glenny wrote in a February 1991 report for the BBC that the leaders of
Yugoslavia ‘were stirring a cauldron of blood that would soon boil over’, he was reprimanded by his
superiors because his piece was too ‘alarmist’. Unlike at the beginning of the 20" century, they felt that
there were to be no more Balkan wars at its end.™”
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Finally, the Protestant SGP party magazine De Banier warned shortly afterwards that Yugoslavia
was on the point of disintegration and that the time for discussion was over. Civil war would
automatically follow if Serbia’s Communist leadership did not adopt a more constructive approach. The
same also applied if the Serbian opposition failed to tone down its nationalism and if the Croatian
government resorted to violence against the Serbian minority in Croatia.*!

Prophesying the conflict: the Foreign Intelligence Service

In the Netherlands, the Foreign Intelligence Service (IDB) wrote in July 1990 that Tito’s Yugoslavia
‘was finished’ after the elections in Slovenia and Croatia, and the Albanian MPs’ declaration of
independence. The Dutch Intelligence Service argued that Slovenia and Croatia’s desire for at least a
confederation and possibly even independence was incompatible with the Serbian demand for a more
efficient federation. With considerable foresight, the secret service did not exclude the chance that
Serbia would also leave the state but that it would then impose demands concerning the Serbian areas
outside of Serbia. Both political ‘solutions’ involved the prospect of war: either a civil war or a war of
separation. The IDB felt that Bosnia-Hercegovina risked being divided up between Croatia and Serbia.
However, Yugoslavia’s internal conflict would entail little danger at an international level now that the
Cold War was over."”

Three-and-a-half months later, the service observed that the federal perspective was farther
away than ever. Greater Serbian objectives now had to be taken into account that could lead to the
borders being altered. Bearing in mind Yugoslavia’s history, this development could result in
bloodshed. The IDB considered the election in Bosnia-Hercegovina on 18 November 1990 to be of
great importance. If this ‘Little Yugoslavia’ remained harmonious after this election, then there was still
hope for Yugoslavia as a whole.*”

More than a week before Croatia and Slovenia’s declarations of independence, the IDB stated
that there was a ‘real’ risk of armed combat between Slovenian and Yugoslav forces following the
conflict around the import of Slovenian goods into Serbia. If Slovenia and Croatia were to proclaim
independence, then there was a likelthood of ‘large-scale violence’, and Italy and Austria would
probably have to deal with an extensive stream of refugees. Moreover, irregularities could follow in
Kosovo and Macedonia that — in the case of Macedonia — could also affect Bulgaria and Greece.
Finally, the service detected a ‘growing pressure for independence’ amongst the Muslim population of
Bosnia-Hercegovina.**

In fact, the Dutch authorities and politicians were not the only ones who were aware of the
coming conflict. Before Croatia and Slovenia’s declarations of independence, the number of
reservations for holidays in Yugoslavia for the summer of 1991 had already fallen by 80 to 85% in
comparison with the previous year.*”

3. The summer of 1990 to the summer of 1991: a wretched idleness

“The war is here. I recognize it now. It tricked me — it tricked all of us.
It’s in our waiting for it to begin.”**
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During the previous months, the Dutch government and parliament had repeatedly discussed the new
structures of a European security policy and the nature of the possible risks to security. Here, the
nationalist aspirations in Yugoslavia were constantly mentioned as prototypes of possible conflicts in
Central and Eastern Europe. The Western governments, including the Dutch government, could not
be blamed for failing to spot the dramatic developments in Yugoslavia that would lead to conflict
between Serbia and the republics that were working towards separation.*’

In the summer of 1990, Ambassador Nooij wrote to the Dutch Foreign Affairs department as
he was leaving Belgrade that the multi-ethnic state of Yugoslavia was on the point of disintegrating.**
There was open discussion of the possibility of a confederation of Slovenia, Croatia and potentially a
part of Bosnia-Hercegovina, along with a Greater Serbia that would also encompass Montenegro,
Kosovo and Vojvodina. The Dutch diplomat argued that the possibility that this revolution would
involve violence could not be excluded because the Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic had already
announced that the borders would have to be revised so that every Serb would be able to live in Serbia
without having to give up his current abode in Croatia or Bosnia-Hercegovina. Similatly, on the basis of
mutatis mutandis, Tudjman would also accept nothing less on behalf of the Croats.*” The Eastern
Europe department of the Europe Directorate of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs agreed with
this assessment. Violence would be the result of the federation’s disintegration but, conversely, it
seemed that violence was all that could keep the federation together.*"

A meeting of NATO’s Political Committee on 31 July 1990 revealed that this observation was
shared by most other Western countries.*' There was no question of there being any real choice here
so it was also impossible to draw up a policy. Only the United States supported greater activism.

The American view of Y ugoslavia from 1990 to 1991: unity and democracy

The USA was the country that had been confronted with Yugoslavia’s economic problems for the
longest period of time. In the ‘National Security Decision Directive 133’ of 14 March 1984, President
Reagan observed that Yugoslavia’s financial situation endangered the country’s stability so that that it
had been weakened in terms of the Warsaw Pact. He therefore announced that the United States along
with other Western countries would strengthen economic relations with Yugoslavia and would help to
stimulate a free market economy within the country.* But this was to no avail. When the President of
Slovenia, Janez Stanovnik, visited the United States in October 1988, he stated at a Washington press
conference that his country was on the brink of civil war.*”

Less than half a year later, in March 1989, the US State Department decided to fundamentally
alter its policy concerning Yugoslavia. So far as America was concerned, Deputy Secretary of State
Lawrence Eagleburger had established that Yugoslavia had by now lost its geo-political importance of
the Cold War period. The Polish and Hungarian economies were more open than Yugoslavia’s.
Moreover, Yugoslavia had a poor record in terms of human rights. The new American ambassador to
Belgrade, Warren Zimmermann, who had been previously made responsible for human rights issues at
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), was asked to convey that message
when presenting his credentials to President Raif Dizdarevic of Yugoslavia and his Minister of Foreign
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Affairs, Budimir Loncar. He was able to add that Washington still greatly appreciated Yugoslavia’s
unity, independence and territorial integrity, but that its unity could only be supported on the basis of
democracy.* At almost the same time, Eagleburger told the American senate that Milosevic had
created a dangerous situation in Yugoslavia: ‘I don’t yet say it’s come to the point of a real likelihood of
shooting. But it is far the worst situation with regard to the nationality question that we’ve seen since
the close of the war.*” Zimmermann’s diplomatic intervention met with little success. Loncar
informed him that neither the federal government nor the army could restrain Milosevic’s Kosovo
politics. And, according to Loncar, Milosevic was not remotely interested in the West’s opinion about
this.** Indeed, the Serbian president, who already suspected what Zimmermann would want to tell
him, waited for ten months before receiving the American ambassador. In addition, Zimmermann soon
discovered once he arrived in Belgrade that Milosevic’s Kosovo policy was immensely popular with the
Serbs.*”

In October 1989, President George Bush received Premier Markovic who was respected in the
West for his attempts to implement economic reforms that would promote a free market economy.*
Markovic was expecting aid from the West. He was hoping that the American government would
provide a billion dollars so as to bail out the Yugoslav banking system and that the World Bank would
lend an additional three billion dollars. However, he could offer no guarantee of Yugoslavia’s successful
future. In fact, he warned that it would be difficult for him to continue his political reforms against the
Communist hard-liners. Moreover, his reform policy could create a drastic increase in unemployment
that in turn could lead to serious ethnic tensions within the six republics and the two autonomous
provinces.*” Washington rejected Markovic’s request for aid on the basis of the human rights
violations in Kosovo and because the American Treasury, which determined the financial and
economic aid policy, was only willing to help those countries in Fastern Europe that were prepared to
leave all traces of Communism behind them. "

Shortly after this visit, the American diplomats in Belgrade outlined a worst case scenario where
aggressive nationalism would result in Yugoslavia’s disintegration. Such a development would be
accompanied by extreme violence and probably war. However, Zimmermann’s frightening message
met with little response at a meeting in Brussels of the American ambassadors to Europe, which was
also attended by Secretary of State James Baker."”!

Meanwhile, Washington’s policy towards Yugoslavia maintained a combination of unity and
democracy. The State Department felt that these two concepts were intrinsically linked. Slovenia’s
secession, which would possibly be followed by Croatia, could result in intervention from Serbia and
the JNA. This would mean the end of democracy. On the other hand, unity without democracy was not
feasible because the longing for democracy was also the driving force behind Slovenia and Croatia’s
desire for separation.*”

The State Department maintained a largely non-active approach to Yugoslavia for almost a year
after its policy was changed. The reason for this was that the ultra-conservative Senator Jesse Helms of
North Carolina was criticizing Lawrence Eagleburger for the financial interests that he had had in
Serbian and Slovenian companies at a time when he was out of office.”” In addition, as he stated during
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a speech in Berlin in 1989, Baker felt that the promoting of political and economic reforms in Eastern
Europe was first and foremost a task for the European Community.*™

At the beginning of 1990, Eagleburger ceased avoiding the subject of Yugoslavia and visited
Belgrade on 25 February 1990. President Stanovnik of Slovenia impressed upon him that his republic
was moving towards secession and that Yugoslavia was on the point of following the unfortunate
example of the Lebanon, a country that had been ruined by civil war. Peter Jambrek of the Slovenian
DEMOS party showed how relentlessly the Slovenians were striving for independence. Slovenia would
not be dissuaded from achieving its objective by the threat that this could be accompanied by
bloodshed. This was something that could happen in the rest of Yugoslavia but not in Slovenia. It was
for this reason that politicians in Ljubljana felt that they did not need to take this into account. The
Croat Vladimir Seks, who was a member of Tudjman’s HDZ party, informed Eagleburger that his party
would adopt a Greater Croatian stance if Yugoslavia’s internal borders were tinkered with.*”

At this time, David Gompert was Senior Director for Europe and Eurasia and Senior Deputy
to the National Security Advisor Brent Scowcroft. After Eagleburger’s visit, Gompert sent instructions
to all American embassies in Europe to communicate to their respective governments America’s
concerns regarding Yugoslavia and to ask them to support the American policy of unity and
democracy. Washington also referred to the elections that were soon to be held in the republics and
that could result in forces coming to power that advocated Yugoslavia’s dissolution. This was met with
little reaction on the European governments’ part.*’

Meanwhile, Washington remained somewhat powerless. During his discussions in Belgrade,
Eagleburger had made it clear that there was no question of the United States resorting to any form of
violence to oppose secession, a message that was later reiterated by Zimmermann.”” On the other
hand, Washington turned down a Croatian request for ‘technical help to improve the police’ in
December 1990."”

From the spring of 1990 onwards, the American government ensured that its opinion
concerning the developments in Yugoslavia would not be misunderstood. In June 1990, when the
Serbian parliament declared a state of emergency in Kosovo and the Kosovan members of the house of
representatives were sent home, the American government induced the European Community to join it
in implementing the first phase of the CSCE’s ‘human dimension’ mechanism against Yugoslavia. This
concerned the country in question providing information about its human rights situation and its
willingness to discuss this within the context of the CSCE.*” The US also informed Belgrade that any
future aid from America would depend on Yugoslavia’s political developments.*” Washington
cancelled Secretary of State Dick Cheney’s visit to Belgrade, which had been planned for the first week
of July 1990.

Both the European Community and NATO’s Political Committee were frankly disappointed by
the Belgrade federal authorities” answer to the CSCE procedure. It showed that the federal Yugoslav
authorities were unable to distance themselves from Serbia’s position of intolerance.”' Like
Washington, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in The Hague had established in October and November
1990 that Yugoslavia was only being kept together for negative reasons.*” Nonetheless, the extra
European Council of government leaders from the European Community member states met in Rome
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on 27 and 28 October. Apparently without discussion, it expressed the wish ‘that the current process of
democratic evolution in Yugoslavia will succeed in developing respect for human rights and
maintaining the country’s unity and territorial integrity’.** Here, Washington and Europe were on the
same wavelength: unity and democracy. At that point, there was a strong desire both in the EC and the
United States not to support the ‘centrifugal’ forces in Yugoslavia.

The European view of Y ugoslavia 1990-1991: democracy before unity?

Once a particular policy had been established by the European Community, there was not much
willingness to change it. This position was partly determined by the fact that the French and German
governments had reached agreement after the fall of the Berlin Wall concerning the idea that German
reunification had to be embedded in the process of European integration that also needed to be
developed in greater detail. The provisional result of this would have to be the acceptance of a
monetary and political union in 1991. During this stage, the consensus within the European
Community (EC) needed to be maintained as much as possible. The Dutch Minister Hans van den
Broek also supported this approach.” A similar desire to avoid cracks in the fortress prevailed at
NATO that had been strongly involved in discussions after the end of the Cold War about the
legitimacy of its continued existence. This organization came into being in 1949 with the aim of
defending member states’ territory. ‘Out of area’ operations were not in principle a part of its objective
although they were not completely excluded by the Washington treaty that had set up NATO.

This did not mean that there were no divergent opinions within the Western community. On 6
November, NATO’s German political advisor underlined his country’s somewhat extraordinary
position with the remark: ‘if a choice has to be made between Yugoslavia’s stability and unity on the
one hand, and democracy and human rights on the other, then priority must be given to the latter
concern’.*” The German political director repeated this comment more than a week later at the
European Community’s Comité Politigue (CoPo), whose meetings were attended by the political directors
of the EC member states” Ministries of Foreign Affairs.*

The Europe Directorate of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs then added the following:
‘According to the current situation, the greatest supporters of Yugoslavia’s unity are not the greatest
supporters of its democracy.”™ Although the dilemma was obvious, the policy remained unclear.
Federal Premier Markovic, who supported economic reform but had no power base, was the only
person who could enable the West to ignore the problem for the time being.

Yugoslavia was not particularly high on the priority list of the American foreign policy for 1990
and the first half of 1991. Much of the White House’s attention was taken up with Iraq’s occupation of
Kuwait, the creation of an international coalition and armed forces along with the short-lived Gulf War.
In addition, Washington’s foreign policy establishment was preoccupied with events in the Soviet
Union. Yugoslavia’s possible division could not be detached from the potential dissolution of the
Soviet empire or of other Eastern European nations. Opinions concerning the relevant policy differed
between the State Department and the Pentagon. The State Department opposed any form of
dissolution in Yugoslavia because it did not want the Soviet Union to follow this example.* By
contrast, the Pentagon hoped that a peaceful separation of Yugoslavia’s component parts could serve as
a positive example to the Soviet Union. However, the State Department won the argument in

Washington and its position met with much approval in the European capitals including The Hague.*
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In April 1991, the American intelligence service, the CIA, warned that the Balkans would be
particulatly susceptible to ethnic differences after the end of Communism. The agency felt that this
situation was the most dangerous in Roumania and Yugoslavia. Civil wars and even widespread wars
could break out there.”” In November 1990, the CIA presented the National Intelligence Estimate, an
evaluation of Yugoslavia, to President Bush. It detailed the Serbian striving for hegemony within
Yugoslavia alongside the other republics’ desire for a higher level of autonomy or even secession. It felt
that there was a high chance of bloodshed as a result of these conflicting developments and predicted
revolts amongst the Albanians in Kosovo and the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia. A civil war was clearly
on the cards but would probably not happen within the next two years. The US and Europe would be
unable to preserve the country’s unity. The CIA proposed that the American government’s policy
should focus on maintaining Yugoslavia’s external borders."”

Curtis Kamman, the State Department ‘s Deputy Assistant Secretary for Eastern European,
Yugoslav and Soviet Affairs, admitted to J.H. Meesman, the Dutch ambassador to the United States,
that the West could do little or nothing to prevent the outbreak of violence in Yugoslavia.*”

The American Congress paid less attention to the developments in Croatia and Slovenia than it
did to the abominable human rights situation in Kosovo that had been strongly criticized in 1990 by the
State Department’s annual report on Yugoslavia’s human rights.*” Senator Bob Dole of Kansas and
Representative Tom Lantos of California argued for an improvement here especially after Dole and
two other senators had visited Kosovo in the summer of 1990 and had witnessed the Serbian police
using tear gas and clubs against the 10,000 Albanians who had waited for the Americans’ arrival.** This
visit also had consequences in terms of the support that Yugoslavia could henceforth expect from the
United States.

No unity means Yngostavia’s excommunication

The US Congress accepted the 1991 Foreign Operations Appropriations Law 101-513 on 5 November
1990. This act presented the prospect of financial aid to Eastern European countries that demonstrated
their willingness to introduce a free market economy. It also included a number of economic measures
that were directed at regimes that were hostile to Washington: Angola, Cambodia, Cuba, Iraq, Iran,
Libya, Syria, North Korea and Vietnam.

The Republican Senator Don Nickles of Oklahoma, who had visited Kosovo with Dole in the
summer of 1990, managed to add an amendment to this law so that Yugoslavia was added to this list of
‘pariah’ countries, an inclusion that was against the Bush administration’s wishes."” This meant that the
law stipulated that within six months the United States would cut off all forms of financial aid, loans
and credit loans to Yugoslavia and would freeze trade relations with the country if the human rights
situation in Kosovo was not improved. Financial and economic relations would also be severed with
the six republics until free elections were held there. In addition, the law stated that in the future
oppositional ‘democratic forces’ would be supported financially. Americans working at international
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organizations such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund were expected to
implement this policy within these agencies. The amendment affected a sum that was less than five
million dollars. The measures became effective on 6 May 1991 but were suspended by Baker some two
weeks later because he did not support the idea that the whole of Yugoslavia would be made to suffer
for Serbia’s behaviour.

Meanwhile, the amendment had an extremely adverse effect on American-Yugoslav relations,
and especially on those with Serbia.”” The Nickles amendment was later copied to some extent in
Europe. A Council of Europe delegation stated on 6 February 1991 that Yugoslavia would not be
admitted to the Council of Europe until federal elections had been held there. There was even the
threat of economic measures if these failed to occur over a longer period of time.

On 21 February 1991, the Sub-Committee on European Affairs of the American Senate’s
Committee on Foreign Relations held a special hearing about Yugoslavia, an event that had not
occurred in a long time. The reasons behind this meeting were the awareness that Yugoslavia had
become dramatically less important in geo-political terms and the fact that the country now appeared to
be on the brink of civil war.”” Senator Joseph R. Biden, who chaired the hearing, stated that
Yugoslavia’s altered strategic importance meant that criticism of its government could no longer be
withheld.

He also criticized the government’s position that was based on the twin points of unity and
democracy. For him, it was not a given that these points should continue to exist alongside each other
in contemporary Yugoslavia, and he was supported in this opinion by Bob Dole.”” Nonetheless, Serbia
was still championed on Capitol Hill by the Democratic Senator Jim Moody of Wisconsin and his
Republican colleague Helen Delich Bentley of Maryland.

It was particularly Bentley, whose ancestors had emigrated from Serbia to the United States
‘long before it was part of Yugoslavia’ who had, as she admitted herself, ‘strong feelings on the
subject’.”” She objected to the hearing’s title (‘Civil War in Yugoslavia: The United States Response’)
and pointed out that Yugoslavia had not yet reached that situation. As an alternative, she suggested
‘Preventing Yugoslavia’s Internal Strife: An Accommodation Must be Found’. The sub-committee
wanted to go no further than replacing the word ‘war’ in the title with ‘strife’.””

The EC European Council, which had no solution to Yugoslavia’s seemingly inevitable bloody
separation process other than that of the USA, could do little else than advise against the use of
violence and ‘express the hope that the dialogue between the republics and the Federal authorities
would lead to a new Yugoslavia that would be based on freedom and democracy’.”” It was along these
lines that the ambassadors representing the troika of the EC’s past, present and future chairmen took
direct steps at the federation and wrote to the republics’ authorities in Yugoslavia.™”

Following the deliberations of the political directors of the member states’ Ministries of Foreign
Affairs on 6 and 7 February 1991, it was decided that the Yugoslav republics’ representatives should
not be received by members of the Twelve so as to emphasize the preference for Yugoslavia’s unity.””

However, Prime Minister Lubbers circumvented this agreement several days later by receiving
Premier Lozje Peterle of Slovenia who was also chairman of his country’s Christian Democrats. Peterle
was visiting the Netherlands and their meeting was held under the pretext that it concerned contact

496 Zimmermann, Origins, p. 131.

47 United States Senate, Subcommittee on European Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Relations, S#ife, p. 1.

498 Ibidem, pp. 2 and 37.

499 United States Senate, Subcommittee on European Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Relations, S#fe, p. 48.

500 Thidem.

501 Hazewinkel, Beleid, p. 15.

502 ABZ,DEU/ARA/00042, DEU/berichtgeving dmv coreus inzake de standpunten van de EPS over Joegoslavié, 1990-
1991, Van den Broek to the Belgrade embassy, 04/02/91, celer 5; ibiden, Coreu message from the Luxembourg EC
chairmanship, 08/02/91, cpe/pres/lux 150.

503 ABZ, DEU/ARA/00042, DEU/berichtgeving dmv coreus inzake de standpunten van de EPS over Joegoslavi€, 1990-
1991, Schoen 14 to Van den Broek, 07/02/91.



107

between two politicians from the Christian Democrat European People’s Party.””* Peterle assured
Lubbers that Slovenia’s separation could be implemented without violence. However, Croatia’s
separation would involve violence, but this would not deter Slovenia from declaring independence.””

In fact, Lubbers was not alone in breaking the EC agreement. For instance, on 20 March the
German Minister of Foreign Affairs Hans-Dietrich Genscher received the Slovenian President Milan
Kucan and Minister Rupelj of Foreign Affairs. Genscher urged them not to take any hasty or biased
steps.”

However, Van den Broek wanted to keep the EC agreement during Peterle’s visit so he was
replaced by Peter van Walsum, his Director General of Political Affairs. The Slovenian president
convinced Van Walsum, a senior civil servant, that a Western policy that still focused on the
maintenance of Yugoslavia’s territorial integrity was unlikely to influence the governments of either
Slovenia or (most probably) Croatia.”” Nonetheless, in terms of both Europe and discussions with
American government representatives, Van Walsum realized that there was no possibility of altering the
Western point of view so as to provide a higher level of support to the republics from which, he felt,
more democratic awareness could be expected than from the Belgrade leadership.™”

In February 1991, Washington informed the EC countries that it had already undertaken so
many initiatives in Belgrade that it now expected a higher level of action on the part of Europe.™
Moreover, despite the fact that the Americans strongly supported Yugoslavia’s unity, both the Serbian
and JNA leaderships constantly suspected that they were actually undermining it.”"" The participants of
the CoPo discussions agreed on 4 March that:

‘ultimately respect for territorial integrity must carry the greatest weight in those
cases where the arguments both for and against the conservation of a country
threatened with disintegration are more-or-less keeping each other in check.
Agreement was reached that a life-threatening situation would be created in
Central and Eastern Europe if those politicians who are confronted with ethnic
problems begin to view the founding of a new state as an ‘easy way out’. This
situation would be effectively a recipe for violence that would result in human
rights abuses which would be considerably worse than those that are currently
occurring in Kosovo.”"!

The next day, the European Council repeated its statement of 4 February and confirmed its support for
Yugoslavia’s unity and territorial integrity.

However, it remained unclear just how actively the EC should implement its point of view.
Fietelaars had succeeded Nooij as ambassador in Belgrade on 3 October 1990. Following his initial
optimism, he soon changed his mind about the developments in Yugoslavia®* and strongly opposed
the dispatching of European mediators to Belgrade: “There is no way that an outsider would return
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from the hornets’ nest of Yugoslavia in one piece.””” America’s proposals also met with luke-warm
reactions elsewhere in the EC.

Following the demonstrations on 9 March in Belgrade, J.D. Blaauw, a member of parliament
for the Conservative Liberalist VVD party, presented questions that discussed the situation in
Yugoslavia. He urged that the European Community troika should be sent to inform the Yugoslav
government that any future aid would depend on compliance with human rights and respect for a
pluriform democracy. In addition, Blaauw remarked that he feared for ‘an extremely explosive situation’
if the democratization process was not completed in Yugoslavia. Action by the EC that would involve
both the federal government and the republics would have to be taken so as to prevent military
conflict.

Prime Minister Lubbers commented that this proposed mission was already the subject of
discussion amongst the 12 member states. When asked about the Dutch contribution here, he replied
that the government in The Hague was investigating how the Twelve could turn this step ‘into concrete
action’.”"*

Looking back in 1998, Fietelaars wrote about how, as the Dutch ambassador, he had observed
the Luxembourg chairmanship in Belgrade. He also stated that the catastrophic forces that were
operating between the Croats and Serbs in Krajina had become obvious by the Easter weekend of 24
and 25 March 1991. The dramatic events of mid-March were apparently realized in Belgrade by that
time. From then on, it also became clear that only Bosnia-Hercegovina was still prepared to support the
federal structure.”” Therefore, on 28 March the troika of EC ambassadors presented a statement to
Loncar, the Yugoslav Minister of Foreign Affairs, that once again emphasized the need for a peaceful
solution to the problems along with respect for human rights. A united and democratic Yugoslavia
would have the best chance of being integrated into the new Europe’'®. This was also primarily
intended as a signal to Slovenia and Croatia that if they separated, they could not automatically count
on rapid economic and political help from the EC.

On the same day, Ambassador Zimmermann of the United States presented Premier Markovic
with a similar message from President Bush that placed an even greater emphasis on Yugoslavia’s
continued unity.”"” President Bush also phoned the Yugoslav premier in person.””® Moreover, on 11
April Zimmermann urged Kadijevic that the JNA should not resort to the use of violence.”” The
NATO’s North Atlantic Council of 27 March considered the situation in Yugoslavia to be extremely
serious although tensions seemed to have decreased to some extent since the middle of March 1991.
Despite its concern, the North Atlantic Council did not want to issue any public statements for fear
that the Serbs in particular would conclude that dark forces from the West would facilitate separation.
The Council left it up to the EC and the separate member states to voice their concern and to urge
mutual dialogue instead violence along with democracy, respect for human rights and minorities, and
the maintenance of Yugoslavia’s unity and territorial integrity. Only the representative of a small
member state expressed a somewhat divergent opinion by stating that Yugoslavia’s unity could result in
greater instability than would be created by the separation of Croatia and Slovenia.”®’ Austria received
no support from the other countries when it proposed the implementation of the second phase of the
CSCE mechanism on 28 March following the Serbian actions in Kosovo. Yet Serbia’s reaction to
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Austria’s 13-point complaint was clearly alarming. The Serbian government stated that its human rights
violations were understandable in the light of the ‘separatist tendencies’ in Kosovo.”

The EC troika of Gianni de Michelis, Jacques Poos and Hans van den Broek then visited the
Yugoslav leaders President Jovic, Premier Markovic and Minister Loncar of Foreign Affairs.”” The aim
of this visit was to emphasize to the country’s leadership that Yugoslavia’s disintegration would hamper
closer co-operation with the EC because of its destabilizing effects on the Balkans. Moreover, the
troika stressed that violence was not the solution and that federal elections also needed to be organized.

In the report of his visit which he presented during the Council of Ministers on 5 April 1991,
Van den Broek made it clear that there was a very real chance that civil war would break out in
Yugoslavia if Slovenia and Croatia decided to separate from the federation because this in turn would
provoke an extreme reaction from the Serbs. During his discussions, Van den Broek became aware of
the fact that nationalist sentiment in Yugoslavia was so powerful that the EC would be virtually unable
to exert any form of influence.

These impressions were backed up by President Kucan of Slovenia who told EC government
leaders at the beginning of April that Slovenia was now virtually certain to separate.” Bearing in mind
the Netherlands” upcoming EC chairmanship, Ambassador Fietelaars notified the Dutch Ministry of
Foreign Affairs on 19 April 1991 that Greece was already treating Milosevic as a head of state and that
Italy and Germany also seemed to be reconsidering their positions in terms of Belgrade. This message
was partly prompted by a conversation between J.L. Werner, the embassy’s Undersecretary, and Drago
Bekic who was a Croatian and Tudjman’s personal advisor. Bekic was extremely critical of the
discussions between the Troika and Premier Markovic of Yugoslavia. He argued that the federal
agencies were being increasingly excluded and that the republics’ presidents now constituted the only
real power, a claim that Fietelaars described as a ‘premise that is becoming difficult to dismiss’.

Although Bekic believed that it would still be difficult to discuss a confederation, he
nonetheless felt that foreign mediation was needed because otherwise Serbia, with the JNA in the
background, would exert a disproportionate influence on these discussions. Bekic blamed Western
Europe for following America’s example and emphasizing multi-party democracy and a market
economy. He argued that it was insufficiently aware of the nationalities issue and the problems’
historical roots. The West had to understand that the conflict between Croatia and Serbia was
dominated by the fundamental antithesis between the ‘European West’ and the ‘Eastern South’ where
Serbia stood for despotism, orthodoxy and nationalism. Bekic told the Dutch diplomat that Croatian
troops would take action ‘in the near future’.” Werner was also informed that 26 June would be crucial
for the area’s independence. This date came six months after the referendum where the Slovenes had
supported separation from the Yugoslav political structure.™

These developments again prompted the Eastern Europe department of the Dutch Ministry of
Foreign Affairs to enquire about the feasibility of the EC position of maintaining Yugoslavia’s
territorial integrity and unity. The moment was ‘probably nigh (...) that the only possibility is to guide
Yugoslavia’s disintegration in such a way that bloodshed can be avoided and that a part of the federal
structure may still be retained’.” The German government seemed to have reached the same
conclusion but the EC as a whole had not yet progressed this far.>’

528 Mock (Hg.), Balkan-Dossier, pp. 69-71.

522 Reports in: ABZ, DEU/ARA/00042, DEU/betichtgeving dmv coreus inzake de standpunten van de EPS over
Joegoslavié, 1990-1991, Coreu message from the Luxemboutg EC chairmanship, 06/04/91, cpe/ptes/lux 316; ibidem, Van
den Broek 23 to Belgrade, 07/04/91.

523 Hazewinkel, Beleid, p. 29.

524 ABZ, DEU/ARA/00405, Memorandum, CdP/Belgrade to DEU/OE, no. 1455, 19/04/91.

525 Hazewinkel, Beleid, p. 29.

526 Hazewinkel, Beleid, p. 31.

527 Hazewinkel, Beleid, p. 32; Both, Indifference, pp. 91-92.



110

T¢’s not good but you can no longer be sure that it’s really bad’

The Netherlands maintained an attitude of ‘wait and see’ in terms of the position of both the EC and
NATO. Yet it remained unclear about what could be done to protect Yugoslavia from disintegration
and civil war. There was also a lack of consensus at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The Ministry’s civil
servants felt that both Fietelaars and the Europe Directorate were being overly alarmist.”” There was
even the suggestion of ‘crying wolf” because since Tito’s death the Ministry of Foreign Affairs had been
constantly informed that Yugoslavia was on the brink of disintegration. The usual NATO scenario was
that Yugoslavia would collapse and then be invaded by the Soviet Union.”” The American diplomat
Ron Neitzke later remarked, ‘During the Cold War, for forty-five years, we were obsessed about
Yugoslavia. It was one of the top three potential tinderboxes for World War III. The resources focused
on that country were enormous.”>”"

The Dutch attitude in general was illustrated by the book Joegosiavié in crisis ("Yugoslavia In
Crisis’) which Marius Broekmeier wrote for the Clingendael Institute in 1985 and where he
demonstrated that Yugoslavia’s collapse had already passed the point of no return. Only three hundred
copies of this book were sold.”” Warnings from Belgrade and the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affair’s
regional policy department were virtually ignored by the rest of the Ministry.” There, the attitude
towards Yugoslavia was one of ‘it’s not good but you can no longer be sure that it’s really bad.””
Elsewhere, the fact that Yugoslavia still existed ten years after Tito’s death was viewed as an indication
that there was still hope for the country.”™

However, the Dutch Ministry of Defence and the armed forces closely followed the
developments in Yugoslavia during the spring of 1991. On 27 February, the Defence Chief-of-Staff
General P. Graaff commented at the Defence Council that the situation was giving cause for concern.
Now that Croatia and Slovenia were heading towards independence, he felt that it was no longer
possible to create a compromise between the federal government and the republics. Similarly, he argued
that there was an increasing likelihood of a JNA intervention so as to retain Communism and the
federal political structure.” After the Dutch defence authorities had initially thought that there would
be a return to stabilization,” the Defence Chief-of-Staff confirmed at the Defence Council of 22 May
that, along with the problems concerning the federal agencies, ‘the conditions for further unrest are
clearly present’. At this point, B.J. van Eenennaam was the head of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’
Atlantic Co-operation and Security Directorate. Although he tended to be less pessimistic, Van
Eenennaam warned at the same meeting that the West had few resources at its disposal that were
capable of influencing the situation in Yugoslavia. He felt that the only means of providing some
respite would be an association agreement with the EC to maintain the country’s integrity.””’

At the beginning of May, the Military Intelligence Service detected an escalation of relations in
Krajina. This was partly because of the events in Borovo Selo where the Croatian police had been
ambushed by the Serbian paramilitary (see: Chapter four). The Service did not exclude a JNA coup
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d’état. The consequence of all this would be the disintegration of Yugoslavia’s armed forces along
ethnic lines, which in turn increased the prospect of civil war.”

The Hague cancelled a spring visit by State Secretary Van Rooy of the Ministry of Economic
Affairs. It was announced that she would be pleased to travel to Yugoslavia in the autumn once the
situation had become clearer.”” Nonetheless, Vice-Premier Kok visited Belgrade on 27 May where he
spoke with a number of people including Premier Markovic of Yugoslavia.

In an interview on 4 May, A. Mock, the Minister of Foreign Affairs for Austria (which was yet
an EC member) argued that the European Community should provide a mission of peace-keeping
troops. He felt that it was too late for calls to reject violence and that rapid action was needed;
otherwise a civil war would break out that would have consequences for the whole of Europe.” Two
days later, he replaced this proposal with a suggestion for a commission of three or four wise men who
would stimulate Yugoslavia’s internal dialogue. This idea was acclaimed by the leaders of Slovenia,
Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina. However, Budimir Loncar, Yugoslavia’s Minister of Foreign Affairs,
rejected it because it involved meddling with the country’s internal matters.™'

On 29 May, Premier Jacques Santer of Luxembourg visited Belgrade as the chairman of the EC
along with Jacques Delors who was the chairman of the European Commission.’” The previous day,
Chancellor Helmut Kohl and President Fran¢ois Mitterrand had sent a joint letter to the Yugoslav state
presidium and the presidents of all the republics in which they pushed for a peaceful solution and for
dialogue concerning Yugoslavia’s future political structure.” Santer and Delors emphasized the
importance of maintaining territorial integrity, the undesirability of altering the country’s internal
borders, the implementation of a market economy, respect for human rights and complete
democracy.” If Yugoslavia was able to find a peaceful and democratic answer to its political problems,
the EC would then be prepared to put in a good word at the IMF and other agencies that could
subsequently benefit from the stabilization of the Yugoslav economy. Moreover, although it was mostly
on his own authority, Delors promised that the EC was willing to begin immediate discussions
concerning Yugoslavia’s associate membership and it would be able to count on the EC’s considerable
financial support (of up to five billion ecu).”® Yet even this financial carrot could not deter the leading
figures in Belgrade, Ljubljana and Zagreb from a course that would inevitably lead to confrontation.”*

On the advice of an extremely-concerned Jacques Delors, the CoPo (the political directors of
the member states’ Ministries of Foreign Affairs) were asked to prepare a worst case scenario.”"’
However, the Fastern Europe working party of the EC’s European Political Co-operation section
decided to abandon this once it became known that it could create the impression of accepting the
republics’ declarations of independence.

538 ABZ, Chief-of-Staff Intelligence Department, S.W. Schouten, Colonel of the Cavalry, to head of IDB, head of BVC and
Foreign Affairs for the attention of AMAD, 03/05/92, DIS/91/095/2253, with the supplement of the memorandum
‘Joegoslavié: verscherping militair/politicke situatie’.

5% Hazewinkel, Beleid, p. 38.

540 Mock (Hg.), Balkan-Dossier, p. T2.
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2 Reports in: ABZ, DEU/ARA/00042. DEU/berichtgeving dmv coreus inzake de standpunten van de EPS over
Joegoslavi€, 1990-1991, Fietelaars 150 & 151 to the Luxembourg EC chairmanship, 31/05/91; ibidens Coreu message from
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Democratisation, p. 4.
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Athens embassy, etc., 04/06/91.
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The only possibility was to wait and see.”*® Ultimately, it was not easy to anticipate the form that
the independence declarations would take: they would either be rhetorical or definitive. The European
capitals tended to view the militant rhetoric of Ljubljana and Zagreb as simply the means of acquiring a
good starting position for negotiating Yugoslavia’s political future. Moreover, the FEastern Europe
department of the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs hoped that the compromise that the presidents of
Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia had proposed to their colleagues on 6 June would be successful.
The department felt that ‘it would be sensible to allow the Yugoslavs the time to develop the agreement
that has been reached so that consequently they can find a solution to their problems.”

Nonetheless, at the same time State Secretary Van Voorst tot Voorst of Defence had asked D.J.
Barth, the director of the department’s General Policy Matters, to draw up a memorandum about the
security consequences for the Netherlands if the tensions in Yugoslavia were to escalate. In his
memorandum, Barth stated that the Netherlands had no direct interests that would be affected by a
conflict in Yugoslavia but that it did have general interests in terms of Europe’s stability. The EC,
which was to adopt a Dutch chairman in the second half of 1991, would provide the proper framework
for action. This was because political and economic tools would be initially deployed so as to influence
the crisis. The CSCE involved many limitations including the unanimity rule. Nevertheless, it seemed
sensible to use it as much as possible so as to test Europe’s new security arrangement (which had been
championed by the Dutch government) and, if necessary, to expand it still further. Potentially, the UN
Security Council would also have to be involved. Barth argued that the use of military resources should
be regarded as the final option because they would probably lead to a further escalation. Apparently, to
some extent Barth was still thinking in Cold War terms because he particularly recommended that
attention should be paid to the positions of the two super-powers and he did not exclude the possibility
that both parties would be supported in the conflict.”

On 19 June, the CSCE Council of Ministers in Berlin appealed for a peaceful solution to
Yugoslavia’s differences. It declared its support for the country’s territorial integrity and simultaneously
endorsed the republics’ democratic developments whereby it also explicitly requested that attention
should be paid to human rights including minority rights.>”

James Baker, who had also attended the conference, flew to Belgrade on 21 June 1991 to
explain the American policy on Yugoslavia to Markovic, Loncar, the presidents of the six republics and
the Albanian leaders of Kosovo. The American Secretary of State indicated that Washington wanted
the country’s unity to be maintained. He warned Slovenia and Croatia against one-sided initiatives and
that America would not recognize their independence. He lectured Milosevic in no uncertain terms.
Baker argued that the Serbian leader was the main cause of turmoil and was responsible for the civil
war that the country was heading for. In his opinion, Milosevic had scuppered Markovic’s program and
blocked the appointment of the Croat Stipe Mesic. “We reject any claims by Serbia to territory beyond
its borders. If you persist, Serbia will be made an outcast, a pariah.”’

But Baker was unable to threaten Milosevic with anything more than Serbia’s isolation from the
international community; America would not resort to violence. To quote Zimmermann, with his
emphasis on maintaining Yugoslavia’s unity Baker did not, as has often been suggested, give the go-
ahead to the JNA’s use of violence yet he also failed to call a halt through the threat of American
measures if violence were to be deployed.”™ He urged Markovic not to resort to violence because in
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that case the United States would have to choose for the side of ‘democracy’.’” Tudjman was
completely unconvinced by Baker’s argument that the JNA would be deployed against Croatia if it
declared independence.” He was also impervious to pressure that he should adopt a conciliatory
attitude towards the Serbs in Croatia. Baker was able to confirm that the various parts of Yugoslavia
were on a collision course.”’ Hence, it was too late for persuasion but too early for military
intervention.

On 24 June, both the EC and the CSCE declared their support for Yugoslavia’s territorial
integrity. However, they would not support Croatia and Slovenia’s independence. On the same day,
Bonn used the EC’s Coreu communication system to send a message to all the member states’ capitals
that urged the maintenance of a minimum of unity within Yugoslavia but also proposed caution in
condemning Slovenia and Croatia’s expected declarations of independence.

According to Bonn, the desire for a Greater Serbia had caused the Slovenian and Croatian
pursuit of independence. In fact, Ljubljana and Zagreb would probably have taken little notice of any
condemnation because they were hoping that sections of Western European public opinion would take
their side. Moreover, such condemnation would simply play into the hands of the Serbian forces that
wanted to counter separatism with violence. The best approach was simply to ignore the declarations of
independence as much as possible and to emphasize Yugoslavia’s internal dialogue that had to lead to
new political relations. This would preferably occur on the basis of the Bosnian-Macedonian
compromise proposal of 6 June.”” The Netherlands supported this German position.™ The next day,
both Croatia and Slovenia declared independence.

4. Conclusion: is there a link between the end of Yugoslavia and the Western
position?

Here, a basic question involves locating the main causes of Yugoslavia’s disintegration. The relevant
literature contains two interpretations. Many authors consider Yugoslavia’s increasing ethnic tensions to
be the main cause of its disintegration.®’ Other authors feel that Yugoslavia could have continued to
exist if Milosevic and his associates had not disturbed the fragile balance between the ethnic groups.™
It is certain that both internal and external causes played a role in the historical process that led to this
disintegration. The relation between these causes requires some discussion.

Causes from the inside

A problem that was fundamental to the Yugoslav state was the Serbs’ numerical domination. So long as
Yugoslavia’s population continued to think primarily in ethnic terms, this domination would
consistently create losers, both Serbs and non-Serbs, in every political and economic issue of division.
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Tito and his Communist Party failed to solve this problem, a fact that is most clearly illustrated by their
decision in the first half of the 1960s to abandon Yugoslavism.

Serbia’s ruthless attitude to Kosovo played a particularly important role in the dramatic
developments that preceded the conflict between the nationalities. This was because its attitude was
viewed in the other republics as a sign of what could be in store for them as well. The leadership of the
Serbian Communist Party was partly responsible for this and had opted for this front line. They did this
because many of their people were not willing to hand over power without putting up a fight; they
would not allow a velvet revolution to take place as it had in other former Communist states at around
this time.

The position of Tudjman cu suis can also be added to these endogenous factors. His extremely
thoughtless attitude towards the Croatian Serbs and his claims on Bosnia-Hercegovina certainly
contributed to igniting the conflict. In addition, the Yugoslav media were similarly responsible by
helping to dredge up memories of a violent past and by spreading ethnic hate. The JNA also played a
negative role in the conflict. Its social and political conservatism meant that it could not maintain a
neutral position in terms of developments such as decentralization and the creation of a pluriform
society. Ultimately, the army opted for a Greater Serbian program and therefore became allied with
Milosevic. As subsequent events reveal, its role in forming and arming paramilitary groups that had
begun before the conflict had even broken out, also contributed to its occurrence.

Causes from the outside

However, there are also authors who felt that the causes of Yugoslavia’s disintegration were located in
the West. They were critical of the West’s attitude of ‘wait and see’ in terms of the developments in
Yugoslavia that preceded the declarations of independence. Could the West have prevented
Yugoslavia’s disintegration? The supporters of the exogenous explanations have pointed to
Yugoslavia’s loss of international status at the end of the Cold War,** and the destabilizing
consequences of the Western requirement of economic reform.*”

It has, however, been suggested that Yugoslavia could have been saved by a larger number of
credit loans from the West.* The question is whether this is true. Yugoslavia’s political elite had shown
for far too long that credit loans simply meant that they postponed essential reform rather than
implementing it.”® A form of recentralization was needed for achieving real economic reform; no
republic was prepared to do this apart from Serbia and then only on its own terms. From the 1950s
onwards, the Communist system had relied far too heavily on deploying decentralization as a safety
valve. The 1974 Constitution had made that process irreversible.

In addition, there is criticism of the IMF’s strict requirements because they resulted in social
upheaval.”® But it should not be forgotten that during the 1980s the IMF was prepared to compromise
on a number of occasions. However, the IMF did insist on its main requirement of recentralizing
economic policy.

It has also been suggested that the EC could have saved Yugoslavia in 1989 if it had wanted to
‘help to improve mutual relations so as to enable a united Yugoslavia to become a member of the
EC’.>" The European Union has always opted to export stability rather then to import instability, and it
would have certainly imported instability if it had admitted the Yugoslavia of 1989. If requirements
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concerning political and economic stability and human rights had been omitted in Yugoslavia’s case, the
floodgates would have then been opened to other countries that the Community was still excluding,
such as Turkey. Moreover, this position would have deprived Brussels of the possibility of imposing
entry requirements that probably would have been difficult to implement at a later point in time. The
issue of whether the European Community should be prepared to import a certain degree of instability
SO as to prevent a more serious situation will remain a question that is certain to be frequently discussed
in the future. At that point, it involved the antithesis between European Community stability and
European security; it had become an issue following the fall of the Communist regimes in Eastern
Europe.

There is also Norbert Both’s criticism that the West had supported the concept of territorial
integtity ‘ad absurdun’ . The question is whether there was any other possibility. Just as the West could
not physically intervene in a sovereign nation so as to prevent civil war, it was also unable to promote
the secession of republics within what was still a sovereign nation. For instance, at the beginning of
June 1991 Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar had rejected the idea of sending UN observers to
Slovenia with the argument that this area was not an independent member of the United Nations.™”
The West’s recognition of Bosnia-Hercegovina under dramatically-altered circumstances certainly did
not prevent the Serbs and Croats’ use of violence.

This argument can be opposed by the rationale of David Gompert who was at that time closely
involved with policy as the second highest official of the American National Security Council. He
wrote: “Those who criticize the Bush administration for contributing to the conflict by favoring unity
have yet to explain how favoring disunity would have prevented the conflict.””” Conversely, nothing
was achieved by the Western insistence on emphasizing Yugoslavia’s unity and striving for a confederal
solution. Here, the question is whether more diplomacy would have helped the republics’ leaders to
reach agreement. ‘{Clompromise wasn’t in their lexicon’, wrote the American ambassador Warren
Zimmermann. The fact that Milosevic kept him waiting for ten months before receiving him was
indicative of the prevailing attitude. In the summer of 1990, the Serbian president also refused to
receive a delegation of seven American senators under the leadership of the Republican Bob Dole. The
federal authorities admitted that they could no longer control Milosevic and his Kosovo policy. The
fact that Milosevic was not susceptible to money and reason is demonstrated by a speech that he gave
in November 1988:

“This is not a time for sorrow, it is a time for fighting. Serbia has become
convinced of this over the last summer. This awareness has increased and has
become a force that will stop the terror in Kosovo and will unite Serbia. No
opposing force can halt this process; it is a process where all fear is weakness.
The people are even prepared to live in poverty (...). We will win the battle for
Kosovo no matter what obstacles we encounter either at home or abroad...””"!

The view that money could have succeeded here would be under-estimating the power of nationalism
from the end of the 1980s. Nationalism’s supporters prefer their own hell to someone else’s heaven.
Many Serbian leaders considered foreign governments and agencies to be their enemies. These included
both the German government and the International Monetary Fund. The question here is whether they
would have still knuckled under for loans, credit loans and donations to be given under certain
conditions.’”

568 Both, Indifference, p. 86.

509 Jakobsen, Multilateralism, p. 371.

50 Gompertt, Serbia, p. 34.

71 Ramet, Milosevic, p. 96. Quoted in Van den Heuvel, Land, pp. 100-101.

572 Also Patricia Clough, ‘Europe the Key To Yugoslavian Future’, The Independent, 22/03/91.



116

The greatest problem in Yugoslavia was the sense of fear that accompanied the growing ethnic
tension that was the result of economic decline. Many people felt unsafe. The Slovenes could still
believe that they would be unaffected by the violence. But there was fear between the Croats and the
Serbs, and the Bosnian Muslims were afraid of both groups.

Only a large-scale preventative deployment of troops could have probably ensured the desired
security but that was still too much to ask of the world community in 1990 and 1991. It had more on its
mind than Yugoslavia and also had strong views about national sovereignty.

Bearing all the arguments in mind, it is nonetheless possible to regret that in 1990 the
international community did not have more resources at its disposal so as to remove the sting from the
Yugoslav conflict. However, credit loans to guide the economic reform program did not help and there
were no peace-keeping troops to prevent the outbreak of predictable crises.

But even if the international community’s failings are accepted as a factor, the Yugoslav
leadership must still bear a heavy responsibility. It starts with Tito’s government that sacrificed so much
for party monopoly and went on to such irresponsible projects as the 1974 Constitution along with
uneconomic solutions that included the extensive decentralization of monetary policy and social
politics. It continues with the leaders who failed to come up with more creative solutions to the
economic and political problems in the years that followed Tito’s death. And it concludes with the
nationalist leaders, headed by Milosevic and Tudjman, who increased and exploited the ethnic tensions
in an irresponsible way. Their number also includes the Slovenian leadership that found it all too easy
to think: ‘Apres nous le déluge.

Therefore, the West simply waited for Slovenia and Croatia to declare independence. The
outside world would then have to come up with an ad hoc solution for the almost irreconcilable values
of respecting territorial integrity on the one hand and sympathizing with the more democratic republics’
right to self-rule on the other.



Part 1
The Yugoslavian problem and the role of the
West 1991-1994
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Introduction to Part |

The main question dealt with in this first part of the report is how it can be explained that the
Netherlands made such a relatively large contribution to the peace-keeping forces in the former
Yugoslavia. How did a Dutch military unit come to end up precisely in Srebrenica, the enclave for
which other troop-contributing nations to the region showed such little enthusiasm? This special
position of the Netherlands cannot be explained solely on the basis of political factors in the
Netherlands, but must also be considered against the background of the international diplomatic and
military decision-making.

This part of the report will deal with the relationship between the Netherlands and the former
Yugoslavia; it should be realized, however, that the contact between the two was only partially direct. In
neatly all cases, international organizations acted as intermediary between the Netherlands and the
former Yugoslavia. It will be shown that precisely this indirect nature of the official dealings of the
Netherlands with Yugoslavia, despite all the good intentions which may have existed, led to mutual
distortion of the facts and incorrect calculations on the part of the policy-makers.

The war in Slovenia was to be the first of a series of violent conflicts on Yugoslav soil during
the last decade of the twentieth century. As each conflict ended, the hotbed of violence shifted towards
the south-east and the course of each of these wars was an important factor in determining the nature
of the next confrontation. The short war in Slovenia and the reaction of the international community to
it will therefore be dealt with first, followed by the conflict in Croatia and finally the war in Bosnia-
Hercegovina. First of all, however, the theoretical starting points on which this part of the report is
based will be presented and insights will be offered into the issues to be dealt with.

Doors of perception and windows of opportunity'

‘Intervention is both a problem of knowing what to do and when to
do it. The issue of timing haunts all retrospective looks at the Yugoslav
catastrophe.”

Two days after Croatia and Slovenia made their declarations of independence on 25 June 1991, the
Yugoslav Federal Army (JNA) initiated actions on Slovenian soil. The Slovenian government wasted
hardly any time in calling on the European Community (EC) and the Conference for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (CSCE) to mediate in the situation that had arisen.’

How did the West, which had mainly watched passively as events developed in Yugoslavia up to
25 June, react when Croatia and Slovenia did actually declare their independence? And how did it react
to the involvement of the JNA? The starting points determining the stance of the major nations, such
as Germany, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States, to the conflict will be
reviewed. Since the European Community had the main involvement with the conflict in the first
instance, particular attention will be paid to the activities of the EC in the coming chapters, alongside
the ambitions, resources and scope for action of the United Nations, NATO, CSCE and Western
European Union.

!'The concept ‘doors of perception’ is taken from the title of a book by Aldous Huxley, in which he described his
experience in the use of mind-expanding substances.

2 Michael Ignatieff, ‘Introduction: Virtue by Proxy’, in Danchev & Halverson (eds.), Perspectives, p. xvi.

3 'The European Community was succeeded by the European Union on 1 November 1993. The CSCE became the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, the OSCE, with effect from 1 January 1995. To ensure uniform
terminology, the terms European Community (abbreviated EC) and Conference for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(CSCE) will be used throughout this part of the report.
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It is important to consider in the first place whether the West had a proper perception of the
Yugoslav crisis. Did the West identify the actors in Yugoslavia and their objectives correctly, as well as
the geographical regions involved in the problems? And did it have a clear insight into the nature of the
conflict? The extent to which the media, in particular the Dutch media, offered insights to and/or
forced opinions on the policy-makers (in particular the Parliament and the Government) will also be
considered.

When policy concerns people — which is often the case — the perception of the people affected
by the policy is also of importance: how do they understand the policy-makers’ objectives, and how do
they try to influence them? For this reason, this report also considers the insights, views and intentions
of the various parties in (the former) Yugoslavia themselves.

However, good observation and correct insights are not enough to guarantee a policy based on
reason and the appropriate policy requirements. The realization of policy objectives requires resources
that are both sufficient and adequate to the purpose, as will appear time and time again in the course of
this report. This applies not only to personnel and finances but also to the scope of the terms of
reference and mandate of national and international bodies charged with tackling problems and
bringing them to a good conclusion.

Another question which will be considered throughout this part of the report is whether, apart
from the availability of sufficient resources, the political will to realize certain policy objectives was also
present. Western action with respect to the wars in Yugoslavia has been described as the “Triumph of
the Lack of Will’.* The truth or otherwise of this claim will be considered.

Attention will further be paid to the question of whether the rationale of the policy-formers
corresponded to the categories involved and to the object of the policy. The answer given to this
question will be largely based on consideration of the possible contradictions between the realities in
(the former) Yugoslavia and western reality as perceived in Brussels, The Hague, Washington, New
York etc.

To sum up, the topics reviewed here will cover:
perceptions: western perceptions of Yugoslavia and vice versa, and Dutch views of international politics;
clarity of policy objectives;
policy resources, including institutional assets;
political will;
the interaction of policy circuits.

The timing factor

Yet another relevant factor in this context is timing. Good timing is of vital importance, especially if
several policy circuits are involved. A decision in one policy circuit can have an adverse effect in
another: in such cases, policies can thus be counterproductive. Policy circuits can be visualized as a set
of cylinders, rotating around one another. Each cylinder may have one or more openings in it. Some
cylinders rotate in one direction, others in the opposite direction. There are only a limited number of
moments when the openings of all cylinders are aligned with one another. When policy-makers realize
that such a moment has arrived, they can make use of this window of opportunity. 1f they fail to do so in
time, the cylinders rotate further and the opportunity is lost — sometimes forever. This idea of a
window of opportunity is particularly relevant in the case of interventions in wars — especially civil
Wars.

Intervention in intrastate conflicts is not easy. It is in principle only likely to succeed if applied
at an early stage, before the conflict has escalated, or at a late stage when the conflict has lost (almost)

* Gow, Triumph.
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all its momentum.” This is true of military intervention, but even more so of diplomatic intervention
not backed up by military resources.’

Seen from the perspective of the conflict region itself, early intervention would be ideal.’
Society has not yet been eroded so far that warlords have a free hand. Food supplies have not yet
become a weapon in the hands of the combatants. Intervention is practically impossible when the battle
is in full swing.” The conflict has escalated; practically every inhabitant has lost friends or relatives.
Especially in civil wars, the conflict itself creates new hate in this way, playing into the hands of
extremists at the expense of more moderate elements. Even a powerful country like the United States
will find it practically impossible to influence the course of a conflict at this stage.’

Many authors point out, however, that the national and international decision-making required
for military intervention by an external force takes so much time that the spirit of conflict has already
escaped from the bottle before an intervention force can be made operational."’ The problem is often
not that the decision-makers are unaware of the impending crisis, but that new crises threatened in the
(near) future generally lose the battle for their attention from existing crises.'' For example, as already
mentioned in the part of this report entitled “The prehistory of the conflict’, the conflict in the Persian
Gulf and the disintegration of the Soviet Union caused policy-makers to lose sight completely of the
developments in Yugoslavia between mid-1990 and 1991.

The relative lateness of military intervention also follows from the requirement that such an
intervention must be seen as the ultimate remedy;' this norm is based on the ius ad bellum, the idea of
the just war in international law. According to international law, only the Security Council of the United
Nations can legitimize intervention in the affairs of another state. Two conditions must be satisfied
before this can be done: there must be a threat to international peace and security, and the issues
involved must not be purely domestic ones. Considerations of international law are not the only ones
that can prevent the Security Council from considering a crisis. Serious problems are in general only
passed on to the UN for consideration when the big powers or other international organizations are
unable or unwilling to find a solution themselves.

If the UN finally approves external involvement in a conflict, there are various possible ways of
deploying troops. The choice may be for a UN operation, but since the United Nations does not have a
standing army it will have to ask member states to make troops available; this process involves a great
deal of consultation. Moreover, it is by no means certain that such a round of consultations will yield

5 See e.g. O’Hanlon, Lives, p. 8; Hoffmann, Politics, p. 39; De Nevers, Democratization, p. 33; Max van der Stoel, “Zwijgen
is soms halve medeplichtigheid” (Keeping silent is sometimes halfway to complicity), NRCHandelsblad, 27/11/99; J.G.
Siccama,’De NAVO-top’ (The NATO summit), Armex, 77(1993)11, p. 5; idem, “Vredesmachten’ (Peacekeeping forces),
Armex, 77(1993)12, p. 5; idem, ‘Luchtmobiele brigade’ (Airmobile brigade), Armex, 78(1994)2, p. 5; idem, ‘Lessen leren
versus lering trekken’(Learning by rote as compared with learning from experience), Armex, 80(1996)2, p. 5; Terrett,
Dissolution, p. 363; General A.K. van der Vlis in: A.K. van der Vlis & W.F. van Eekelen with C. Homan, Lessen uit
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7 Cf. Andrew S. Natsios, “‘Whither Intervention?’, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 17(1994)1.

8 Eric Balemans, ‘Een nieuwe militair-politieke orde ‘doos van Pandora?’(Is new military and political order a Pandora’s
box?), Liberaal Reveil, 34(1993)4, p. 120; ‘Gewatteerde interventie. In gesprek met Jan Geert Siccama’ (Kid-glove
intervention. Conversations with Jan Geert Siccama), Idee, 16(1995)(December) p. 14; Rob de Wijk, ‘Absentie is preventie’
(Absence is prevention), in: Interventie, p. 12.
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10 Bob van den Bos, ‘Aanval op de ootlog’ (Attack on wat), Idee, 18(1997)(June), p. 29; Mient Jan Faber, ‘Presentie is
preventie’ (Presence is prevention), in: Interventie, p. 16; Wim Bossema, “Vredessoldaten komen nooit op tijd’
(Peacekeeping forces never artive on time), de Volkskrant, 16/12/00.

11 Cf. Frans Timmermans, ‘Conflictpreventie. De noodzaak van diplomatieke vernieuwing’ (Conflict prevention. The need
for diplomatic innovation), in: Melissen (ed.), Diplomatie, p. 113.

12 Cf. Dijkink, Rijk, p. 492.
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the desired number of troops. Another possibility is for a regional organization or a coalition of the willing
to be given the task of implementing the mandate of the Security Council.

However, governments are often only prepared to engage their troops in a humanitarian
conflict, affer marked escalation of breaches of human rights has been observed." ‘Ordinary’ violations
of human rights are not seen as a sufficient basis for the decision to risk the lives of one’s own troops.
It is only when the violations assume the character of mass extermination and wide-scale expulsion, or
become a threat to surrounding countries, that western governments are prepared to intervene.'*
Politicians in democratic countries will consider carefully how much grass-roots support they have
before deciding on any military action. However, while society at the end of the twentieth century has
more information about the world — and about violations of human rights - than ever before, according
to some authors it is slow to react with the appropriate emotions."> As a result, while the military costs
of early intervention are low, the political costs are high. Conversely, the political costs of late
intervention are lowest even though the military costs are high.'® Additionally, the decision-making
process depends further on the contributions of two specific groups of professionals: the diplomats
and the soldiers. Both groups demand due time for their decision-making. Diplomats are often imbued
with a ‘culture of caution’."” While this is frequently a useful characteristic in the exercise of their day-
to-day diplomatic tasks, it is less welcome when quick decisions have to be taken. Military commanders
in their turn, do not wish to plunge themselves and their troops into a conflict without thorough
preparation. Proper analysis of the causes of the conflict and the characteristics of the warring factions
is required, as is a clear view of the desired form of intervention and an exit strategy.

In all cases, setting up a peacekeeping operation demands a long preparation time. By
definition, such an operation will not take place on the doorstep of the troop-contributing nations. In
general, the UN does not ask neighbouring states to contribute troops, in order to ensure that they do
not become involved in the conflict. The military commanders of the participating countries and the
UN are thus often faced with logistic problems. The transport to the area in question is often not
without difficulties. Many countries have inadequate means of transport, especially for air travel. As a
result, military transport often takes place by sea, which can be very time-consuming. Other countries,
especially those in the Third World, often lack the necessary equipment and are dependent on supplies
from the richer countries.

Troops from these countries have to be trained in the use of the new equipment, while even
soldiers from western countries will have to receive special training in the use of weapons adapted to
the nature of the conflict. All troops will have to receive instruction about peacekeeping operations and
the procedures typically involved in them, the nature of the conflict and the culture(s) in the region
affected by the conflict. In the eatly nineties, three to four months usually elapsed between the
authorization of a mission by the Security Council and the presence of operational peace-keeping
troops on the ground in the region in question.

Theoretically, the consequence of the lack of synchronicity between the escalation of intra-state
conflicts on the one hand and the decision-making about military interventions for humanitarian
purposes on the other is that external intervention seldom occurs in the initial stages of the conflict.
The willingness to intervene, boosted by the publicity given to large-scale violations of human rights,
will not be great until the conflict has escalated to such proportions that it is hardly controllable, if at

b

13 Cf. N. Stuiver, colonel of the Royal Nethetlands Air Force (retd.), chairman of the NOV (Dutch Officers’ Association),
‘De Nederlandse krijgsmacht op weg waar naar toe? Jaarrede 1992’ (Where are the Dutch armed forces going? Annual
lecture 1992), Carré, 15(1992)12, p. 8.

14 Cf. Bruce Nelar’, ‘Justifying Just Wars’, Time, 29/05/00.

15 Stjepan G. Mestrovic, ‘Introduction’, idem (ed.), Genocide, p. 12. This also applies in the case of preventive involvement,
see Saadia Touval, ‘Lessons of Preventive Diplomacy in Yugoslavia’, Crocker & Hampson with Aall (eds.), Chaos, p. 415.
16 E.A. Hammel, ‘Lessons from the Yugoslav Labyrinth’, Halpern & Kideckel (eds.), Neighbors, p. 35.

17 Callahan, Wars, p. 230.
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all. If external forces do intervene at this moment, they will tend to become directly involved in the
conflict instead of remaining impartial arbitrators or mediators, as they are supposed to be."

In his article “‘Why the West Failed’, the professor of war studies Lawrence Freedman argued
that this was precisely the mechanism that operated in the case of Yugoslavia. “The growth of concern
[in the West] was always outpaced by the deterioration in the local situation and the consequent growth
in the requirements for a successful intervention.” The result was ‘a collection of half measures that left
unbridgeable gaps between the ends proclaimed and the means adopted”."” The applicability of the
general ideas about the lack of synchronicity between the course of the conflict and the reaction to it by
the outside world to the case of (the former) Yugoslavia will be considered in greater depth below.

Since this part of the report ultimately attempts to answer the question as to how it came about
that Dutch troops ended up precisely in Srebrenica, particular attention will be paid not only to the
developments in Yugoslavia and at international level, but also to Dutch policy. This is particularly
relevant as far as the second half of 1991 is concerned because this period, in which the Yugoslav
conflict first manifested itself to the world in all its violence, happened to be one during which the
Netherlands had the presidency of the European Community (EC). It will be considered whether the
Dutch government was aware of the intentions of the governments of the other EC Member States,
and whether it took these into account when forming its policy.

Various officials from the Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs have claimed after the event that
this chance involvement of the Netherlands with the conflict committed the government in The Hague
to the Yugoslav question to such an extent that they were subsequently unable to distance themselves
from it.”” The involvement of The Hague from the European President’s chair had raised the target for
Dutch performance so high that the Netherlands felt obliged to contribute more than it would have if
it had not had the presidency. It will be considered below whether this view is backed up by the facts.
To this end, the organization and ambition levels of the Dutch authorities (insofar as relevant to the
issue discussed here) will be reviewed. In concrete terms, this means that attention will be paid to the
role of the government in The Hague, the Dutch Parliament and the ministries of General Affairs
(roughly equivalent to the Cabinet Office in the UK), Foreign Affairs and Defence.

Intermezzo: the morality of Dutch foreign policy

Before answering the above-mentioned questions, it is appropriate to make a comment about the
morality of Dutch foreign policy. Dutch foreign policy is often described as motivated by ethical
considerations, among others. According to this view, the voice of the minister of religion alongside
that of the merchant is a constant element in the utterances directed by the Dutch government to other
countries. It is claimed that this foreign policy is often (maybe even too often) characterized by a belief
in the moral superiority of the Netherlands compared with other countries and a disinclination to get
down to the nitty-gritty of power politics.

‘The Dutch are so imbued with the need to bear witness (to the Gospel) that they always tend
to be more interested in the moral content of the motives than in the results’, wrote Ben Knapen,”
while as long ago as 1864 W.J. Hofdijk ended his six-volume cultural history of the Netherlands with

18 Cf. Rob de Wijk in: Marijnissen & Glastra van Loon, Ootlog, p. 92.

1 Freedman, West, pp. 53-54. See also S.L.. Woodward, ‘Redrawing Borders in a Period of Systemic Transition’, in Esman &
Telhami (eds.), Ethnic Conflict p. 230.

20 Interviews B.J. van Eenennaam, 22/08/00; H. Hazewinkel, 17/04/00; J.L. Sandee, 12/06/00; H.A. Schapet, 10/04/00;
AM. van det Togt, 04/05/00.

21 Ben Knapen, ‘Het vadetland in Eutopa’ (The fatherland in Europe), NRC Handelsblad, 29/06/91. See e.g. Bachr, Role, p.
151; Castermans-Holleman, Mensenrechtenbeleid, pp. 87-88, 148, 261-262; Metzemaekers, Grenzen, p. 13; Malcontent,
Kruistocht, pp. 23 and 46; Scheffer, Natie, pp. 44-45; M. van der Stoel, ‘Koopman en dominee’ (Merchant and minister of
religion), in: Heldring (ed.), Moraal, pp. 78-82; M. van der Stoel, cited in C.J. Visser & S. Rozemond, ‘Nederland en het
opkomen voor de mensenrechten’ (The Netherlands and the obligation to urge compliance with human rights), Rozemond
(ed.), Woord, pp. 204-205; Voorhoeve, Peace, pp. 49-50; Wels, Aloofness, pp. 60-61.
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the statement ‘It is better to be the most virtuous nation on earth than to be the most powerful’.”” The
idealistic Dutch expert on international law Van Vollenhoven even believed at the start of the twentieth
century that a combination of disinterestedness and moral superiority made the Netherlands ideally
suited as the supplier of a world army.”

Both the Dutch decision-makers concerned and observers have made similar comments about
the policy concerning Yugoslavia in the period from 1991 to 1995. The above-mentioned moralistic
tendency led in the Netherlands to a call ‘to do something’, on the basis of the idea that doing
something is better than doing nothing,”* Or as Van Vollenhoven put it in 1933, “The trick is not to
avoid mistakes — everyone who (...) dares to act must make some mistakes’.” But is such a principled
stand sufficient justification for a foreign policy?

In theoretical discussions of foreign policy, this attitude is often characterized as the idealistic,
as opposed to the realistic approach. The latter assumes that the world consists of an anarchy of states
that are out to maintain or increase their power. According to this view, a sheep — a country that wishes
to play the innocent on the international stage — would be well advised to keep far away from such a
pack of wolves. It is often — incorrectly — assumed that idealists are on a higher moral plane than
realists. Such an attitude may be sensed e.g. in a statement like: ‘having done something (...) may be a
pleasant feeling for a private person, from a moral point of view. However, as important as moral views
are, they are not the only considerations that should guide foreign policy.”

In this part of the report, the positions assumed by various countries and organizations with
respect to the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia will be described having due regard to these
differences in morality. The possible policy alternatives seen against this background, in particular for
the Dutch government, will also be reviewed. In order to remove the risk over-simplifying the contrast
between Dutch idealism and the realism or immoralism of other countries in advance, it should be
noted that there is another sort of morality than that which is often seen as the basis of Dutch foreign
policy, viz. morality founded on conviction.

The planner of actions, in the present case actions in the field of foreign policy, is also under a
moral obligation to think through the foreseeable consequences of his actions and of the possible
alternatives.” In other words, apart from a morality in terms of conviction and desirability there also
exists a morality in terms of feasibility and consequences.

The sociologist Max Weber stated in his lecture Politik als Beruf (Politics as a profession) in 1919
that as well as feeling passionately about the cause he espouses, a man cannot call himself a real
politician until , he:

‘also takes the responsibility for this cause as the main guideline for his action.
And to this end, one needs discernment, the most important mental property of
the politician. This is the ability to absorb the impress of reality calmly and
deliberately, i.e. to distance oneself from things and people. The inability to do
this is in itself already a deadly sin for any politician (...) For in the final resort
there are only two kinds of deadly sins in the field of politics: an unbusinesslike
approach and — often but not always identical with this — irresponsibility.’*

22W J. Hofdijk, Ons voorgeslacht in zijn dagelijksch leven geschilderd VI, Leiden 1875, 2nd impression pp. 323-324.

2 C. van Vollenhoven, De eendracht van het land, The Hague 1913, p. 28.

24 Repeated by G. Valk in his review of Klep & Van Gils, Korea, in BMGN part 115, No. 4, p. 657: ‘Het alternatief zou zijn
geweest dan maar helemaal niets te doen.” (The alternative would have been to do nothing at all.)

% Cited in H.T. de Beaufort, Cornelis van Vollenhoven 1874-1933, Haarlem 1954, pp. 209-210.

26 Bachr, Role, pp. 23-24.

27 Fisher, Ethics, pp. 57-58; M.F. Fresco, “Zedelijke normen en buitenlandse politick’ (Ethical standards and foreign policy),
in: Heldring (ed.), Moraal, pp. 61-62; Van der List, Mensenrechten, pp. 56, 95-96 and 143; Voorhoeve, Rol, pp. 75-76.

28 Weber, Politiek, pp. 90-91; italics in the original.
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On this basis, Weber distinguishes between the ethics of conviction or intention and the ethics of
responsibility. One who acts on the basis of the ethics of conviction does not consider the
consequences of his deeds: ‘If the consequences of his actions, arising from a pure conviction, are bad
he does not consider himself to be responsible for this, but rather the world, the stupidity of other
people — or the will of God who created them so.” One who acts on the basis of the ethics of
responsibility, on the other hand, takes ‘the shortcomings of the average person’ into account. He
believes ‘that you have to take responsibility for the (foreseeable) consequences of your actions’.” Weber
points out that those basing themselves on the ethics of conviction have a particular tendency to preach
violence, ‘the final violence, that must lead to the destruction of the rule of violence everywhere’.”’ He
did not, however, make a choice between these two types of ethics, though he did realize that they were
practically incompatible within one and the same person:’ ‘For the problem is precisely how fiery
passion and discrimination can be forced to cohabit within a single soul.’”

“Truly: politics are made with reason, but certainly not with reason a/one. Those
who base themselves on the ethics of conviction are right when they claim this.
But no one can prescribe whether one should act on the basis of the ethics of
conviction or on the basis of the ethics of responsibility, and when one should
do the one or the other.””

Others believe that one can make a choice between the two. According to them, politicians are obliged
to have regard to the ethics of responsibility. Joris Voorhoeve, later to become the Dutch minister of
Defence, introduced the term ‘functional idealism’ in this connection, in response to the question of
how concrete contributions could be made to an improvement in ‘wortld politics’.” And Todorov
wrote e.g. in his book on the French civil war of 1944:

‘Political life is a matter not of the ethics of conviction but of the ethics of
responsibility. Its manifestations are judged not in function of what precedes
them but of what ensues, of their effects rather than their motivations. The
criterion that allows each of these acts to be legitimated must be as follows: in
full knowledge of the facts, can I be sure that the good that should ensue from
this will be greater than the bad that could come from it’*

What is true of foreign policies is also true of war. For example, Arnout Brouwers, one of the editorial
staff of the Dutch newspaper De [o/kskrant, wrote: ‘In war, good intentions are not enough. They have
to be grafted on to a realistic estimate of the relationship between end and means.”* Marijnissen and
Glastra van Loon made a similar statement in their book about the war in Kosovo: “Those who do not
bother about effectiveness but merely base themselves on their moral motives may sometimes discover
at the end of the ride that they have actually been acting immorally.””’

2 Webert, Politiek, p. 99.

30 Webert, Politiek, p. 101.

31 Weber, Politiek, p. 98.

32 Weber, Politiek, p. 90.

3 Weber, Politiek, p. 111.

3 Voorhoeve, Rol, p. 76.

3T. Todorov, A French Tragedy: Scenes of Civil War, Summer 1944, Hanover 1966, p. 127. Cf. Martin Sommer, ‘Niet mee
eens — petitie volgt’(We disagree — petition follows), de Volkskrant, 26/01/01.

36 Arnout Brouwers, ‘Europa wil wel de ootlog maar niet de gruwelen’ (Europe wants war without the associated horrors),
de Volkskrant, 18/01/01.

37 Marijnissen & Glastra van Loon, Ootlog, p. 193. Cf. M. Bos, ‘Verheven moraal leidt niet tot betere rechtsorde’ (A high
moral tone does not lead to a better legal order), NRC Handelsblad, 15/12/99: “... human rights may be universal, but they
do not have an ‘absolute’ effect. ... You always have to ask yourself what the role and the scope of a human right that has
been repealed are, and what is or can be regarded as ‘just’ under the given circumstances. In a historical perspective, justice
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Some critics of Dutch foreign policy also make a stand against the dominance of the ethics of
conviction over the ethics of responsibility which they perceive in it. According to the historian
Maarten Kuitenbrouwer from Utrecht, Dutch human rights policy after the Second World War aimed
at mobilizing domestic support for promotion or protection of human rights elsewhere in the world
often called on ‘specifically Dutch feelings of humanity and civilization (...) which led to ineffective or
even counter results when embodied in the foreign policy.”™ And as eatly as 1974, C.L Patijn wrote that
‘a deep misunderstanding about the way desired effects could be realized in the international field” lay
behind ‘the continued pressure for permanent intervention’ by Dutch diplomacy in connection with
human rights violations in other countries.”

The emeritus professor of Human Rights Peter Bachr, on the other hand, believes that it can
actually harm the credibility of the Netherlands, which regards its human rights policy as an essential
part of its foreign policy:

‘if it has to adapt its policy too much to that of other countries in the interests
of a supposed increase in effectiveness. The alternative, of being ‘one crying in
the wilderness’, may not seem very attractive but can actually be preferable in
terms of credibility in the long term. Finally, the credibility with respect to one’s
own grass roots must not be lost sight of either.”*

The relationship between the Dutch will to action*' and the (predictable) effectiveness of the policy
followed will therefore be scrutinized in this part of the report. It is interesting in this connection that
Dutch foreign policy, which is often described as reactive,” had the intention of acting as a catalyst on
international decision-making in the case of Yugoslavia between 1991 and 1995. Attention will
therefore also be paid to the question as to whether the organization of Dutch foreign policy was
adapted to this end and how this was given form.

In answering these questions, it is not the intention to pass easy judgements in the light of
hindsight on the decisions taken. As engineer B.J. van der Vlies, member of Parliament for the SGP
(one of the Christian parties) wrote as eatly as the summer of 1992 about military actions in support of
humanitarian activities in the former Yugoslavia, ‘Participation creates heavy responsibilities, but so
does non-participation’.* Or as the Americans put it in the discussions on intervention, you’re ‘damned
if you do, damned if you don’t’.* It is however the intention, on the basis of knowledge which was
already available at the time, to map how much room there was for manoeuvre and what alternatives

has never been anything else than ‘what works’.’; Jonathan Moore, ‘Introduction’, in Moore (ed.), Choices, p. 7: “To be
moral is to be operational ...”; Both, Indifference, version 99, p. 8: “Moral entrapment’ refers to instances where a
government publicly commits itself to a policy in the name of certain moral values and principles at stake, only to discover
that it cannot translate its moral concerns into effective policy.”; M. van der Stoel, ‘Koopman en dominee’, in Heldring (ed.),
Moraal, p. 81: “The word of witness must always have a well considered function. It cannot be simply the expression of
deeply rooted feelings and convictions, but must also be aimed at achieving an objective. ... Effect and repercussion must
therefore always be given careful consideration, especially in situations of acute tension and conflict.” See also Willem de
Bruin, ‘De diepe stilte rond Tsjetsjenié” (The deep silence round Chechnya), de Volkskrant, 10/12/99; Voorhoeve, Peace, p.
248; F. Westerman & J.W. Honig, ‘Dezelfde gebeurtenis, verschillende interpretaties: Twee boeken over Srebrenica’
(Different interpretations of the same event: two books about Srebrenica), in Weerdenburg (ed.), Lessen, p. 19.

38 Kuitenbrouwer, Nederland, p. 201.

% C.L. Patijn, ‘Grenzen en mogelijkheden van de morele factor in de buitenlandse politiek” (Boundaries of and scope for the
moral factor in foreign policy), in Heldring (ed.), Moraal, p. 32.

40 P.R. Bachr, ‘Een hoeksteen van het buitenlands beleid? Nederland en de rechten van de mens’ (A cornerstone of foreign
policy? The Netherlands and the rights of man), in Van den Berg, Boerfijn & Weerdenburg, Wijs, p. 32.

# “Dutch foreign policy regarding Yugoslavia was very activist, certainly by small power, and even by great power standards’,
Jan Willem Honig, ‘Dutch Foreign Policy Towards Ethnic Conflict’, in Baehr/Bauedet/Werdméller(eds.), Rights, p. 92.

4 See e.g. Castermans-Holleman, Mensenrechtenbeleid, p. 76.

4 B.J. van der Vlies, ‘Kort en bondig” (Short and sweet), De Banier, 20/08/92, p. 5.

# Richard C. Leone, ‘Foreword’, in: Callahan, Wars, p. xi.
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there were for other policies, in order to explain why the policy was followed as it was and to judge the
policy for internal consistency.

It goes without saying that this part, like any work of history, can only offer a limited cross-
section through the reality of the time. The limitations on space in this report made it even more
imperative to make choices. Without wishing to offer a story that is too strongly overshadowed by the
ending which is already known in the meantime, it will be clear that this part of the report is strongly
marked by the ultimate outcome, the sending of Dutchbat to Srebrenica. This means that certain
aspects of the case that played an important role for decision-makers and opinion formers at the time
will receive relatively little attention here. This is true e.g. of the great fear of the outbreak of conflicts
in other parts of (the former) Yugoslavia such as Kosovo and Macedonia,” the problems connected
with the recognition of Macedonia,” the operation of sanctions against (the former) Yugoslavia and the
actions of Dutch naval units, the financial aspects of the operations*” and the reception of refugees
from the former Yugoslavia.

4 With respect to Kosovo see e.g. Detrez, Balkan, pp. 95-113; B. Rijs, ‘Mencer de president’ (Mr. President), HP/De Tijd,
05/02/93, pp. 14-20; BVD (Dutch internal security service), ‘Probleemgebied Kosovo’ (The Kosovo problem area), January
1994.

4 As regards the question of Macedonia, see e.g. Detrez, Balkan, pp. 141-162.

47 See e.g. TK, 1995-1996, 24 605, Nos. 1, 2, 3 and 4,TK, 1996-1997, 25 250 Nos. 1, 2 and 3.
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Chapter 1
Europe confronted with war in Slovenia: June-
July 1991

1. War in Slovenia: ‘not worth the life of a single Serbian soldier’

‘When we started breaking up Yugoslavia and changing the social
system in 1990, did we have any idea what the results of these changes
would be? I don’t think so. If we had, things would be different now
... Now the region and the system of the former Yugoslavia are a
mess. Even if the best minds of the former Yugoslavia were to work
together, they would find it difficult to deal with the situation; divided
as they are at present, it is almost impossible to find a solution.”**

Slovenia declared its independence on 25 June 1991. With the exception of Bulgaria, not a single
country recognized it; the authorities in Ljubljana were thus quickly forced to give up their idea of
introducing their own passport, and Slovenes abroad continued for the moment to make their way
through the world as Yugoslavs. At the same time as the declaration of independence, a contingent of
three thousand Slovene policemen occupied the frontier with Croatia. Along the borders with Italy,
Austria and Hungary, the frontier signs, flags and other Yugoslav symbols were replaced by emblems of
Slovenia. The federal police and customs officials were ordered to leave their posts. The Slovenian
authorities commandeered the control towers at airports. The Slovenian territorial defence forces
quickly gained control of all Slovenian territory, and declared themselves lord and master of the air
space above its soil.

The estimated more than thirty thousand Slovenian soldiers of the territorial defence forces had
in principle to be prepared to confront the powerful forces of the JNA. The federal army had started
calling up Serb reserves in May 1991, raising the number of troops in Slovenia from twenty thousand to
55,000 and those in Croatia from forty thousand to a hundred thousand.” The JNA did not dare to rely
on multi-ethnic troops in any action against Slovenian independence, and therefore mainly made use of
purely Serbian units in support of its plans. The above-mentioned expansion of the forces would
however prove to be ineffective and, as it turned out, even counterproductive.

On the day before the declaration of independence, the Serb president Milosevic and his
confidant Jovic on the one hand and the Minister of Defence General Kadijevic and JNA chief of staff
Adzic on the other had still not reached agreement about the course to be followed. The political
leaders of Serbia considered that the JNA should confine itself to protecting the Serbs in Croatia and
Bosnia. The JNA was not yet fully prepared to give up the idea of Yugoslavia. Moreover, the military
leaders were annoyed that Milosevic and Jovic had prevented the Croat Mesic from assuming the
chairmanship of the presidium on 15 May, as a result of which the Yugoslav presidium was without a
chairman. This topic overshadowed the talks to such an extent that the course to be followed in dealing
with the country’s problems was forced into the background.”

On 25 June, the Yugoslav Federal Executive Council (the cabinet) approved the deployment of
no more than 1900 JNA troops, intended for the protection of the frontier. In fact, the cabinet was not
authorized to take this decision since the state presidium had the supreme command of the army. The
presidium was paralysed, however, because Mesic had not been appointed chairman.

48 Mira MarkoviC, MiloseviC’s wife, Night, p. 127 (12/10/93).
4 Isby, Yugoslavia.
50 Jovic, Dani, p. 340.
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The motives that led the Yugoslav premier Markovic to agree with the decision to deploy JNA
troops have never been made completely clear.” There are various possible explanations. On the one
hand, Markovic probably acted under pressure from the JNA. On the other, he was furious about the
sudden seizure of the customs posts by the Slovenian leadership, despite their assurance a few days
before that things were not that bad; indeed, they had signed an agreement at that time stating that the
customs duty on goods passing the Slovenian border would be handed over to Belgrade.” The
Slovenian seizure of the border and customs posts removed the basis for the federal programme of
economic reforms. Markovic may also have been overpowered by his deep personal attachment to the
Yugoslav idea.”

Three thousand JNA troops were finally deployed — still a very modest operation in view of the
potential the federal army had at its disposition in Slovenia. The force was in any case much too small
to stand up to the many tens of thousands the Slovenian authorities managed to mobilize under the
motto of territorial defence. The federal troops were not authorized to shoot, and indeed some of them
had not been issued with live ammunition. The JNA high command in Belgrade expected the Slovenian
government and people to climb down after a limited display of force, a kind of police action.

In any case, the JNA units passing through Croatia on their way to Slovenia encountered no
problems. The authorities there did nothing to impede the advance of the federal army, despite a
mutual assistance pact signed between Slovenia and Croatia in January which stated that if one of the
two republics was to be attacked, the other would not allow troop movements on its soil.”* It was partly
thanks to this Croatian compliance that the JNA experienced few problems in occupying 133 of the
137 Slovenian border posts in the space of 48 hours on 27 and 28 June. Federal units also attacked
Ljubljana airport on 27 June, but the federal army did not manage to occupy the airport.

Neither did it succeed in putting an end to Slovenian radio and TV broadcasts by destroying the
transmitters. After this, events took a disastrous turn for the JNA. On the very same day, units of the
Slovenian territorial defence forces surrounded federal army barracks on Slovenian soil, where extra
large numbers of troops had recently been quartered. Their water and electricity supplies were cut off,
and telephone links were interrupted. The JNA was completely surprised by the resistance offered.”
Markovic, who must have felt that the ground was slipping away under his feet, proposed a ceasefire
and a three-month suspension of the declarations of independence of Croatia and Slovenia on the
evening of 27 June — the first day of the war. None of the warring factions paid any attention to this
proposal, however.

In slightly more than a week’s time, the JNA lost 7900 troops by desertion or capture by the
Slovenian forces. Thirty-one tanks, 230 armoured vehicles and four helicopters were put out of action,
while the Slovenian forces captured no fewer than 124 tanks.” The Slovenian defence activities were
backed up by good military organization and a wealth of information. Slovenes working for the federal
ministry of Defence passed on the JNA’s plans straight to Ljubljana. Moreover, the morale of the
Slovene defence forces was high, unlike that of the JNA. Some JNA soldiers were told that they were
being deployed to counter an attack by German and Austrian forces, others that the threat was an
Italian invasion.”” Picture their amazement and shock when they found that they were supposed to fight
fellow Yugoslavs. The limited nature of the operation and the lack of clarity about its objectives helped

5 See e.g. Silber & Little, Death, pp. 154-155 and 161.

52 Zimmerman, Origins, pp. 142-143; Ulrike Rudberg, ‘Servié zal desnoods met geweld Servische minderheden helpen’
(Serbia intends to support Serb minorities — with force, if necessary), de Volkskrant, 21/06/91; Robin Alison Remington,
The Yugosiav Army: Trauma and Transition’, in Danopoulos & Zirker (eds.), Relations, p. 172 n. 36.

33 Pointers in this direction may be found in ‘Markovic: Belgrado zal het leger inzetten” (Markovic says Belgrade will deploy
army), NRC Handelsblad, 22/06/91; Detrez, Balkan, p. 131.

54 Ramet, ‘War, IV, claims that MiloSevic got Croatia to adopt this stance as part of the Karadjordjevo agreement.

5 See e.g. the reaction of the JNA generals Andrija Raseta and Milan AksentijeviC in Silber, Little, Death, p. 158.

% UN, S/1994/674/Appendix 11, Bassiouni report, appendix III, p. 21.

57 See e.g. Theo Engelen, ‘Slovenié laat gevangenen vrij, wijst ultimatum van de hand’ (Slovenia releases prisoners but rejects
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to demoralize the JNA even further. Furthermore, the Slovene territorial defence forces experienced
relatively little trouble in blocking the advance of the JNA armour. This took place along main roads,
allowing the Slovenian troops to cut off these roads with barricades and set the tanks and armoured
vehicles under fire when they had come to a halt. Once the Slovene defence forces had managed to set
a few JNA tanks on fire and to shoot down a few helicopters, the morale of the Slovene population
seemed unshakeable.

The divided views in Belgrade about the point of the war raised as many problems for the JNA
as the resistance in Slovenia. It was clear to everyone that the real struggle would centre on Croatia.
Some of the leaders in Belgrade regarded the attack on Slovenia as a regression to Yugoslavism, serving
no useful purpose at all in the struggle to promote the interests of (Greater) Serbia.”® Others were
convinced, on the other hand, that if the JNA did not fight to preserve Slovenia, the subsequent battles
in Croatia would be seen as a war between Serbs and Croats. If Slovenia was given up, then the JNA
and the Serbian leadership would lose, both at home and abroad, the benefit of the argument that they
were fighting for the unity of Yugoslavia.”

However, Slovenia as such was not worth a war to Milosevic. According to the diaries of his
great confidant Jovic, he had said on the eve of Croatia’s and Slovenia’s declarations of independence,
‘We oppose any policy aimed at keeping the Croats and Slovenes (in the federation) by force and we
repeat our demands that the army should establish itself along the new Serbian borders of Yugoslavia.
If it fails to do so, we will organize our own defence and drop the Yugoslav army.”®

Milosevic repeated this message clearly to Minister of Defence Kadijevic on 27 June.” The
JNA, under the leadership of Kadijevic, wanted to strike a firm blow in Slovenia after their humiliating
initial experiences. This was not intended so much to keep Slovenia permanently within the federation
as to show the rest of Yugoslavia — in particular Croatia — the kind of reaction any attempt at secession
was likely to encounter. In other words, the JNA should defeat the Slovenian troops before
withdrawing. The army high command calculated that this would require an extra three brigades and
that more use should be made of air power than had been done so far.” The state presidium did not
agree with this analysis, however. Jovic stated in the presidium as early as 30 June that there was no
point in continuing to wage war in Slovenia.”> On the same day, Milosevic decided to end his
opposition to the nomination of Mesic as chairman of the state presidium. He needed the Croat to
create a constitutional basis for an order to the JNA to withdraw from Slovenia.

According to his diary, Jovic together with Milosevic made it clear to Kadijevic on 5 July that
the JNA had to concentrate its troops along the line joining Karlovac and Plitvice in the west, Baranja,
Osijek and Vinkovci in the east and the river Neretva in the south (see map in Section 2 of Chapter
2).”* Kadijevic obeyed, and then blamed premier Markovic for the Slovenian debacle, claiming that the
premier had forced their army into a military adventure for which it was not prepared.” This was to
Milosevic’s advantage: his position could only be strengthened if premier Markovic and Minister of
Defence Kadijevic (also Chief of Staff of the Supreme Command) started squabbling.” On 12 July,
Milosevic gloated to the British and American ambassadors in Belgrade, Peter Hall and Warren
Zimmermann, that Markovic had blundered with his half-hearted measures in Slovenia: according to
the Serbian leader, he should either have sent a hundred thousand soldiers immediately to Slovenia, or
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none at all. If it had been up to Milosevic, he would not have sent any troops: as he put it, Slovenia was
not worth the life of a single Serbian soldier.”” Hard lines on the 37 JNA soldiers who did fall.

The struggle was over in ten days. While outsiders might have characterized it as a Mickey
Mouse war, it had a lasting effect on the Slovenes. They called it their war of independence. Their state
had received a baptism of blood, for the Slovenes had their own — eighteen - victims too: twelve
members of the territorial defence and police forces, and six civilians. While the declaration of
independence spoke of disassociation from the Yugoslav federation, an opinion poll held after the
bloodshed showed that three-quarters of the Slovenes were no longer prepared to have any link with
Yugoslavia, no matter how tenuous.”

2. David and Goliath: A public relations coup

The politicians in Ljubljana made simultaneous use of the confrontation with the JNA as the basis for a
well-thought-out public relations campaign, aimed at a number of different target groups: the new
state’s own population, in the hope of getting it to close its ranks more firmly behind the government;
the officers and men of the JNA, in order to sow the seeds of doubt in their loyalty to the federal army;
and, probably most importantly, the European governments and their electorate which had to be fed
with television images.”

While the action of the federal army was limited in nature, involving only three thousand
troops, and the number of victims on the JNA side was three times that among the Slovenes, the
Slovenian authorities presented the world with a picture of the JNA operation as a repetition of the
Soviet invasions of Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968, and as a copy of the action of the
Chinese authorities in Tiananmen Square in 1989. Film images were intended to raise the impression in
the West that this was an operation involving armoured military units in Soviet-made tanks against an
innocent population — a battle between democracy and panzer Communism, between civilization and
barbarity. The political leaders spoke continually of the threat of mass murders of the civilian
populations, which never eventualized.” The Slovenian president Kuccan told western journalists that
they were the only mouthpiece of oppressed Slovenia.”' He asked for understanding from world
opinion for his republic’s wish to secede from a country governed by ‘antiquated ideological formulas’
and ‘hegemonistic ambitions’."”

The Dutch journalist Caroline de Gruyter, writing for E/sevier, stated that the Slovenian
propaganda machine had beaten ‘the experienced PR men of Belgrade’ hands down by forcing the
Serbs into the role of merciless Bolshevik murderers.”. The American ambassador Zimmermann spoke
of ‘the most brilliant public relations coup in the history of Yugoslavia’.”* Henk Hirs, reporting for the
Dutch daily Tromw from Ljubljana, saw the whole series of activities as ‘intended to persuade the outside
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world that this was a struggle of David against Goliath’.” Raymond van den Boogaard, correspondent
of the NRC Handelsblad, came to the same conclusion: according to him the real facts of the Slovenian
war generally pointed in exactly the opposite direction. Slovenian troops laid siege to barracks or had
‘fun and games’ with the charred bodies of JNA soldiers. He talked to Yugoslavs conscripts from
Macedonia who a short while later would be ‘blown to smithereens’.” One Dutch journalist who did
echo the Slovenian point of view to a certain extent was Peter Michielsen of NRC Handelsblad, who
expressed complete sympathy for Slovenia, the ‘plucky little nipper’ who had subjected the ‘ugly
Goliath’ in the form of ‘an army of reckless orthodox-communist generals’ to a couple of humiliating
defeats.”” Most messages in this direction were to be found, however, on German television, which
showed pictures of JNA planes and tanks in action. These made a deep impression on viewers.

Despite the Slovenian PR offensive, there was a certain amount of more or less amused
astonishment in the press about this war — the first in Europe in nearly half a century. Journalists had
largely missed the run-up to the Yugoslav crisis, because media attention had been strongly
concentrated on the Gulf War during the preceding year.” There were few established press
correspondents in Eastern Europe. Since Eastern Europe, and in particular the Balkans, did
nevertheless arouse a fair degree of interest in the late ‘eighties, this region tended up to the outbreak of
the conflict in Yugoslavia to be the field of free-lance journalists writing in particular coulenr-locale
stories.”

The Cold War had presented the Foreign desks of the media with a relatively simple framework
for international reporting: the world was divided into capitalists or democrats and Communists or
dictators. They now had to get used to the change in post-war relationships, re-learn their history and
geography and find new frameworks for the interpretation of their observations.” At the same time,
they had to present complicated matters in a relatively compact format to a western public with a
grasshopper mind, that had become accustomed to zapping faster and faster from one item to another.
In this respect the first part of the Yugoslav conflict, the war in Slovenia, was still fairly easy to grasp —
even though it was over before the media had had the chance to explore its background in depth.

The struggle in Slovenia offered a war that could be reached from Vienna in a couple of hours
along the Autobahn. A total of some two thousand journalists found their way to Ljubljana. Many of
them knew little about Yugoslavia. They were in a certain sense disappointed that there was not much
to see. During this ‘ten-day war’, there were only six days of real fighting. Sometimes there was little
more to report than an ‘eerie silence’, in which a bell could be heard ringing ‘unnaturally loudly’.* A
truce was announced as early as 3 July. The unreal nature of the ‘war’ in Slovenia reinforced the historic
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image of the Balkans as ‘a silly little place with silly wars”.*> This remarkable overture to the wars in
Yugoslavia strengthened the impression that this was ‘a provincial entertainment’,* an ‘operetta war’.”

Peter Millonig - who had been recognised as a foreign agent of the Slovenian republic in March
of that year - wrote in the New York Times that the Slovenian declaration of independence could not be
called particularly dramatic from the perspective of world history.” The following passage from an
article by the Dutch journalist André Roelofs in De [o/kskrant may be seen as typical of this type of
reporting, in which the dramatic element was strongly played down: ‘Fortunately, the Slovenes are an
orderly people: nice little red and white warning signs were placed in front of the iron dragons’ teeth of
the anti-tank barricades. You wouldn’t want an accident to happen.”’

This relaxed tone, suitable for summer editions of the media, was reinforced by the fact that the
western press, while reporting the reactions of the Slovenes, also played considerable attention to the
problems of stranded tourists.*

3. ‘Europe’s hour’

As soon as the Yugoslav crisis broke out in late June 1991, the EC leaders, glowing with enthusiasm,
announced that here was a chance for the European Community to prove itself. The EC sent its troika
(the ministers of Foreign Affairs of the previous, the present and the next Member of State to take up
the presidency of the EC in turn) to the crisis-stricken region without delay. At that time they were the
Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs De Michelis, his colleague from Luxembourg Jacques Poos and the
Dutch Minister Van den Broek respectively. Off they went to lend a helping hand. Luxembourg had
almost finished on its term of presidency at the time, and Poos rejoiced on his way to Yugoslavia: ‘It is
the hour of Europe. If anyone can achieve it, it is the European Community.” And: ‘If there is one
problem which the Europeans can solve, it is the Yugoslav problem... It is not up to the Americans’.”

Other European leaders also stressed that the EC could and should solve this problem without
support from the United States: “Yugoslavia is a European country’, said the German Federal
Chancellor Kohl. “That means that we have the primary responsibility, and not the Americans or the
Russians.”” The chairman of the European Commission, Delors, was of the same opinion: ‘We do not
interfere in American affairs. We hope they will have enough respect not to interfere in ours.””' The
chairman of the Christian Democrat fraction in the European Parliament, Otto von Habsburg, never
one to be shy of forceful statements, put it even more clearly. According to him, Yugoslavia was in no
sense any business of the Americans. “They don’t understand the slightest thing about the matter, and
they shouldn’t meddle with it.”* The Italian De Michelis stated in more diplomatic terms that
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Washington was being kept informed, but was not being consulted.” And the Dutch premier Lubbers
considered that the United States were ‘not essential” for the solution of this crisis.”

Someone from the inner circle of the Dutch Government stated that the European Community
had got ‘a kick’ out of the Yugoslav question on 28 June. After the subsidiary role they had played
during the Gulf War, EC leaders sensed that this new crisis might offer them new chances. With his
typical habit of thinking up the questions that should be put to him, Lubbers stated, ‘If you ask me
whether the will to action we are displaying is partly due to the knowledge that the European reaction
to the Gulf crisis was so markedly divided, I must answer yes.””

A certain optimism about the conflict in Yugoslavia could initially also be noted in the
Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs (DAV) of the Dutch ministry of Foreign
Affairs. A memo from this directorate issued a few weeks after the outbreak of the crisis stated among
other things, “The next Ministerial (meeting of the CSCE) will take place in Prague on 30 and 31
January 1992, that of the CHA (Dutch abbreviation for Committee of Senior Civil Servants) on 22-24
October 1991. These meetings are thus only relevant to the Yugoslav crisis if that crisis is still in
existence then.”” Like every Greek tragedy, the Yugoslav crisis began with Aubris, the sin of pride.

The American government did not seem to be visibly hurt by the noises from Europe indicating
that it should not interfere in the Yugoslav crisis. On the contrary. After Secretary of State James Baker
had made a statement of American policy in Belgrade on 21 June 1991, less than a week before the
outbreak of war in Yugoslavia, official American policy concerning the conflict was initially marked by
extreme restraint. This attitude was due to American isolationist tendencies after the end of the Cold
War, and a wish to let other countries share the costs of action in the interests of international stability.
The weakening of the Soviet Union meant that the United States no longer had to intervene worldwide
in order to counter possible Soviet influences.”

The lack of clear aims in American foreign policy after the Cold War was probably an even
more important factor than the growing isolationism.” The new wortld order proclaimed by George
Bush Sr. was apparently mainly a slogan introduced to support the Gulf War rhetoric. Soon after that
tour de force, American policy became cautious, ad hoc and reactive. Yugoslavia was no longer considered
to be among the United States’ vital interests after the Cold War. The attitude of the government in
Washington was ‘We don’t have a dog in that fight.”” Washington seemed convinced that Europe,
which had leaned heavily on the Americans for support since the Second World War, should deal with
this crisis itself. Even Douglas Hurd, the Foreign Secretary of the UK, who always stressed his
country’s special relationship with the USA, was convinced that the American government could not be
relied on for help in the case of Yugoslavia. “The United States has no desire or ambition to police the
world’, he told the congress of the Conservative Party on 8 October 1991. ‘For me it is clear and the
case of Yugoslavia proves that the United States increasingly expects regional organizations to take care
of regional conflicts.”'"

If Europe managed to get the sting out of the problem, Washington would be pleased. If it
failed, the European government leaders would have to tone down their behaviour in dealings with the
US compared with what they had shown shortly after the outbreak of war in Slovenia.'” The US State
Department had concluded shortly after the event that there would be no quick solution to the
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Yugoslav problem, so direct involvement would not yield them any £#dos."” Time would prove them
right.

Although the Yugoslav crisis had been foreseen, it could not have come at a more unfortunate
moment. While it is true that President Bush had announced a new world order, nearly half a century
after the Second World War and so shortly after the end of the Cold War the European architects of
security had not yet managed to set up a usable edifice. This gap made it possible for the Yugoslav
question to lead to what Richard Holbrooke, the subsequent American mediator in the conflict, called
‘the greatest collective security failure of the West since 1938”."”” The end of the Cold War had caused
the security situation in Europe to change drastically in the space of a few years. The European security
architecture still was not furnished for intervention in intrastate conflicts. The international lawyer
Steve Terrett has correctly stated that the rhetoric of the new world order was well in advance of the
capacity for intervention in such conflicts."”* But some comments went even further.

In many publications about (the former) Yugoslavia in the ‘nineties, the discussion concerning a
new security architecture for Europe was regarded as the decor against which the developments there
were enacted. A report like the present one, in which the developments in Yugoslavia also occupy a
central place, could easily give rise to the same impression. This impression would be false, however,
and would exaggerate the importance assigned to Yugoslavia — especially in the first few years of the
conflict. Things were precisely the other way round, in fact: the crisis in Yugoslavia would form the
decor against which the discussions about Europe’s new security architecture were held.'” Yugoslavia
was certainly not without significance in this context, and may have speeded up certain decisions which
might only have been taken later under other circumstances, but the main question under discussion
was the significance of NATO, the WEU, the security policy of the EC, CSCE and the role of the UN
in the event of a European conflict. The events in Yugoslavia were secondary to all this. And, though it
may seem regrettable from the viewpoint of Yugoslavia and the remnants resulting from its dissolution,
what governments and ministries in the western capitals considered to be good for European security
would not always offer a solution to Yugoslavia’s problems. In addition, one aspect of Yugoslavia that
had been an advantage for many years, its non-aligned status, was starting to turn into a disadvantage
after the collapse of the Soviet empire. With the exception of the CSCE, European security
organizations were mainly interested in their own traditional member states and in the former members
of the now defunct Warsaw Pact and Comecon. Yugoslavia had been caught in the offside trap: it was
part of Europe, but was not a member state of any of these organizations.

There was a strong need for consensus within the EC at this time, on the way to the Maastricht
treaty. This was perceived as more important than any detailed considerations of content. As more
international organizations became involved in the solution of the conflict — the initial involvement of
the EC was followed by that of the WEU, NATO, CSCE and UN — the problem of getting the western
reaction to follow a single line increased. And even if all these organizations managed to reach a
common decision, this would not necessarily mean that the policy chosen was the most effective one in
the Yugoslav context.'”

Despite all the fine words about a new world order, it was thus completely unclear at this time
(mid-1991) what order the international community, and the western countries in particular, were
aiming at. Apart from lacking a clear, unanimous vision of the international order after the Cold War,
the United States and the Western European countries also had no view of the objectives of their own
foreign policy.'” NATO, the only organization with the resources for military intervention, was going

102 ABZ, Kabinetsatchief Stg. Geheime Codes. Bentinck 815 to Van den Broek, 16/08/91, Confi.

103 United States Congress, Committee on Security and Cooperation in Europe, United Nations, p. 6.

104 Terrett, Dissolution, p. Vi.

105 Cf. Eisermann, Weg, p. 54.

106 Cf. Freedman, West, p. 54.

107 Cf. Callahan, Wars, p. 14; Erich Rathfelder, ‘Der Historiker Jasper Ridley tber britische Balkanpolitik’ (The historian
Jasper Ridley on British policy in the Balkans), Tag, Die Tageszeitung, 24/01/95.



136

through an identity crisis'"” and other organizations that could have played a role in a European security

structure, such as the Western European Union (WEU), the CSCE and the European Community,
were not (yet) ready to do so. The main reasons for the failure of these organizations to make any
meaningful contribution were the vacuum created after the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact and
Comecon in 1991; the fact that the multilateral security organizations were designed to deal with
interstate, not intrastate, conflicts; and a lack of suitable problem-solving tools.

No role for NATO. ..

NATO had several big advantages compared with other international bodies that could have played a
role in decision-making about the Yugoslav question: political consultation and military planning were
already well integrated within its structure, and military cooperation between member states was already
institutionalized. It was a big organization, its component units were used to working together and it
had a clear command structure.

On the other hand, NATO was an intergovernmental organization within which decisions were
taken on the basis of consensus. This had not given rise to problems during the Cold War, when
everyone knew who the enemy was; but the end of this era heralded a certain degree of mental
renationalization also within the ranks of NATO."” The disagreements about Yugoslavia which
manifested themselves between e.g. Germany, France and Great Britain in the European Community
or the WEU could also be felt in NATO — quite apart from the fact that the most important member
state of the Atlantic alliance, the United States, felt little for intervention in the former Yugoslavia. Due
to this lack of commitment, the Americans in NATO could not exert the same tempering effect on
differences between the Western European partners that they could generally provide.

Moreover, each NATO member state had individually cashed in its own ‘peace dividend’ quite
soon after the end of the Cold War. As a result, NATO had fewer troops at its disposal while the lack
of coordination when the cuts were made had led to an imbalance in resource structure. In addition,
NATO was hampered by a conflict of interests (which may or may not have been imaginary) between
the United States and Europe. Precisely because trans-Atlantic relationships were less governed by
military considerations after the Cold War than before, differences between Europe and America made
themselves felt not only in the military but also e.g. in the economic field. At the same time, these
somewhat strained relationships naturally also had an effect on matters in the field of defence.

The American reserve with respect to the Yugoslav conflict means that NATO, within which
the United States were such a dominant factor, would also be unable to play a role of significance — at
least in the beginning. It would in any case have been difficult for NATO to do so at that time, since in
1991 the alliance was only supposed to deal with conflicts in which one of the signatories to the treaty
was attacked. Initially, therefore, NATO did little more in connection with the Yugoslav crisis than
monitor the situation and express support for the initiatives of the EC and the CSCE.

During the NATO summit conference in Rome in November 1991, member states were
supposed to embrace the new Strategic Concept according to which, among other things, NATO was
to become one of the pillars of security in Europe. By so doing, the alliance took an important step in
its development from a confederation for collective self-defence towards an organization for collective
security. Nevertheless, NATO’s new Strategic Concept did not as yet say anything about peacekeeping
operations.

There were in principle three European organizations capable of playing a role in connection
with the Yugoslav conflict: the WEU, the CSCE and the EC. Two of these three, the CSCE and the
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WEU, were chaired at this time by Germany, a country that had proved during the Gulf War to have
great constitutional problems about deploying troops outside its national borders. Moreover, an active
role on the part of Germany was made more difficult by the fact that Serbia had started up a violent
press campaign against German ‘revanchism’ several months before the outbreak of the conflict. None
of the three European organizations had an adequate political crisis-management mechanism.

...orfor the WEU. ..

The WEU, set up in 1954 by a number of Western European countries with the objective of offering
mutual support in the case of an attack on one of the member states’ territory, comprised all EC states
with the exception of Ireland, Denmark and Greece in 1991. It had led an almost dormant existence in
the shadow of NATO for decades. The union first assumed operational tasks in 1987, when it
coordinated the sending of naval units to the Gulf in order to protect shipping in the region during the
Irag-Iran war, mainly by means of mine-sweeping duties. The operation lasted one and a half years.
Thereafter, the WEU also supplied ships for an economic blockade of Iraq after troops from that
country had invaded Kuwait in 1990.

The union had one clear advantage over the much more powerful NATO when it came to
dealing with the conflict in Yugoslavia. While the North Atlantic Treaty Organization restricted itself to
the territory of member states (the ‘treaty region’), the WEU was not subject to any such geographical
limitation.

The drawback of the WEU was the lack of American participation. This lack would be felt most
strongly in the case of a possible WEU intervention in the fields of transport facilities and intelligence.
The French President Mitterrand and the German Chancellor Kohl had suggested in December 1990
that a WEU force might be set up as the defence arm of the EC. The Dutch Minister of Foreign
Affairs Van den Broek had opposed this idea forcibly because he feared that it would undermine
NATO, in which the Americans played the leading role.""” Shortly after, on 20 February 1991, the
American State Department informed WEU capitals via the ‘Bartholomew telegram’ that while a role
for the WEU outside Europe was acceptable, Washington was against WEU involvement in Eastern
Europe. The American government did not wish the impression to be created that the Americans cared
less about Fastern Europe than the Europeans. This telegram caused the WEU ministers to decide to
freeze further decision-making on this point.'"

It appeared during a regular meeting of the WEU on 27 June in Vianden (Luxembourg) that the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom were still opposed to a European security and defence identity in
which the WEU would play a greater role, as in particular France wanted.'"

On that occasion, the WEU also issued a statement expressing concern about the situation in
Yugoslavia and the wish that the parties to the conflict would soon get down to negotiations. The
Union called on CSCE member states to promote such a process.'"” Shortly after, the WEU Institute
for Security Studies prepared a memo on a possible role for military observers to counter escalation of
the conflict in Yugoslavia. Germany — occupying the chairmanship of the WEU at the time — refused to
circulate this paper, however.'"* The organization did not meet again for a considerable time.
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In fact, the union was poorly equipped for an active role. The WEU, headed by the former
Dutch Minister of Defence W.F. (Willem) van Eekelen since the spring of 1989, had a ‘remarkably
small’ staff;'"” insiders in the Dutch political scene often jokingly said that WEU stood for ‘Willems
Eigen Unie’ (Willem’s own union). As the Member of Parliament for the VVD (Liberal) fraction
Weisglas said, “To be honest, it’s nothing more than Mr. Van Eekelen in his London office.”" It was
not until the second half of 1992 that a planning unit with a staff of about forty was set up within the
WEU to deal with crisis management operations.

Two of the WEU’s member states, Germany and Italy, were completely unacceptable to Serbia
as to deal with the crisis in Yugoslavia. Great Britain was completely opposed to involvement of the
WEU. The only remaining supporters of the idea were Belgium, France, the Netherlands, Portugal and
Spain.

... orfor the CSCE...

The CSCE, which comprised all European countries (with the exception of Albania), the United States,
Canada and observers from Japan and South Korea — therefore called ‘the Euro-Atlantic community

from Vancouver to Vladivostok® by Secretary of State Baker''” — was set up in 1975 by the Act of
Helsinki to deal with matters concerning security, economic cooperation and human rights. The
founding agreement enshrined the importance of the principles of territorial integrity and the right to
self-determination, without assigning priorities. The second Conference devoted to the Human
Dimension was held in Copenhagen in June 1990. In the final communiqué of the Conference, the
CSCE member states made far-reaching commitments concerning human rights, national minorities,
free elections and the promotion of democratic institutions. Further guidelines to this effect, drawn up
at the initiative of the Netherlands among other countries, were laid down in the Paris Charter for a
New Europe that was adopted during the CSCE summit conference held in the French capital in
November 1990. The Charter also contained agreements on improvement of security in Europe by
further arms controls, political consultation and conflict-prevention mechanisms. It instituted a
permanent CSCE Council of Ministers, together with a Commission of Senior Civil Servants to prepare
the ministerial meetings. A permanent secretariat, a conflict-prevention centre and a bureau for the
observation of free elections were also formed.

While these changes reflected the high level of ambitions in the CSCE at the time, the
organization was still weakly developed when the conflict in Yugoslavia broke out. It had no military
resources, and the large number of member states (initially 34, i.e. the original 35 signatories minus the
GDR, subsequently 52, with Bosnia-Hercegovina as the 52nd member) made decision-making difficult.
Consensus was initially required for all decision-making, but with effect from January 1992 this
requirement was weakened to ‘consensus minus one’.

The CSCE’s main activity was consultation, and this remained the case for some considerable
time. As a diplomat put it at the end of June 1991, the CSCE was still in its milk-teeth stage.''® It was
not much more than a ‘fair-weather’ debating society.'”’

In November 1990, the United States and the Soviet Union had vetoed CSCE involvement in
the incipient Yugoslav crisis. The Soviet Union was particularly worried that the CSCE might get
involved in the internal affairs of a country, since it might then go on to meddle with the issue of the
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Baltic states, which were pressing for independence from the Soviet Union. This decision was not
repealed until July 1991.

On 27 June, Austria asked for CSCE measures to boost confidence and promote security, in
view of the unusual military activities in neighbouring Yugoslavia. Austria had been following the
developments with great interest for some considerable time. The Austrian Minister of Foreign Affairs
Alois Mock visited a series of European capitals starting in the Spring of 1990 to point out the serious
nature of the crisis in Yugoslavia, but his own government was divided on the question of what Austria
could do about these developments.'*’ In May 1991, he made a plea for the formation of a group of
wise statesmen to mediate in the impending conflict. His Yugoslav counterpart Loncar rejected that
proposal, however. Austrian troops were placed on a state of alert as early as the second week of May,
in response to movements of JNA troops along the Slovenian border."” In view of its application for
membership of the EC, Austria did not want to make a direct plea for recognition of the independence
of Slovenia and Croatia which would go against the European Community’s initial stress on Yugoslav
unity. However, the Austrian Consul-General in Ljubljana and the governors of a number of Austrian
provinces did attend the Slovenian independence celebrations on 26 June. The CSCE charter offered
Austria a mechanism for placing the Yugoslav question after the declarations of independence before
an international forum for debate.

Austria’s example was soon followed by another neighbour of the two republics that were
striving for independence, viz. Italy. So far, that country had not been steering a perfectly straight
course with respect to the constitutional future of Yugoslavia. On the one hand, it had no wish to see
European borders — in particular those of Yugoslavia — undergoing change, this might revive discussion
of the status of the borders around Trieste, only agreed after complex and difficult negotiations after
the Second World War. On the other hand, two weeks before the declarations of independence the
Italian government violated the EC agreement not to receive representatives of the breakaway republics
at high level, when Premier Giulio Andreotti and President Francesco Cossiga met the Slovenian
President Kuccan, the Slovenian Premier Peterle and the Croatian President Tudjman. The Italian
Minister of Foreign Affairs De Michelis pointed out on that occasion that Italy was bound by the EC
viewpoint stressing the unity of Yugoslavia, but Cossiga countered that Croatia and Slovenia should not
be sacrificed on the altar of Yugoslavia’s constitutional unity.'*

The recently instituted CSCE crisis mechanism stipulated that Yugoslavia should provide
answers to Austria and Italy within 48 hours about the military activities of the JNA, after which the
latter countries could ask for a meeting to be convened. On 30 June, Luxembourg made use of another
CSCE instrument by asking Germany as the current chair of the CSCE to call an emergency meeting of
the Committee of Senior Civil Servants in accordance with the crisis mechanism procedures. After
Yugoslavia had provided the information requested about the unusual military manoeuvres,
representatives of the 34 CSCE member states met in Vienna on 1 July. The final communiqué, based
on consensus and thus also agreed on by Yugoslavia itself, called for immediate cessation of hostilities
and immediate return of the troops to their barracks.

The Dutch government, which took over the chairmanship of the European Community from
Luxembourg on that date, did its best to coordinate the activities undertaken within the framework of
the CSCE as closely as possible with those of the EC,' since the CSCE offered a platform for
continued involvement of the Soviet Union and the United States in the handling of the Yugoslav
crisis. Thanks among other things to an active contribution from the Netherlands as chair of the EC,
the CSCE’s Committee of Senior Civil Servants reached agreement on 4 July on a call for a ceasefire, a
communiqué about a CSCE goodwill mission and one about the sending of a team of observers to
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Yugoslavia.'™ The mission in question would only be sent, however, in response to a formal invitation
from Yugoslavia.

Yugoslavia had played a constructive role within the CSCE in the past. During the Cold War
Belgrade regarded this organization, in which member states participated on an equal footing, as the
ideal platform for neutral and non-aligned countries to voice their opinions in a European context.'”
The organization even remained attractive to the regime in Belgrade after the end of the Cold War,
because it was the only security organization of which Yugoslavia was a member. However, the 34
countries of the CSCE felt more nervous than the twelve EC countries about active involvement in a
matter that could be described as an internal affair.'** In addition, the Yugoslav delegation could block
all decisions it did not like on the basis of the consensus rule. After Slovenia and Croatia had made
their declarations of independence, however, Belgrade preferred the matter to be handled by the EC
since the current chair of the CSCE, Germany, had expressed its preference for independence of the
two republics too clearly. As a result, Belgrade never sent an invitation for the goodwill mission.
Milosevic and his men were against it.

...not to mention the UN. ..

The stance adopted by the UN was initially if possible even more reserved than that of the WEU and
CSCE. Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar stated shortly after the declarations of independence that he
regarded the matter as a Yugoslav internal affair.”” This view was also shared in particular by Russia
and China. The permanent members of the Security Council decided during an informal discussion
held on 3 July 1991 that the situation in Yugoslavia did not call for a formal meeting, since there was as
yet no question of a threat to international peace and security.'**

In mid-July, the G-7 (the seven richest industrialized countries) called for a UN peacekeeping
force to be sent to Croatia; this initiative met with Russian opposition, however.'” Even if the Security
Council had been more willing to deal with the Yugoslav conflict, it is doubtful whether such a
peacekeeping initiative would have been possible. In the eatly ‘nineties, the UN was confronted with a
combination of growing ambitions and a shrinking budget, partly because of the tardiness of certain
member states in paying their dues.' As a result, the UN’s secretariat was not particularly keen to get
involved in a conflict in Europe, which was rich enough to deal with it itself. It would be better to leave
the problem to a regional organization."” As the months went by, Secretary-General Perez de Cuellar
was more and more inclined to regard the Yugoslav question as ‘a failed undertaking’, with which his
organization would be well advised to have as little to do as possible.'*

...50 maybe the EC could do something after all?

As a result on the one hand of the reserved stance adopted by the United States and the unwillingness
or inability of other international organizations to deal with the matter, and on the other of the
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euphoria felt by some European leaders at the prospect of the EC getting a chance to prove itself on
the international stage, the European Community became the main foreign actor in the Yugoslav
conflict in the summer of 1991.

However, this conflict came both too early and too late for the EC. Too early, because the
Community was still busy developing a common foreign and security policy. Starting in 1958 with six
member states wishing to set up an economic union, it now comprised twelve countries and its
activities had expanded to cover non-economic fields as well. The member states had decided in 1970
to embark on European Political Cooperation (EPC), involving inter-governmental consultation aimed
at coordination of the foreign policy of the individual member states. The terms of this form of
cooperation were laid down in the Single European Act, adopted in 1986, which also stipulated that the
member states undertook ‘to avoid any action or attitude which reduces their effectiveness as a
cohesive force in international relations or within international organizations’.'”’

EPC was not an integral part of the European Community, but an independent body with its
own secretariat in Brussels. In the meantime, however, the Twelve were on the way to realizing a
common foreign and security policy. After the collapse of the Communist regimes in Eastern Europe,
some Furopean leaders were afraid of the possibility of renationalization of European foreign and
defence policy. The wish to avoid this was one of the motives leading European leaders to agree during
the Dublin summit in June 1990 to open negotiations concerning the formation of a European Union.
The Dutch government was a particularly fervent opponent of renationalization. The Dutch Minister
of Foreign Affairs Van den Broek wrote e.g. in this connection, ‘History forbids a return to unbridled
freedom for national states, to the bilateralism of the European great powers and the Kleinstaaterei of the
others’, and he went on to say ‘Europe will cooperate or it will cease to exist.”**

Despite the difficulty associated with some steps along the path of European unification, the
EC had made great progress towards integration. In this respect, the Yugoslav crisis came too late.
While some tendencies towards renationalization may have become apparent after the end of the Cold
War, the leaders of the EC were no longer mentally equipped to deal with expressions of extreme
nationalism. Thinking in terms of transfer of authority from national states to intergovernmental,
Community or confederative bodies was so far advanced in Western Europe since the Second World
War that there was little room for understanding of what was regarded as old-fashioned nationalism.'”
‘Separatism and European unity cannot co-exist in principle’, noted W.H. Weenink in NRC
Handelsblad."™

While Europe seemed to be on the way to the future, it was brutally confronted in the Summer
of 1991 with the resurrection of an aspect of history which many people had thought was dead and
gone after Fukuyama. While it is true that the examples of Fidel Castro in Cuba, Kim Il Song in North
Korea and, nearer home, Ceausescu in Romania had proved, long before Milosevic, that nationalism
was still a real option for Communist leaders struggling to hold on to power, this tendency was
apparently too alien to current Western European political value patterns to be clearly noticed.

The nature of the tools the EC had at its disposal to try to control the crisis in Yugoslavia
clearly reflected the organization’s mainly economic origins. As Delors was to comment in September
1991, the EG had only three weapons it could use: public opinion, recognition and economic
sanctions.”" It had no military weapons at all. Negotiating to reach a settlement on such matters as
agriculture or mutual trade was quite a different matter from trying to achieve diplomatic aims without
a real threat to fall back on.
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It was characteristic of the second half of 1991 that a strong feeling existed within the EC that
the Community should reflect a spirit of consensus on the way to the Maastricht Treaty."” In view of
the existing developments and balance of power, however, that meant that big countries with clear
objectives could make use of this desire for consensus among the other partners to force acceptance of
their own wishes.

Moreover, each one of the major EC countries had its own policy as regards Yugoslavia right
from the start of the conflict.

4. National positions within the European Community

A meeting of the Council of Ministers was planned on 28 and 29 June in Luxembourg, to mark the end
of that country’s chairmanship of the EC.

The only measure taken during this meeting, at the instigation of Germany, was the threat to
freeze EC financial assistance to Yugoslavia if it did not meet EC wishes with respect to the crisis.
After the weekly government meeting in The Hague, Vice-Premier Kok, who replaced Lubbers who
was at the EC summit, stated his view that the EC had been right to take up ‘firm positions’ so early on
in the process."” He went on to say that as a result the Netherlands, which was due to take over the
chairmanship of the EC ‘had also got right to the heart of the attempts to contribute to finding
peaceful solutions’. He added on the same occasion that the Netherlands would fulfil ‘an important
function’ not only in the EC but also in the CSCE."" Premier Lubbers was less optimistic about the
results of the threat to stop financial assistance. According to him, experience has taught that such
threats to cut off the flow of money did not help ‘when people have finally come to the end of their
tether’.'"!

Two days before the meeting of the Council of Ministers, the Eastern Europe department of
the Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs briefed Minister Van den Broek, suggesting that the points to be
raised at the meeting were that the conflict in Yugoslavia should be localized as far as possible, attempts
should be made to reach a ceasefire and dialogue should be resumed. Formal recognition of the
independence of Croatia and Slovenia would ‘probably be inevitable in the long term, but should be
postponed as long as possible”.'*

In the meantime, the urgency of the developments in Yugoslavia did not seem to have
penetrated to the department. EC chair Luxembourg had proposed sending a legal commission to
Belgrade to advise the parties. Germany, supported by England and France, regarded the problem not
as a legal but as a political one, so that a political mission would be more appropriate. The civil servants
of the Eastern Europe department of the Dutch ministry agreed that some kind of mission to Belgrade
was desirable, but thought it advisable to decide on the nature of the mission before sending anybody.
According to the Eastern Europe department, the Eastern Europe working group of the EC could
work out a recommendation during its next meeting in mid-July.'* The European Community thus had
little to offer at the moment when Croatia and Slovenia made their declarations of independence.
Although the impending crisis in Yugoslavia was also discussed within the framework of the EPC, not
a single plan of action was ready for use when it finally came.'*
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Energetic approach from Italy

During the meeting of the Council of Ministers, however, it soon became clear that the Italian
delegation was determined to make use of practically the last opportunity for it to set a stamp on events
as a member of the troika (its membership ended two days after the summit, on 1 July).'®

The Italian delegation arrived in Luxembourg in a DC-9 of the Italian Air Force, which was
much too big for it. Right after the opening of the conference, Premier Andreotti proposed that the
troika should go to Yugoslavia to quieten down the conflict there. That was why the Italians had
arrived in such a big aircraft, which would have room not only for the three ministers of the troika
together with their staff, but also for journalists (only Italian ones, of course).'*

The troika did indeed leave Luxembourg for Yugoslavia in the late afternoon of 28 June. The
delegation was armed with little more than persuasive words. ‘Come to your senses, man’, the Italian
Minister De Michelis, who played a dominant role during the troika’s visit to Belgrade, appears to have
called out to the Yugoslav premier Markovic.'" The troika threatened Markovic and the Serb president
Milosevic with termination of the financial assistance to Yugoslavia valued at 1.9 billion guilders (some
850 million euros, at current rates of exchange). Pressure was exerted on the Slovenian and Croatian
presidents, Kucan and Tudjman, to agree to a three-month moratorium on their independence.

Since the truce that the troika thought they had brokered on Friday 28 June did not hold, while
Kucan and Tudjman denied having made any promises about a moratorium, the troika set off again
two days later. During this second visit, on 30 June 1991, the troika managed to bring about a delay in
the implementation of the two declarations of independence. A ceasefire was also announced, and it
was further agreed that the JNA troops would withdraw to their barracks and that the Croat Mesic,
whose appointment as chairman of the collective state presidium in May had been blocked by Serbia,
would be confirmed in this function after all.

Kucan and Tudjman demanded, however, that the EC should send observers to monitor
compliance with the agreements. Markovic objected to this proposal. Van den Broek, who had taken
over the chairmanship of the EC from Poos at midnight in Belgrade, commented modestly after his
return from Belgrade on 1 July that ‘the EC has neither the pretension nor the illusion to claim to have
achieved lasting solutions for Yugoslavia with these proposals’. The solution would ultimately have to
come from Belgrade and the constituent republics themselves. But ‘if you don’t try to advance, you will
soon very quickly slide further and further back. Particularly in the Yugoslav situation, this possibility is
far from imaginary.”'* According to De 1/olkskrant, everything that the Dutch minister of Foreign
Affairs said came down to Tll believe it when I see it’. It was concluded that Minister Van den Broek
was going to face difficult times . This was not just due to the problems in Yugoslavia but also to the
lack of European unity and consensus. "

British scepticism

At the end of June, when Poos and other EC leaders had expressed such euphoria, the British Foreign
Secretary Douglas Hurd had sounded a more cautious note. He had stated on that occasion that no
solution could be imposed from outside. He had further pointed out that Yugoslavia had been formed
after the First World War as a solution to the problems of a multi-ethnic population in the Balkans
‘with a long history of peoples fighting each other’. According to him, the independence of Slovenia
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and Croatia meant the displacement of many thousands of people, ‘and that doesn’t happen peacefully
and easily. The prospect is a frightening one.”"”

He considered further that all the European Community was capable of was tightening the
economic thumbscrews on a country, but in conflicts like the one in Yugoslavia such an approach
achieved nothing. Politics were trumps there. In Hurd’s opinion, all the West could do was to try to
negotiate, but in fact he had little hope of good results from such an approach.' The British
government had experience of a civil conflict in Northern Ireland. Because London knew how little
effect regular troops could have in such a conflict, it adopted a very reserved attitude in the present
case.'” An additional factor was that officials in London were far from happy about the lack of results
in Cyprus, where a multinational UN peacekeeping force had been stationed since 1974. As a British
civil servant put it, ‘We are the WEU member with the greatest experience of peace-keeping and all that
experience suggests is that it is far easier to send the troops in than to take them out afterwards.”'>
Moreover, London considered that military involvement required a solid political foundation. It was
not felt in the British capital that the EC — or later the UN — offered such a foundation."

Great Britain’s reserve was reinforced by the tradition of avoiding involvement in matters
affecting the European continent.'” The British secret service MI6 also had the motto ‘Stay out as long
as possible.”** There was a great tendency for splendid isolation and arrogance to go hand in hand. The
first time the British premier John Major discussed the situation in Yugoslavia with his Dutch
counterpart Lubbers, he told the Dutch premier, “This is Africa.”"”’

Finally, the UK had made drastic cuts in its armed forces in the summer of 1991 while at the
same time increasing the number of troops stationed in Northern Ireland. The army was worst hit, its
numbers being reduced from 147,000 to 116,000. The British Army on the Rhine was more than
halved, from 55,000 to 23,000."® As a result, the country had few troops available to meet new
commitments abroad. This led Great Britain to keep a foot continually on the brake during the first
year of the conflict in (the former) Yugoslavia, and to block initiatives proposed within the framework
of the European Community and the WEU."

Moreover, Great Britain was not without sympathy for the Serb cause. This was true of the
British diplomatic service,'” but also in particular of politicians and the media.'”" Friends of Serbia were
to be found both in Labout and in Conservative circles. Besides, Great Britain had had a well-
developed Serb community of its own since 1945. Despite such pro-Serb feelings, which had been
reinforced by Serb action during the First World War, reservations about the Serbs also existed in the
United Kingdom because they were seen as potential allies of Russia. In fact, the British had objections
to all parties with regard to the Yugoslav conflict, which provided a fertile soil for a policy of
isolationism. The Croats were Catholics, which elicited an instinctive aversion in many Britons. They
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were also unduly influenced by Germany. And in a later phase of the conflict, the Muslim presence in
Great Britain led to a fear of fundamentalism in Europe.'®

Great Britain tried to coordinate the policy regarding recognition of the republics produced by
the crumbling of Yugoslavia with that followed by the western world with respect to the Soviet Union.

Certain problems were similar in both cases, such as the question of boundaries, the minority problems
and the burden of debt.'”

Germany prepared to go it alone?

It became immediately clear during the meeting of the Council of Ministers in Luxembourg at the end
of June that the two main principles involved in the conflict — maintenance of territorial integrity in the
case of Yugoslavia and recognition of the right to self-determination in the cases of Slovenia and
Croatia — led to serious divisions within the EC, and in particular between the two countries regarded
as the driving forces behind European integration, France and Germany. The French President
Frangois Mitterrand was a firm advocate of the first principle, while the German Federal Chancellor
Helmut Kohl stated his strong support for the right to self-determination. It was decided during the
meeting by way of compromise that the European Community should take steps to promote a process
of controlled constitutional change in Yugoslavia.'**

The main country to articulate a national standpoint of its own during this phase was Germany,
which was in the process of re-orienting its international stance since the re-unification of Eastern and
Western Germany on 3 October 1990. Weighed down by the burden of the past, (Western) Germany
had not acted like a great power for decades after the Second World War. While the country had
developed into an economic giant, it had not dared to follow a foreign policy that matched its national
status. It had made great efforts to embed its foreign policy in multilateral treaties and international
organizations and had followed a highly normative policy embodying a positive valuation of
international law and an aversion to violence as a means of resolving conflicts.'®

In 1989, the American President Bush had called on the government in Bonn to play a greater
role in international politics. He did this by stating that the United States and Germany were partners in
leadership. In fact, the American government clearly had less trouble accepting Germany’s new
position than European governments had. Now that the Soviet Union no longer counted as a great
power, the nuclear threat was reduced and the Federal Republic had been re-united with the DDR,
Bonn had less need of American guarantees of its security than in the past and Germany could start
steering a more independent course.

It took Germany some time to adapt to its new role, however. Since the German government
considered that its constitution prohibited an international military role for the Bundeswehr other than
the defence of its own territory and that of its allies, it refused to respond positively to an American
request for it to play a substantial military role during the Gulf War. Bonn made a contribution of 17
billion mark in lieu of this obligation.'* Even after that, in particular with reference to the Yugoslav
conflict, most German politicians would continue to insist that the German armed forces should only
be used to defend its own territory and that of its allies. Others were more responsive to the argument
that German relations with South-east Europe were so burdened by the events of the Second World
War that the deployment of German troops in this region, even for peacekeeping purposes, would not
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be opportune.'”’ It was not until 12 July 1994 that the Constitutional Court in Karlsruhe ruled that
German armed forces could be used for purposes other than pure self-defence.

Despite this caution in the military field, Germany was re-adjusting both nationally and
internationally to the idea of boxing in the heavyweight division again. It became clear that the re-
united Germany felt less need to tread carefully in order to avoid disturbing sensitivities arising from
the country’s recent past. For example, a few days after the outbreak of the Yugoslav conflict it was
decided to move the government and the parliament back to Betlin in the near future.

The new attitude of the government in Bonn would be reflected particularly clearly by the
stance adopted by Germany concerning the Yugoslav question in the second half of 1991.

German interest in the development of the conflicts in Croatia and Slovenia was of recent date.
A delegation from the Bundestag had travelled to Yugoslavia in November 1990, but it had been mainly
concerned with Kosovo. After that, the topic of Yugoslavia practically disappeared from the political
agenda in Bonn for half a year. As in other countries, the Gulf War dominated the reporting in the
media, and apart from that German politicians were mainly busy dealing with questions arising from
the re-unification of Western and Eastern Germany.'®

While the German government continued up to the end of June to support the EC standpoint
that the unity of Yugoslavia should be preserved, voices in the media and those of various prominent
politicians were raised well before that in favour of the right of Croatia and Slovenia to self-
determination. For example, the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung set up a campaign supporting the right to
self-determination of both these Yugoslav republics as eatly as March 1991."” After a visit to
Yugoslavia, the deputy chairman of the SPD Norbert Gansel argued at the end of May that the
independence of Slovenia — and possibly also that of Croatia — should be recognized as soon as they
were proclaimed.'” On 19 June, the CDU, SPD, FDP and the Green party in the Bundestag passed a
resolution endorsing this right to self-determination. The resolution did not speak of recognizing the
independence of constituent republics, however, and it offered Yugoslavia as a whole associate
membership of the EC on condition that it adopted a new constitutional form.'”

The day after the declarations of independence, 26 June, the German government adopted a
standpoint that was practically identical with that of this resolution recognizing the right to self-
determination. They made a strong plea for talks in Yugoslavia itself about the future of the country, in
which more room was left for the right to self-determination for the peoples of Yugoslavia; the use of
violence was most strongly to be deprecated.'”

Bonn hoped that the proposal made on 6 June by the presidents of Bosnia-Hercegovina and
Macedonia, Izetbegovic and Gligorov, could form the basis for further talks,'” even though the Serbs
had had consigned it to the waste-paper basket shortly after it had been made and Tudjman had
categorically rejected it on the occasion of the Croatian declaration of independence.'™ The German
government still hoped to sail the same course they had plotted at the time of re-unification, viz. not to
raise the impression in other countries that Germany was a threat to their security; not to awaken
memories of Germany’s questionable past; and to speed up the process of European integration.
Croatia and Slovenia were subsidiary to these aims. The Bonn government wanted to avoid any form of
Alleingang in the EC.
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German grass-roots opinion was quite different.'” Public discussion of this topic erupted in the

weekend of 29 and 30 June. Many Germans were highly indignant about what they saw as the much
too weak stance of the EC. Prominent members of the SPD and the CSU, together with large numbers
of Croatian migrant workers, raised their voices in the press. The German Green Party demanded
immediate recognition of Croatia and Slovenia. Bjérn Engholm, chairman of the SPD, endorsed this
standpoint on 2 July,"”* immediately followed by the Secretary-General of the CDU, Volker Riihe, and
the former leader of the SPD, Hans-Jochen Vogel."”

The question arises how this sudden, wide German support for recognition can be explained. It
was in any case not based on material interests: the economic ties Germany had with Croatia and
Slovenia were of only slight significance, and at any rate in the short term not very promising.'” The
disintegration of Yugoslavia would have adverse consequences for the German treasury, since
Yugoslavia had a heavy burden of debts to the former GDR.

The international political set-up offers more explanations. The idea of a Mitteleuropa (Central
Europe) under German leadership had long had many adherents in Germany, especially in the Bavarian
CSU, one of Chancellor Kohl’s key supporters. The result of two world wars in the twentieth century
had prevented the realization of this dream, but now that Eastern and Western Germany were re-
united and after the collapse of Communism , the Central Europe idea began to look more attractive to
Germans compared to that of Western Europe. This does not mean that Germany was thinking of
expansion or of gaining a position of hegemony at this moment. On the contrary: Germany had its
hands full with the costs of German re-unification, which were turning out to be many times higher
than initially expected. However, Germany did feel a special responsibility for the stability of Eastern
Europe, in particular because it would be the first to feel the consequences of wide-scale unrest, e.g. in
the form of floods of refugees. It had already received many refugees from Kosovo during the
preceding years who had been victims of Serb policies, so the government in Bonn did not find it hard
to imagine what consequences repression in other republics could have for it."” The German
government had the feeling that it could not ‘escape from the new turbulence that might break out
anywhere between Saint Petersburg and Constantinople’, as a spokesman of the German ministry of
Foreign Affairs put it."" Bonn hoped that the other EC countries would be prepared to take this special
German responsibility into account, as Bonn had taken account of France’s special position within the
EC for decades and was now prepared to give up the Deutschmark, the emotionally charged symbol of
post-war Germany’s monetary and political stability, for the euro.

Traditional sympathy for Croatia and Slovenia played a certain, albeit modest, role in Germany.
This was partly based on the fact that the upper classes in both regions had spoken and written
German in the nineteenth century, and because of the strength of Catholicism there. '™

The favourable German attitude towards Croatia is often represented, especially in Great
Britain, as a result of the links between Nazi Germany and the Ustashe, the fascist Croatian nationalist
movement that has been dealt with at length in the part of this report about the run-up to the Yugoslav
conflict. This is a particularly ungenerous representation of the facts. It would probably be truer to say
that the ethnic cleansing that occurred somewhat later in the conflict evoked reactions precisely in
Germany because that country had, in an attempt at [ergangenheitsbewiltignng (overcoming the past),
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been flooded with pictures of the Second World War, of which the events in Yugoslavia forty years
later seemed to be a re-run.'®

It is true that one factor of importance in German public opinion was the aversion to
Communism, with which the country had been so much more closely confronted than the rest of
Western Europe as a result of the decades of partition it had suffered. Germany’s positive attitude
towards the throwing off of the Communist yoke in Eastern Germany led to an a priori favourable
stance towards the longing for self-determination in the Yugoslav republics. Croatia and Slovenia
should not be deprived of the advantages that Germany had managed to acquire.'® Just as Fastern and
Western Germany had been allowed to re-unite within the framework of self-determination, so should
the Yugoslav republics be granted the right to secession.

Finally, Slovenia and Croatia were favourite tourist destinations, especially for Germans.
Besides, more than half a million migrant workers from the two republics lived in Germany itself,
making up the majority of the roughly seven hundred thousand Germans of Yugoslav origin.

Hans Dietrich Genscher, Germany’s Foreign Minister, was not only subject to the pressure of
public opinion but also — from the very first day of the Yugoslav conflict — felt the full weight of
Chancellor Kohl bearing down on him."® Genscher, who had been the most popular minister in
Germany during practically the whole of his eighteen years in office, was known to be sensitive to his
popularity rating.'™ This was not just a personal matter. He had to take account of the position of his
party, the FDP, which was often on the verge of falling below the percentage of the national votes
which, under Germany’s system of proportional representation, it needed to get any seats at all in the
Bundestag. Neither he nor his party could afford to let the CDU and the opposition party SPD join
forces over the recognition of Croatia and Slovenia, leaving him offside.'™

During a meeting of the Bundestag Foreign Affairs committee called by the opposition and held
on 1 July 1991, Genscher ran the risk of getting the full blast from the committee on account of the
reserved stance adopted by the EC. Kohl made a statement during the meeting jointly with the Foreign
Minister’, the essence of which was that Germany would not support the unity of Yugoslavia under all
conditions and at any price." This intervention by Kohl showed that the political grandmaster foresaw
dangers ahead not only on Yugoslavia but also for Germany. The developments in Yugoslavia and the
public commotion in Germany in response to them were indeed putting his government in a difficult
position. There was probably no other government that had, without external prompting, invested as
much political capital in the realization of European political union as the German. The Kohl
government wished, therefore, to avoid all possible obstacles along the road leading to the Maastricht
Treaty. Kohl gave a public warning early in July that the Yugoslav problem should be solved by a joint
European approach because German solo diplomacy could have disastrous consequences for European
integration.'™ However, domestic political pressure forced Kohl and Genscher to make concessions to
the call for recognition of Croatia and Slovenia.

The responsible members of the German government found a route they could steer between
this Scylla and Charybdis from early July. While they demanded recognition, they made this conditional.
In this way, they took up a standpoint that agreed in principle with the desires of their German grass
roots, while not departing too much from the main current of European opinion. An additional
advantage of this stance was that the government in Bonn could use it as a threat both to the Serb
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leadership and to European partners who in the opinion of the German government were too soft
towards Serbia.

On the very same 1 July on which Genscher was confronted by a closed front in the Bundestag,
Germany opposed a statement made at a CSCE meeting in Vienna that referred to previous EC
pronouncements supporting maintenance of the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia.'®

Genscher experienced a kind of personal conversion on that 1 July, and wasted no time in
telling the world about it. He went on to Belgrade the same day, where he had talks with the Yugoslav
premier Markovic, the Yugoslav Minister of Foreign Affairs Loncar, the Croatian chairman of the
Yugoslav presidium and thus in fact President of Yugoslavia Mesic, the Serbian President Milosevic,
the Macedonian President Gligorov, the Bosnian President Izetbegovic and the Montenegrin President
Bulatovic. On the following day he had talks with the Slovenian President Kucan and Minister of
Foreign Affairs Rupelj in Klagenfurt (Austria). He told all parties that violence must be excluded as a
solution to the problem. At the same time, he sounded the opinions of the various parties about a
CSCE goodwill commission and an EC mission to monitor the situation.'” Genscher formally made
this trip in his capacity as chairman of the CSCE, but there can have been no misunderstanding of the
fact, as the head of the South-eastern Europe department of his ministry subsequently wrote, that
Genscher, who was not a member of the EC troika, wanted to give visible form to German diplomacy
in this field.

The talk with Genscher was an enormous boost for the Slovenes in their struggle for
independence. After the tone had been set on 1 July for Germany’s exceptional efforts in favour of
recognition, the next months saw a constant coming and going of the presidents and foreign ministers
of the various Yugoslav republics in Bonn."" The most prominent guest was Tudjman, who was
received by Kohl and Genscher on 18 July to make up for Genscher’s failure to meet Tudjman on 2
July. It may be noted, however, that Genscher toed the EC line during this talk. He did not mention the
subject of recognition on this occasion.'”” Tudjman did make a plea for recognition in his talk with
Kohl, but the Chancellor rejected his proposal.'”

Genscher held the Yugoslav Federal Army responsible for his inability to travel to Ljubljana
and Zagreb because of the risk of war, which meant that he had to meet the Slovenian leaders in
Klagenfurt instead and had been unable to meet Tudjman at all. Genscher used the fact that the JNA
had apparently put itself beyond any form of civil control, as the argument par excellence that there was
no longer any need to insist on maintenance of the unity of Yugoslavia."”* It did not take long for the
rest of the West to share the idea that the JNA was an aggressor in what was still its own country. That
was the result of a number of factors, of which the high-handed action of the army, that would not
listen to Markovic and Mesic, was indeed one. Others were the successful propaganda of the Slovenian
authorities, who had pictured the fairly limited JNA actions as a form of ‘panzer Communism’; and —
starting in August 1991 — the disproportionate violence of the federal army in Croatia.

Two countries within the EC would experience particular difficulties with the new German
assertiveness: France and the Netherlands.
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France’s opposition to Kleinstaaterei

A special sympathy for Serbia had traditionally existed in France. The elite of Belgrade had looked
towards France and spoken French in the nineteenth century, while German was the dominant
language among the upper classes in Zagreb and Ljubljana. France and Great Britain had applauded
‘poor Serbia’, so viciously attacked by Austro-Hungary and Germany, as their ally during the First
World War, and in particular France had offered help after the march of Serb troops through Albania.
The Serb troops had later fought their way back from Thessalonica to Serbia under French command.
Memorials like the monument set up near Kalamegdan Castle in Belgrade or the sunken marble plaque
bearing the text ‘France-Serbie 1914-1918’ in the Gracanica Orthodox monastery in Kosovo preserve
the memory of this historic episode of solidarity between the two nations.

During the znterbellum period, France tried to make Serb-dominated Yugoslavia a cornerstone of
the Hastern European enfentes aimed at countering German expansion. It was during the visit of King
Aleksandar to France in 1934 in support of this policy that the king and the French Foreign Minister
Louis Barthou were assassinated. The event itself was partly a consequence of the emotional links
between the two countries. The king had been warned that Croatian extremists planned an attack on
his life when he artrived in Marseilles, and he was advised to dock elsewhere. Aleksandar insisted on
landing in Marseilles, however, as a gesture in honour of the French troops who had lost their lives
alongside the Serbs on the Thessalonica front.'”

The idea that Serbia had fought on the Allied side in two world wars, while the Croats were
regarded as the heirs of the Ustashe, resurfaced repeatedly in discussions in France during the 1990s,
and initially gave rise to pro-Serb sentiments.'”* Mitterrand’s image of the situation in Yugoslavia was
also strongly coloured by ideas about the Second World War. The French Head of State received the
Yugoslav Premier Markovic in May 1991 with the words that there had been strong links between
France and Serbia since Napoleonic times, which were reinforced by two world wars.'”” Mitterrand told
the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung at the end of November 1991 that he did not want to talk of assailants
and victims in the conflicts between Serbs and Croats. He went on to say, ‘What I know is that the
history of Serbs and Croats has been full of such dramas for ages. Especially during the last World War,
many Serbs were killed in Croatian camps. As you know, the Croatians belonged to the Nazi Block,
while the Serbs did not.”'” This statement not only witnessed to a lack of historical knowledge; it was
also particularly shocking because it was made ten days after the fall of the Croatian Vukovar and after
a visit by the French Secretary of State for Humanitarian Aid Bernard Kouchner to the Croatian
Dubrovnik. The interview was noted in Croatia, and soured Franco-Croatian relations for many
years;” it also caused Mitterrand to be accused in the French press of being a ‘Serb-lover’.*” It was not
until June 1992 that Mitterrand named the Setbs as the aggressor in the conflict.”” Even as late as the
beginning of 1994, however, Mitterrand could still say, “Yes, I love the Serbs — and what of it? How
could one forget their courage during two world wars? It is the Croats who have suppressed seven
hundred thousand Serbs.”*”

During the French government meeting of 7 August 1991, Mitterrand sketched French policy
with regard to Yugoslavia as follows:
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‘All the ingredients of this century are combined at a dangerous spot. The
Twelve have no armed forces or peacekeeping troops. The Soviet Union, which
has troubles of its own with national groups, will not intervene. We cannot
avoid taking traditional friendships into account. For us, just as for Russia,
Serbia is a friend. Slovenia and Croatia are more oriented towards the Germans.
In short, the situation is very grave: it is not righting itself, and it is not going to
right itself.*”

It is thus clear that Mitterrand did not think much of the Croats, whom he regarded as the’buddies’ of
Germany and the Vatican.” Moreover, Mitterrand — just like the French Foreign Minister Roland
Dumas — did not like the idea of Kleinstaatere: (the continued breaking up of large states into small ones)
: steps had to be taken to stop secessions spreading through Europe like a forest fire.”” The thought of
the struggle for independence in Corsica will doubtless not have been far from his mind. In his 1992
New Year’s speech, Mitterrand was still saying that the right to independence must not be confused
with the ‘anarchy of tribes from a distant age’.** This standpoint also initially led Mitterrand to a pro-
Serb stance.

In line with this, Dumas commented shortly after the outbreak of the conflict that the tasks of
the EC did not include promoting the independence of peoples.”” This standpoint was in direct
contrast to that of the German government.

Unlike the government in Bonn, that in Paris was prepared for military intervention, though the
French government did all it could to avoid such intervention turning into all-out war.”” France has
traditionally had fewer inhibitions about peacekeeping operations than other great powers. In a certain
sense, the government in Paris regarded peacekeeping operations as a possible means of global politics
which France could no longer realize at a national level. Moreover, since the end of the ‘eighties there
had been a strong moral awareness in France of a duty, if not a right, to carry out humanitarian
interventions, which was nourished by people like Bernard Kouchner, the founder of the international
otrganization Médecins Sans Frontiéres.”” It should be remembered that France was not only the state with
its cynical razson d’état for which it is often so well-known in the Netherlands. It was also the country
that was to celebrate the bicentennial of the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen a few
years later. Like the Netherlands, it had made human rights an important element of its foreign
poljcy'Zl()

This attitude was clearly visible at the time of the Yugoslav conflict. France was the biggest
contributor to UN peacekeeping operations worldwide in mid-1993.*'" It started deploying troops in
the former Yugoslavia in April 1992, ultimately reaching a level of six thousand soldiers, making it the
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biggest contributor of troops to the region. It would ultimately also pay the highest price of all troop
suppliers for this intervention, with a total of 56 dead and nearly six hundred wounded.*"

French Foreign Minister Dumas had already suggested in July 1991 that a peacekeeping force
should be sent to the region, after the head of the directorate for Europe at the Quai d’Orsay (the home
of the French Foreign Ministry) had stated, on the basis of a fact-finding mission to Yugoslavia from 9
to 12 July, that separation of the hostile troops and creation of a buffer zone could not be excluded.””
France would play a leading role in all important initiatives taken in 1991 — the mobilization of the EC,
the peace conference, the Arbitration Commission and the involvement of the Security Council. And
this would continue to be the case in the succeeding years. Mitterrand commented in September 1994
that France had done more for Bosnia than any other country.?*

French policy with regard to Yugoslavia was further largely determined by the attempt to
prevent the conflict from spreading to other countries”” and the wish to deal with the matters involved
without NATO intervention. This was related to the dominant role played by the Americans in the
latter organization and the fact that France had only played a partial role in it since 1967, when it had
withdrawn from the organization’s military activities while still playing a role in its political set-up.

Since the American government initially had no wish to get involved in the conflict, there
seemed to be a good chance of realizing this latter wish. As mentioned above, attempts to take action
within a WEU framework stranded on British intransigence. German support for recognition of the
independence of the breakaway Yugoslav republics was initially a barrier to effective EC
involvement.”"® In the autumn of 1991, however, the German and French governments reinstated the
Paris-Bonn axis, which had been damaged by the differences of opinion about how to deal with the
Yugoslav crisis. The differences between Germany and the Netherlands were to prove longer lasting.

5. The Netherlands as EC chairman despite itself

It was unfortunate that the EC troika in the second half of 1991 consisted of relatively small countries,
viz. Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Portugal. While it is true that the three Ministers of Foreign
Affairs Poos, Van den Broek and De Deus Pinheiro were the official representatives of the European
Community, they did not have the same political clout as their counterparts from the more powerful
nations such as Dumas, Genscher, Hurd and De Michelis. Even though a senior Dutch civil servant
claimed that the Netherlands was ‘a kind of superpower’ compared with Luxembourg and Portugal,*’
the Dutch Minister of Foreign Affairs Van den Broek would find that it is no sinecure for a chairman
from a small country to keep his colleagues from the big member states on board in such an enterprise.

The small countries did have some advantages, however: they could hardly be accused of
pursuing material interests in their handling of the Yugoslav conflict,”"” or of being burdened by
historical sentiments and reflexes.””

There was certainly no traditionally strong negative image of the Serbs in the Netherlands.” In
fact, up to the Second World War there could have been said to have been ‘a certain pro-Serb
tendency’.”" The Dutch author and journalist A. den Doolaard did more than anyone else to ‘maintain
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a positive image of the Balkans and Yugoslavia in the Netherlands’ in the years round the Second
World War.?”> He did this mainly with the aid of his novels, which were filled with noble but violent
characters. Den Doolaard, who travelled widely through the Balkans in the ‘thirties and ‘“fifties, was
acclaimed by many other post-war Dutch authors who credited him with ‘a view of Yugoslavia that was
very optimistic while not being entirely free from criticism’.**’

In a country like the Netherlands, where there was a strong feeling (especially in the ‘sixties and
thereafter) that the population as a whole had not really given the Resistance movement sufficient
support during the Second World War, it is understandable that there could be great, if not blind,
admiration of the struggle of the Communist partisans in Yugoslavia.”” When Tito died in 1980, there
was only one commentator in the Dutch broadsheets who raised a finger in criticism of the Serbs.
According to J. den Boef in Tromw, they would ‘inevitably try to regain their dominant position”.”

Some left-wing politicians and shapers of opinion in the Netherlands, such as the Minister of
Defence Relus ter Beek, the columnist and lecturer in international relations and comparative politics at
the University of Leiden Koen Koch, the author Lisette Lewin and the journalists Herman Vuijsje,
John Jansen van Galen and Igor Cornelissen, had in their time flirted with the idea of workers’ control
or worked on the construction of the big Brotherhood and Unity motorway between Belgrade and
Zagreb.” Left-wing intellectuals saw Yugoslavia as the country behind the Iron Curtain where the
Marxist sun still shone, ‘a country where the foundation for the realization of Marx’s theories has been
laid and where — somewhat in contrast to most of the other countries of Eastern Europe — there is still
room for further development’.”” Wim Kok, leader of the PvdA (Labour), had also been ‘keenly
interested’ in the system of workers’ control in Yugoslavia during the time when he had been closely
involved in the work of the Dutch union movement in the ‘seventies.””” The positive image of
Yugoslavia and the Serbs in the Netherlands would not change until 1991, when undue emphasis was
put on the violent aspects of their history and their ‘nature’.

The differences between Germany and the Netherlands concerning the Yugoslav question,
which put a heavy burden on the Dutch chairmanship of the EC, were due not so much to Yugoslavia
itself as to the position which these two countries considered they had to take up in the world — and in
particular to the change in Germany’s stance, already alluded to above, which took place round about
the time of the Yugoslav crisis. For many years after the end of the Second World War, German
foreign policy had strongly resembled that of the Netherlands, both being characterized by a stress on
multilateral alliances, moral considerations and a strong aversion to the use of military force.

Dutch Premier Lubbers and Foreign Minister Van den Broek were thus struck by a form of
cognitive dissonance when Germany, strengthened by re-unification and with a new feeling of
responsibility for stability in Central and Eastern Europe, started to adopt a foreign policy marked by a
greater stress on Germany’s own role in the affairs in question. The impact of this change in course was
even harder because Van den Broek and Lubbers were doing all they could at that time to carry
through the Dutch chairmanship of the EC on the basis of consensus. Dutch civil servants in the
ministry of Foreign Affairs also noted ‘a rather surprising self-awareness on the part of the Germans.
Self-awareness of this kind was not exactly the most convenient development at this juncture!”*”

The situation was made even more difficult by the fact that the two actors with primary
responsibility for Dutch foreign policy — Van den Broek and Lubbers — had already manoeuvred
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themselves into a problematic position with respect to Germany by trying to make Western acceptance
of German re-unification subject to certain conditions. Van den Broek was afraid that the re-unification
of Germany could lead once again to German .4/leingang (going it alone) and to the country’s following
a Sonderweg (separate path) between East and West. Like Lubbers, he wanted public guarantees from the
re-united Germany that the Oder-Neisse would remain Poland’s western frontier.” In particular
Chancellor Kohl, but also Foreign Minister Genscher, would not lightly forget the attitude taken by the
Dutch ministerial duo.”' Moreover, Genscher suspected the pro-NATO Van den Broek of wishing to
play down the Paris-Bonn axis in the run-up to European political union.”* Conversely, Genscher had
been incredibly rude to Van den Broek in February 1990 during the Open Skies Conference in Ottawa
when the latter had claimed a place for the Netherlands alongside the four former occupying powers in
the discussions on German re-unification. You are not part of the game,” Van den Broek was told by
his German counterpart.””

The Netherlands has an existential problem, as the diplomat N.H. Biegman put it: it’s too big to
be counted among the small countries, and too small to be counted among the big ones.” This leads
to a constant ambition to belong with the big countries, and constant rejection by the latter. In
addition, Lubbers and Van den Broek had been ‘spoiled’ in the ‘eighties by the international position
accorded to the Netherlands at the time of the debate on cruise missiles and by the growing appraisal
of Dutch economic policy. The central position the Netherlands had assumed during the debate on the
siting of cruise missiles had been a boost to the ego of the ministerial spokesmen. In a world that still
seemed fairly simple, the idea could grow that the Dutch Foreign Minister had “a little, a very little say
in the way the world went’.” Hence, according to Lubbers, the Netherlands was not using the
Yugoslavia dossier to build up a position for itself as chairman of the EC: ‘the Netherlands already had
a position.”” And in the view of the Dutch government, this position implied a zoblesse oblige attitude on
its part. This means that the Netherlands had to adopt a more active stance than countries like Ireland
or Austria. And the ‘assertive Minister of Foreign Affairs Van den Broek’ had to do something
significant, as a ‘consequence of the fact that he already was someone’.””

This ‘plucky-little-country syndrome’*® had not however turned Van den Broek into a power
thinker. He still argued primarily in political and moral terms where the future of Europe was
involved.” Nevertheless, Van den Broek was convinced that interest-based politics and idealism could
go hand in hand. He found it quite logical, for example, that when dealing with the Yugoslav conflict
the Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs should aim at realization of one of the main objectives of Dutch
foreign policy, viz. making a contribution to the maintenance and promotion of peace.”*’ Execution of
this task would at the same time enhance Dutch prestige on the international scene and create a
positive image.*"
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In the meantime, considerable confusion existed in the Netherlands round about 1990 (as in
many other countries at that time) about the form foreign policy and in particular security policy should
take after the Cold War.*”

It was ironic that the Netherlands should be the very country to occupy the chairmanship of the
European Community at this time, and thus in fact to give form to the common foreign and security
policy avant la lettre via a process of intergovernmental consultation. After all, the traditional Dutch
supranational orientation led to a preference for a strong European Commission and a disinclination to
give much power either to the Council of Ministers or to the chairmanship of the EC. When the
Netherlands had been chairman of the EC in the past, therefore, it had restricted itself mainly to
‘looking after the shop’.** Van den Broek objected to the Council of Ministers, because he was of the
opinion that it often degenerated into a cosy get-together of the big countries. Besides, he was not
entirely happy that not he but the Prime Minister took part in such meetings.**

The Netherlands was such a strong advocate of a Community approach — a view in which it
differed appreciably from the big countries — that it was even doubted in June 1991 whether it would
make a good chairman of the EC at this juncture.”” The Hague had the reputation of not consulting
the other European capitals much. As Rob Meines put it in NRC Handelsblad shortly before the
Netherlands was to assume the chairmanship of the EC, the country ‘often had an almost high-priestly
fidelity to the true doctrine’. Formally, the Council of Ministers was only empowered to take decisions
on matters prepared by the European Commission. In general, the Netherlands waited patiently to see
what the Commission had hatched out and then discussed it with the other members of the Council of
Ministers, so that it often did not have much of a finger in the pie. In other words, the Netherlands was
not skilled in European ‘lobbying techniques, which tended to be equated with hanky-panky in our
country’.”*® The Director-General of the department of Political Affairs in the Dutch ministry of
Foreign Affairs, A.P. van Walsum, wrote later that Van den Broek ‘did not really do his best to create
the impression of being vitally interested in European integration.””"’ Piet Dankert, Junior Minister for
Foreign Affairs during the Lubbers-Kok coalition, said that he had never thought that Van den Broek
had been keenly interested in Germany and France. ‘His mind was much more on England and
America.**® Van den Broek had the reputation of always wanting to participate when the Americans
went to war.**’

Not only was the Netherlands traditionally rather ill at ease when it came to chairing the EC,
but also like Great Britain it was (to put it mildly) not a strong advocate of quick realization of a
common FEuropean security policy. Both London and The Hague feared that if Europe were to have its
own policy line in this field, this could lead to collisions with the United States, with which both
countries had special relationships of long standing.”” Moreover, the Netherlands was not particularly
keen to cooperate in the setting up of a common policy that would, it suspected, be dictated by the big
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three (France, Germany and the United Kingdom) while the smaller countries like the Netherlands
would have little or no say but would still share the responsibility for the decisions taken.”' It has even
been suggested that the zeal Van den Broek displayed concerning the Yugoslav conflict was mainly
motivated by his need to remove the impression on the part of his German counterpart Genscher that
he was not really prepared to put effort into the realization of such a policy.”” In line with this, the
Netherlands would remain a firm advocate of actions within a NATO framework to deal with the
Yugoslav question, but had little enthusiasm for the WEU actions repeatedly proposed by the Dutch
head of the WEU Van Eekelen.”

Since the Dutch embassy in Belgrade also acted for Luxembourg during the first six months of
1991 when the latter was chairman of the EC, all the additional information on conditions in
Yugoslavia that Luxembourg received via this channel for the purposes of the EC chairmanship also
landed on the desks of the appropriate civil servants at the ministry of Foreign Affairs in The Hague.
This would have provided ideal material for a preparatory study of the problems that were on the way
in Yugoslavia. It was however only in the last few months before the Netherlands was due to take over
the chairmanship that Van den Broek started considering Yugoslav issues seriously; before that time, it
had long been a matter left to the Eastern Europe department of his ministry. In a letter to Parliament
describing the programme for the Dutch chairmanship of the EC, Van den Broek summed up a large
number of priorities. Yugoslavia occupied a very modest place here. The list of priorities did include ‘a
number of very disturbing developments in Eastern Europe’, on which the Twelve would have to
formulate a standpoint. This referred primarily to the breakdown of the Soviet Union and in particular
to the position of the Baltic states. The letter to Parliament went on to state that ‘due attention must
also be paid to the impending disintegration of Yugoslavia ....” However, Van den Broek looked for
solutions mainly in expansion of the CSCE and maintenance of the good trans-Atlantic relationships,
not in the EC.**

6. The Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs

The ministry that was to back up Van den Broek during the Dutch chairmanship of the EC did not in
fact have a large number of civil servants who were really engaged in policy production.”” The ministry,
with its dual leadership — apart from the minister of Foreign Affairs, his colleague the minister for
International Development also headed the department — had three Directorates-General in the early
1990s: those of Political Affairs, European Cooperation and International Cooperation.

The task of the Director-General for Political Affairs (Dutch abbreviation DGPZ) was to deal
with all aspects of foreign policy involving a definite policy line. He was thus responsible for
coordinating the work not only of the directorates that fell directly under his authority, but also that of
the units which formally fell within the field of the other two Directorates-General. This made the
Director-General for Political Affairs not only the primus inter pares of the three directors-general but
also the minister’s highest political advisor.

Four regional directorates fell directly under the authority of the the Director-General for
Political Affairs, those of Asia and Oceania, Africa and the Middle East, the Western Hemisphere and
Europe. He was also responsible for the directorates for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs and
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for Political UN Issues. These two last-mentioned directorates, together with the directorate for
Europe (DEU), played the main role within the ministry in relation to the Yugoslav question.

Van den Broek was an ‘Atlanticus pur sang.” Thanks to his many years as minister, since 1982,
the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs had developed into a key part of the
ministry during the eighties. The formal terms of reference of this directorate covered the protection of
Dutch security interests in an international framework, which meant that it had to deal with NATO, the
WEU, the CSCE, arms control, verification and arms export policy as well as Atlantic cooperation. In
practice, the department also dealt with relations with the United States and Canada, though this was
formally the responsibility of the regional directorate for the Western Hemisphere.””

Van den Broek considered it to be of great importance that competent civil servants were
employed in this department.” The head of the directorate since August 1990 was B.J. (Boudewijn)
van Eenennaam, like Van den Broek a whole-hearted Atlanticus with a great affinity for the American
mentality. The minister gave him a free hand as director.”” Van Eenennaam was an advocate of power
politics, but suffered the disadvantage in this connection of having been born a Dutchman. His
perception of international politics was strongly coloured by the Cold War. His conviction that Serbia
was the aggressor in all conflicts in the former Yugoslavia led Van Eenennaam to believe that Serbia
should be dealt with firmly and forced into isolation.*”” He had also concluded on the basis of his
experience during the Cold War that policy should be based not on the views held in the region which
was the object of the policy, but on the convictions of the policy-maker. He also believed firmly that if
the Netherlands wanted to be an international leader in the field of overseas aid and to contribute to
the solution of humanitarian crises, it must also be prepared to curb the violence which can arise in
such situations.”'

The influence of the regional directorates, which embodied the institutional memory and the
analytical capacity to handle issues relating to particular regions, was reduced under Van den Broek in
favour of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs.*” Nevertheless, the regional
directorate for Europe (DEU), which was responsible for bilateral contacts in Europe, was formally the
first port of call when it came to issues of Yugoslav politics. DEU consisted of one Western Europe
office and one for Eastern Europe, the latter being responsible for matters concerning Dutch
involvement in the former Yugoslavia. Each of these two offices had a staff of three in 1991; it should
be noted that the Eastern Europe office also had to deal with matters concerning the Soviet Union.
The Western Europe office was not so interested in bilateral relations; the main emphasis in this unit
was multilateral diplomacy. During the Cold War, the ministry of Foreign Affairs had the impression
that there was little for it to do in Eastern Europe. The head of the Eastern Europe office (and Deputy
Director of DEU) was H.J. Hazewinkel. He had been mainly responsible for Yugoslavia before the
outbreak of the conflict. When Yugoslav matters began to demand more and more of his department’s
attention, from mid-1991, the young diplomat AM van der Togt was added to the department’s staff.
He was given the special task of dealing with issues concerning Yugoslavia.

The Directorate for Political UN Issues was charged with the contacts with the United Nations.
It was headed by J.T. (Jan) Hoekema from 1 July 1990 to 1994, when he became a member of
Parliament. This directorate included a Political office, the main task of which was to maintain contacts
with the permanent delegation of the Netherlands to the United Nations in New York. This directorate
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had little involvement with the Yugoslav question in 1991, since the UN initially kept its distance from
this matter.

It goes without saying that the activities of these different directorates operating alongside one
another required coordination. In the ministry of Foreign Affairs, this coordination occurred both at
top level and at operational level. The top civil servant at the ministry was formally the Secretary-
General. Since 1989, this post had been filled by Dr. Bernard Rudolf Bot who had the reputation of
being one of the leading Dutch diplomats in this period. It should be noted, however, that the
Secretary-General played a less prominent role at Foreign Affairs than in various other Dutch
ministries. The primary responsibility for policy coordination lay not with him but with the Director-
General for Political Affairs (DGPZ). In addition, the function of personal secretary to the minister
had been created a number of years before; his task was to regulate the flow of documents and to
control access to the minister. The Secretary-General at Foreign Affairs was thus little more than
formal head of the organization of civil servants working at the ministry.

All these facts made the Director-General for Political Affairs the minister’s main political
advisor. He acted as gatekeeper to the minister together with the latter’s personal secretary and was
further responsible for the general policy line and the unity of Dutch foreign policy. In addition,
together with his counterparts from other EC member states he was a member of the EC’s Comité
Politique, which prepared matters for discussion by the Council of Ministers. Peter van Walsum, a
respected diplomat with a well balanced approach, had been Director-General for Political Affairs since
July 1989. His diplomatic career had been an excellent preparation for the task he had to perform
during the Dutch chairmanship of the EC in the second half of 1991. He had more than twenty years
of diplomatic experience in South-Eastern Europe. He was posted to Bucharest in 1967, and travelled
to Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, Greece and the European part of Turkey from the Romanian capital. He was
moved to the Dutch permanent delegation to the United Nations in 1970 — a position to which he
would return between 1998 and 2001 at the end of his diplomatic career. At the UN, he was the Dutch
representative in the Third Commission of the General Assembly, which dealt with human rights. In
1979, he was posted to the Dutch permanent delegation to the EC in Brussels. He had a reflective
nature, and while a keen analyst he had a tendency to secondary reaction. Thus, he stood in sharp
contrast to Van den Broek. The minister, who often reacted in a primary manner, thought that his
Director-General for Political Affairs often reacted too slowly.””

When the Yugoslav conflict broke out, the ministry was thus headed by five persons: the
Foreign Minister Van den Broek; Director-General for Political Affairs Van Walsum; to a certain extent
his deputy, ambassador at large C.M.]. Kroner; the head of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation
and Security Affairs Van Eenennaam; and Henri Wijnaendts, the Dutch ambassador in Paris and
special confidant of the minister. Of this select company, the Director-General for Political Affairs was
the appropriate figure to take care of policy coordination. However, Van Walsum did not play the
coordinating role that might be expected of him in dealing with the matters contained in the Yugoslavia
dossier. Consequently, the policy concerning (the former) Yugoslavia was divided over the three
directorates: Atlantic Cooperation and Security, Europe and Political UN Issues, the chief actors being
forced to arrive at policy proposals by a process of mutual consultation.*”* It was not always clear to the
staff in the three directorates who was supposed to be dealing with which aspect of the policy
concerning Yugoslavia, since a given issue may have several sides each of which belongs in principle
under one or other of the three directorates.”” And if guidance was not being given from the top, at the
level of the Director-General for Political Affairs, could one expect it from the heads of the individual
directorates? As K.J.R. Klompenhouwer, a member of staff of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation
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and Security Affairs, put it, ‘But who was in fact responsible for this problem? That was not clear’. He
went on to say,

‘There was never any task setting. Any clearly defined head. Who was supposed
to be that head?... it was characteristic of the style of government. Let everyone
struggle on with the job as well as he could and then we pick out the best result
and talk it over with the minister. That is not a transparent way to work. You
don’t know what’s happening to your products. You don’t even know what’s
demanded of you. You don’t know who has the initiative.**

Not only was there a lack of control, but the staff of the various directorates often lacked clear
information about what was going on at top level. A great deal of information and policy-in-the-making
flowed through the hierarchy from bottom to top, but there were very seldom signals passing in the
opposite direction.”” This situation was reinforced by the fact that the ministers, in particular Van den
Broek during the Dutch chairmanship of the EC, discussed many matters by phone with their foreign
counterparts while the Director-General for Political Affairs had many similar discussions with the
ambassadors. In addition, Van den Broek had the habit of not making decisions on the basis of official
documents, but of calling together a number of heads of departments and their immediate staff for a
talk early in the evening. The feedback from these various sorts of verbal exchanges of ideas was often
fragmentary. Written notes of conversations were seldom taken, though they often are in the ministries
of Foreign Affairs in other countries.”®

The same complaint was heard about feedback from the Ministerial Council to the staff in the
directorates. As one of the officials in question commented:

‘Preparing a paper for the Ministerial Council was an ordeal. You never heard
what decisions were taken in the Ministerial Council about it. We were
sometimes passed over completely, or documents were even presented to the
Ministerial Council that we had not seen in the final form ... We were greatly
handicapped and this was also connected with the internal organization of
Foreign Affairs. We never got feedback from the Ministerial Council on the
Monday morning because we have two ministers (for International
Development as well as for Foreign Affairs) and each one had his own
following. That was a really weak point in the organization of Foreign Affairs.
The distribution of classified documents, the conclusions of the Ministetial
Council and minutes was always a very sticky business too. It could take days to
lay eyes on them. That could be a bit of a drawback. We often had to ask
Defence what decision had been taken.””

If something was laid down on paper, no structure existed for its distribution. The same was also true
of the distribution of information of this sort to the Dutch diplomatic missions abroad. Dutch
ambassadors repeatedly found in their dealings with the ministry of Foreign Affairs in the country
where they were accredited that they were confronted with the contents of talks that the Dutch
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minister of Foreign Affairs or the Director-General for Political Affairs had had with a foreign
counterpart on the (incorrect) assumption that this information had already been passed on by The
Hague to the embassy in question. If notes were taken of talks, the Dutch contribution was often left
out so that the Dutch diplomats reading them abroad were unable to distil the Dutch policy from
them.””

This gave rise to the remarkable situation that the minister often had a good knowledge of the
position of other EC member states via his telephone contacts, while his civil servants had to gather
scraps of information about it from embassy reports, articles in the press, press reports and CNN.*"
The situation was somewhat mitigated in the second half of 1991 by the very high frequency of
ministerial meetings or meetings of the EC Comité Politigne. These meetings required preparation, which
led to preliminary discussions in Van Walsum’s room. As a result, there was temporarily less need for
structural coordination between the directorates. A coordinator for the policy concerning Yugoslavia at
operational level would not be appointed until the summer of 1992.

Another question is how the ministry had organized its knowledge about Yugoslavia. According
to Van Walsum, after looking round a bit there proved to be sufficient expertise about the Balkans
already present in the ministry, including his own.””> Many other top civil servants in Foreign Affairs
considered, however, that there was a severe lack of knowledge about the Balkans in general and
Yugoslavia in particular. According to H.A. Schaper, deputy head of the Directorate for Atlantic
Cooperation and Security Affairs, this soon led to a knowledge bottleneck.”” The person in the
department who knew most about the region was H.J. Hazewinkel, head of the Eastern Europe office.
His directorate occupied a marginal position, and he and his director were much less visible than the
self-confident staff of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs, who had
established good access routes to the minister and the Director-General for Political Affairs during the
preceding years. When the conflict broke out, therefore, various officials from Foreign Affairs hurried
off to the library and the bookshop to get hold of literature on Yugoslavia.””* Van Eenennaam had to
admit, as did Schaper and Hoekema, that Foreign Affairs had approached the Yugoslav conflict very
largely from the viewpoint of Western European logic, and had severely underestimated its difficulty.””

Many civil servants had however brushed aside the lack of knowledge, on the basis of the
argument that knowledge of the region was not relevant for policy development - if indeed one could
speak of policy development at this early stage:

‘We were very much carried along by the current of events ... You reacted, and
from the very first moment you just had to keep on reacting. I kept on writing
notes for Parliament until I was dizzy. I had no time at all to really think about
policy and policy options. No one asked me to do that anyway. I have the
feeling that this was going on at the level of the Director-General for Political
Affairs, the minister and maybe one or two directors ... Look, doing nothing
was not an option. Suppose that that is your conclusion, on the basis of your
deeper knowledge of the Balkans. Well, you put that very nicely, but there are a
couple of things that the pressure of public opinion will not let us do. You can’t
say: It’s a terrible situation, but as I see things we only have one realistic option
and that is to do nothing and wait, see how things turn out. No, ... things that
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pointed in that direction were simply not an option. We had to do
something.”*"®

Van den Broek would say, neatly a year after the Netherlands’ chairmanship of the EC, ‘I keep on
hearing Balkans experts say, you have underestimated the nationalist forces. That may well be the case,
but what would we have done differently if we had estimated them correctly??”” And somewhat later,
‘What could we have used if we had all been highly qualified professors of the history of the Balkans?’
‘...Even if you had read everything there was to read about the history of the Balkan wars at the start
of this [twentieth] century, what would you have learnt that would be of use today?” Van den Broek
doubted the relevance of detailed knowledge of local circumstances and history to policy decisions in
particular because the main stress in Dutch policy lay on keeping the standpoints of the EC member
states on the same line. One’s own insights were of little value in this connection.”” It was precisely this
stance of Van den Broek which would so annoy the Serbs with whom he was engaged in discussion. As
the Serbian Minister of Foreign Affairs Vladislav Jovanovic would say, “‘Van den Broek epitomized that
arrogance of the EU (European Union, still called the European Community at that time) towards
international law. I witnessed his superficiality. He was not willing to invest in learning more about
Yugoslavia. They had the political might. They were ignorant.”*”

The chairmanship of the EC was a mixed blessing as far as the level of knowledge in the
ministry was concerned. It is true that the department received much more information about
developments in Yugoslavia thanks to the chairmanship than would have been the case otherwise.” At
the same time, the chairmanship meant that the Netherlands had much less freedom in the formulation
of its own policy, as it continually had to take into account what would be an acceptable policy for the
Twelve. Another problem was that ‘if you put two Balkans experts next to one another, the chance that

they would reach agreement is very slight’.”"

7. Hans van den Broek: pros and cons of a long period in office

The lack of adequate coordination at civil-servant level meant that a very heavy burden fell on the
shoulders of the minister, who in general had too little time to draw in the policy lines.” In fact, this
was the least of Van den Broek’s problems during the Yugoslav conflict: he was generally regarded as a
‘Samson’*” with years of experience. He also had a reputation for ‘doing his homework very
thoroughly’ and as a fast reader.”™

The politician Hans van den Broek, born in Paris where his father was a correspondent of the
Dutch daily de Telegraaf at the time, was discovered by Norbert Schmelzer, a powerful figure within the
CDA (Dutch Christian Democrat party). Schmelzer, who had been minister of Foreign Affairs himself
in the past, brought Van den Broek to The Hague as a Member of Parliament. After a year as junior
minister for Foreign Affairs, Van den Broek became minister of that department in November 1982.
He was on the right wing of his party, as appeared during his time as a backbencher from his
standpoint on such issues as abortion and euthanasia. As minister, he supported the idea of siting cruise

276 Interview AM van der Togt, 04/05/00.

277 Leonard Ornstein, ‘Minister Van den Broek: “Ik zou zeggen: beginnen met een schot voor de boeg’”, 177 Nederland,
31/10/92, p. 10.

278 Interview H. van den Broek, 02/12/99.

279 Interview V. Jovanovic, 14/09/01.

280 Both, Indifference, p. 232.

BUTCBU, Vertrekpunt, 111, deposition by A.P. van Walsum, 22/05/00, p. 9.

282 This problem in the ministry of Foreign Affairs had been pointed out eatlier and in more general terms by Everts (ed.),
Controversies, pp. 74 and 330.

283 Interview K.J.R. Klompenhouwer, 20/01/00.

284 Interviews B.J. van Eenennaam, 22/08/00; P. de Gooijer, 01/07/99 and H.A. Schaper, 12/04/00; P. Rusman, ‘De laatste
Koude-Oorlogsstrijder. Hans van den Broek (1982-1993)’, Hellema et al. (eds.), Ministers, p. 269.



162

missiles in the Netherlands and opposed a unilateral oil embargo against South Africa. During the
formation of the Lubbers-Kok coalition in 1989, he had difficulty dealing with the differences between
the political programme of his own party and that of the left-wing PvdA .** He had the reputation of
being a ‘cold fish’, but according to political colleagues he could be emotional within his own four
walls.”™

Van den Broek combined all the pros and cons of a long period in office. During more than
eight years as minister of Foreign Affairs, he had collected a small group of advisers whose opinion he
valued. The central figure in this group was Van Eenennaam, the head of DAV.*’ Van den Broek was
a minister with a pronounced opinion of his own,” who became more and more convinced of the
rightness of his ideas the longer he remained in office.”® This gave him the image of ‘a dominant man
who would rather convince others than be convinced’, as his fellow CDA member Aarts put it.””’ Both
friend and enemy regarded him as ‘arrogant’.””' The Yugoslavs would never see him in any other role.””
Van den Broek had in addition a very legalistic line of reasoning. He was not very flexible, and believed
that a politician should stick to his course once he had chosen it: ‘We do not mess around.”*”

Van den Broek’s stance was at the same time the strength and the weakness of his ministry: ‘Of
course, he made a control structure, a coordination structure, unnecessary because he had all the lines
in his own hand. He was the boss, and he did it himself. With just a few close advisers.””™* After neatly
ten years in office, the press increasingly lost interest in him.*”

The final years of Van den Broek’s tenure of the ministry were moreover adversely affected by
the troubled relationship with Prime Minister Lubbers. Lubbers had had a great deal of respect for Van
den Broek for many years. In 1989, however, the relationship began to cool. At that time, Van den
Broek was one of the three members of the CDA tipped as possible candidates to succeed Lubbers as
Prime Minister, the other two being the Minister of Finance Onno Ruding and the leader of the CDA
fraction in Parliament, Elco Brinkman. In order to test their suitability for the job, the leaders of the
CDA thought it necessary to try out Van den Broek and Ruding in a new position. They recommended
that Ruding should be made minister of Foreign Affairs and Van den Broek minister of Justice. The
plan failed, however, because Van den Broek refused to leave his accustomed hunting ground.” In
Lubbers’ view, this decision put Van den Broek out of the running.*”

The personal relationship between Van den Broek and Lubbers was even more seriously
damaged in the autumn of 1990, as the result of disagreement about competences in the field of foreign
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policy.” When the European Council of heads of government was set up in 1976, it was discovered
that the Dutch prime minister had much less authority in the field of foreign policy than many other
members of the Council. This Council, which generally met at six-monthly intervals, was formally
composed of the heads of government, the (French) head of state and the chairman of the European
Commission. The heads of government were accompanied at these meetings by their ministers of
Foreign Affairs. There were however moments during such a summit, e.g. during the final ceremonial
dinner, when the prime ministers were not accompanied by their ministers of Foreign Affairs when
they exchanged views with their foreign counterparts. Now the mandate of the Dutch premier was
determined by the government, and largely by Foreign Affairs; it had been found, however, that once
the premier was in the Council such a mandate could show some serious loopholes.” For this reason
among others, Dries Van Agt, the Dutch prime minister at the time, had written at the end of 1978 that
it had ‘long’ been true that the minister of Foreign Affairs no longer had the prime responsibility for
the European dimension of Dutch foreign affairs.””

The Dutch Home Secretary, Ien Dales, proposed at the end of 1990 in a memo to the
Government that the Prime Minister, like the German Federal Chancellor, should be given powers of
assignment so that he could assume an independent position on behalf of the Government during
European summit meetings. Lubbers, who had not only experienced problems with respect to his
constitutional position at the six-monthly European summits but also wished to maintain contacts, in
particular by phone, with his counterparts abroad in between these summits to realize a kind of
informal ‘Buropean consultative body’,”" agreed with this proposal. He explained in a letter to Van den
Broek that he wanted to enjoy the same scope as his foreign counterparts, without hindrance as regards
‘information, contacts, presence, status’ and the like.

Van den Broek was not at all pleased at Lubbers” attempt, as he saw it, to go too far towards
‘BEuropean harmonization’ of his office, and threatened to resign.”” Though the acute conflict was
calmed done, the affair had done lasting damage to the relationship between Lubbers and Van den
Broek.” The two ministers kept up a constant low-level squabbling, and the daily Tromw sketched Van
den Broek as giving the impression of a ‘child that keeps on whining because it doesn’t get what it
wants.”" The conflict was compounded by background rumours that Lubbers could succeed Jacques
Delors as chairman of the European Commission, which could reduce the chances of Van den Broek
continuing his career abroad in view of the scarcity of top international positions.”™”

It was thought on the eve of the Netherlands’ taking up the chairmanship of the EC that the
draft of the Maastricht Treaty, embodying a design for European political union, that was due to be
signed at the end of 1991 would be the main item on the agenda. However, the complications
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surrounding the Yugoslav crisis very soon took up so much of Foreign Minister Van den Broek’s time
that he had hardly any left to devote to other issues.”

8. Brioni: success or make-believe?

While European leaders were in a jubilant mood, convinced that the EC was going to play a heroic role
in the handling of the conflict in Yugoslavia, Dutch Foreign Minister Van den Broek wanted to start
off his country’s chairmanship of the EC by getting to know the American standpoint on this issue.

To this end, he paid a lightning visit to his American counterpart James Baker and National
Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft in Washington. Van den Broek heard that the American government
was considering a block on economic aid to Yugoslavia and the imposition of an arms embargo on that
country. Baker stated further that the American government would in principle support EC actions in
this field, and the solution to the problems involved devised by the EC.”” He emphasized that the EC
would have to take the lead, while the United States would remain in the background.”8 A Dutch
diplomat told the Dutch daily NRC Handelsblad that it was ‘interesting to observe’ during Van den
Broek’s visit ‘how the Americans calmly leave everything to us. They have the highest praise for all EC
initiatives in Yugoslavia, and seem to be adopting the attitude, “it’s your problem, so you decide how to
handle it.””*"

Baker and Van den Broek did however issue a joint statement after their talks to the effect that
they would respect the independence of the Yugoslav republics, if this was brought about by peaceful
means. This represented an abrupt departure from the standpoint taken by the European Community
in the autumn of 1990 (that the unity of Yugoslavia should be preserved), within a week of the
outbreak of the conflict.’"” The independence of Croatia and Slovenia was changed from an option that
was not on the cards at all to a question of modality and opportunity.”' Since a great deal of water
would doubtless have to flow through the Danube before the questions on this issue would receive an
answer, Washington could confidently expect that the question of recognition would not be an acute
one; this was reassuring, since the whole matter of the independence of constituent republics was a
tricky one for Gorbachev in the Kremlin - with whom the Americans were currently on good terms —
to handle in view of his wish to preserve the unity of the Soviet Union.

The visit to Washington had shown Van den Broek quite clearly that he could not expect any
real support from the USA in dealing with the Yugoslav crisis.”™ Since the Second World War, the
unity of Europe had nearly always been forged on an American anvil.”"”> Would the Atlanticus Van den
Broek, who had always plotted his course with the aid of Washington’s compass in times of major
international conflicts, manage to bring the Twelve of the EC in line without backup from the USA?
The signs were not favourable.
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On 3 July, the Croatian chairman of the Yugoslav presidium (and hence dk facto President of
Yugoslavia) Mesic phoned German Foreign Minister Genscher; Bonn sent a report of their telephone
conversation to the other EC capitals on the same day. According to this report, Mesic said that the
JNA (Yugoslav Federal Army) was acting entirely without authorization, and had in fact staged a coup.
The Yugoslav premier Markovic had phoned Mesic to say that he believed his life was in danger, and
that this might be the last telephone call he ever made. Genscher concluded from this that both their
lives could be in danger. Mesic asked Genscher to get the international community to do everything in
its power to force the JNA to moderate its actions, and to recognize Slovenia and Croatia as
independent states that might form a confederation with the other Yugoslav republics in the future.
Genscher told Mesic, completely in line with the German policy of ‘recognition, if’ that he would be
prepared to take this latter step if the JNA did not return to its barracks.”

Now that the JNA ‘had gone mad’, Genscher did not exclude the possibility that Germany
might recognize Croatia and Slovenia independently, if the situation called for it.”"> He phoned Van den
Broek in the latter’s hotel in Washington to tell him this, waking him up at 4.30 am for the purpose.
Van den Broek did not let the grass grow under his feet, and phoned his counterparts Dumas, Hurd
and Baker, and Austrian Minister of Foreign Affairs Alois Mock twice. Finally, he phoned Mesic. The
latter repeated to Van den Broek that only recognition of Croatia and Slovenia could halt the JNA’s
military advance on these two regions. Van den Broek replied that he expected that such recognition
could lead precisely to escalation of the violence.”

Dumas suggested that Van den Broek should call an emergency meeting of the EC ministers for
two days later in The Hague. Van den Broek decided to cancel a large part of his appointments in
Washington and to fly back to the Netherlands without delay.”"’ The talks with Dumas and Baker had
confirmed Van den Broek in his opinion that a threat to recognize the two breakaway republics would
be too dangerous, as it might lead either to JNA actions to protect Serb minorities™® or to Slovenian
provocation of the Federal army.’"”

Before he left Washington, Van den Broek urged EC member states not to make unilateral
statements or take unilateral steps concerning the independence of Croatia and Slovenia.”® In the
meantime, however, De Michelis made a statement in the Italian Parliament to the effect that Italy
would recognize Croatia and Slovenia if the JNA continued to use violence.™'

The German position on this issue cleatly irritated Van den Broek and the Dutch ministry of
Foreign Affairs. When it was suggested to Van den Broek during a radio interview that Germany was
after all a force to be reckoned with, he replied that the chairman of the EC was by no means negligible
either.” It was clear to the leadership of the Dutch department of Foreign Affairs that Yugoslavia
could be a banana peel on the path towards further European unification, and a blemish on the Dutch
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chairmanship of the EC.
Netherlands was at stake.

The prestige not only of Van den Broek personally but also of the

Emergency summit on Yugostavia in The Hagne

It became clear during the ministerial EPC meeting in The Hague on 5 July 1991 that Germany, Italy,
Denmark, Belgium and Luxembourg were in favour of speedy recognition of Slovenia and Croatia.
France, Spain and Great Britain, which were unlikely to be flooded with refugees from the region
thanks to their geographical situation and which had their own problems with separatists, took the
opposite view and stressed the need to preserve the unity of Yugoslavia.” Genscher found himself in
patticular opposed by Dumas.’® France perceived the German position, that was supported by Austria,
as embodying the threat of a German Drang nach Osten (push to the East),” and also, as anonymous
French sources put it, evidence of a “Teutonic will to power’.””’

While the Dutch position as regards Yugoslavia before the Netherlands had taken over the
chairmanship of the EC had not differed all that much from the German standpoint, Van den Broek
now felt that his new role forced him to follow the view of the majority of EC member states, which
still aimed at preservation of the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia. It was the start of a policy where
preservation of a uniform line within the Twelve was seen as more important than working out well
based concrete plans about how to deal with Yugoslavia.”” This was one time when Genscher could
not force through acceptance of his standpoint (in this case, in favour of recognition of the breakaway
republics).”

One consequence of the EPC meeting of 5 July was that, following the lead given by
Washington, an immediate embargo on the supply of weapons to Yugoslavia was proclaimed. Other
countries were urged to do the same, and countries bordering Yugoslavia were urged to block the
transport of weapons through their territories to Yugoslavia.

The troika in action again

The ministerial troika paid a third visit to Yugoslavia on 6 and 7 July, in response to a call for help from
Loncar, the Federal Yugoslav Minister of Foreign Affairs, to the Dutch ambassador in Belgrade
Fietelaars (‘we badly need help, we badly need help’),”. The venue this time was Brioni, an island to
the south of Istria that had been Tito’s favourite spot for conferences and where he had offered
hospitality to countless foreign guests. Genscher repeated his warnings to Serbia in Welt an Sonntag on 7
July, where he stated that renewed military action on the part of the JNA would remove any basis for
negotiations. In that case, recognition of the independence of Croatia and Slovenia would be among
the possibilities.”
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The troika found the various Yugoslav parties so divided as to be hardly able to provide any
contribution of substance to the discussion.”” In particular the Serbian member of the Yugoslav
presidium, Jovic, behaved in a manner that was far from diplomatic. He claimed that the JNA could
wipe Slovenia off the map in a day if they wanted. He thought it unlikely that peaceful solutions could
be achieved in Croatia, because according to him the destruction of the Serb minority in that republic
was being prepared. If other republics considered that they had the right to self-determination, then so
had the Serbs according to him. The Serbian republic guaranteed Serbs the right to exercise this option,
he went on to say, in a clear reference to the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia.

After sixteen hours of discussion, Van den Broek stated that the text of the declaration worked
out by the troika in the course of the day was non-negotiable. If it was not accepted, the EC had no
further role to play in the process. This ultimatum produced a joint declaration by all parties concerned
with two appendices, which came to be known as the Brioni Agreement.” This stipulated that
negotiations between all parties concerned would start no later than 1 August, without any preliminary
conditions. At that conference, the peoples of Yugoslavia would themselves decide about their future.
The EC would only assist in the search for a solution and in the provision of the necessary facilities. A
ceasefire would be observed in Slovenia, and the Federal army would return to its barracks. In the
meantime, there would be a three-month moratorium on the implementation of the declarations of
independence.

The European monitoring mission

One of the provisions of the Brioni Agreement was that a group of observers from the European
Community under the name European Commission Monitoring Mission (ECMM) would be admitted
to Slovenia and Croatia in order to monitor compliance with the ceasefire, the withdrawal of the JNA,
the exchange of prisoners and the implementation of the moratorium. The mission would consist of
thirty to fifty observers who would be given diplomatic status, and whose safety would be guaranteed
by the parties concerned. These monitors were soon given the nickname ‘ice-cream men’ because of
the snow-white clothing they wore to underline their unarmed civilian status. A Memorandum of
Understanding between the EC representatives, the Yugoslav authorities and representatives of Croatia
and Slovenia, specifying the mandate and status of the observers, was signed on 13 July.

The number of members of the ECMM increased gradually to about four hundred over the
next two years. The mission subsequently also became active in Bosnia-Hercegovina and had a small
office known by the rather grand name of ‘regional centre’ in Belgrade. It had other regional centres in
Szeged (Hungary), Sofia (Bulgaria) and Tirana and Kukes (Albania), that were intended to help prevent
the conflict from spreading beyond the boundaries of (the former) Yugoslavia. From August 1991,
monitors from the CSCE member states Canada, Poland, Czechoslovakia and Sweden joined the
ECMM. The mission received its instructions from the chairman of the EC and reported to him and to
the United Nations and the International Red Cross. The chairman of the EC passed the reports of the
ECMM on to the Community’s Ad Hoc Group on Yugoslavia.

Although the mission’s attempts to mediate between the parties to the conflict had little
success, and the mission was in fact hardly able to play a significant role in monitoring the ceasefire
agreements, it did achieve a certain value as the eyes and ears of the European Community in the field.
It also started investigating violations of human rights from the autumn of 1991, with the
encouragement of the chairman of the EC. As time went by, it further played a role in the exchange of

332 ABZ, DEU/ARA/03287. EU/GBVB/ Trgjka, vootbereiding en verslaglegging bezoeken Trgjka aan Joegoslavié,
July/August 1991, Fietelaars 195 and 196 to Van den Broek, 08/07/91.
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prisoners, the execution of confidence-increasing measures and the monitoring of aid convoys.” Thus,
the ECMM gradually developed from a body charged with monitoring the withdrawal of the JNA from
Slovenia and compliance with the terms of truce agreements to an 7z sizu monitor of not only the
military but also the political, economic and humanitarian situation.™ It was therefore true to a certain
extent to say of it, ‘It was improvised and disordered, and it should not have worked, but it did.”**

After the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) was set up eatly in 1992, however,
the ECMM came to be overshadowed by this UN organization. The ECMM was largely trapped in the
role of an observer with the supplementary task of solving acute, often humanitarian problems at a
local level in regions where the situation was tense. ECMM reports were mainly restricted to factual
information about a shooting incident at such and such a location, at such and such a time. Since the
recipients of such reports in Western capitals did not in general appreciate it when the monitors gave
their own assessment of the situation, these reports were not highly respected either by the EC and UN
mediators or by the authorities in the various European capitals. The ECMM had thus very little
involvement in the political negotiation process.””’

Things had however not yet reached this stage when, shortly after the signing of the Brioni
Agreement, 62-year-old Jo van der Valk, former head of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and
Security Affairs at the Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs and before that (in the late ‘seventies) Dutch
ambassador in Belgrade, was appointed head of the ECMM with Brigadier General J.C. Kosters as his
deputy. They arrived in Zagreb, the capital of Croatia, on 15 July with a few dozen ECMM observers
(diplomats and a few officials from EC countries). This site had been chosen because of its location
between Belgrade and Slovenia. The ECMM set up its headquarters there, and would make missions to
Slovenia by jeep or helicopter.

Soon after the signing of the Brioni Agreement, a German diplomat had stated that the real war
— by which he meant one between Serbs and Croats — was bound to start soon: ‘Observers will have to
be sent there without delay, or they will be bashing one another’s’ heads in again.”” The question was
whether the ECMM was actually authorized to perform tasks in Croatia as well as Slovenia. The
Memorandum of Understanding signed by the EC and the six republics of Yugoslavia, which governed
the mandate of the ECMM, stated that the field of operation of the mission comprised ‘Slovenia and,
as appropriate, Croatia, unless the Participating Parties agree that the implementation of the Mandate
also requires activities beyond these areas’.””

While Van der Valk was on the way to Zagreb to take up his mission, representatives of the
countries who had sent observers to take part in the mission were meeting in The Hague. The Dutch
ambassador-at-large Christiaan Kréner, who had led the group preparing the way for the ECMM, ™
explained during this meeting that the JNA and the Federal authorities were afraid that there were spies
among the monitors. The organizers of the mission had managed by the skin of their teeth to persuade
the authorities in Belgrade to admit monitors from certain countries — doubtless including Germany
and probably Italy too. Activities in Croatia were particularly sensitive in this connection. This could
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easily give rise to problems, since the headquarters of the mission were sited precisely in Croatia.
Kroner stressed that it was essential to ensure that the monitors did not get involved in the struggle
between the Serbs and Croats: ‘Although, as agreed in the Memorandum of Understanding, Croatia was
not to be excluded from the mission area, it would not be the main focus of the mission.””* Other
Western diplomats reported that the leadership of the JNA had told the presidium that they had strong
reservations against the simple fact of the stationing of the observers in Zagreb.*

On arrival in Zagreb, Van der Valk created the impression during his first press conference that
the mission had no mandate at all to monitor hostilities in Croatia. His remarks were greeted with
incomprehension by the reporters present and by the Croatian authorities.” The Dutch ambassador in
Belgrade, Fietelaars, reported without delay to Foreign Affairs that according to him Van der Valk was
a ‘very agreeable old gentleman’, but ‘no longer competent to deal with this very complicated task and
not tough enough to deal with the snake pit of present-day politics here. His knowledge of the Brioni
Agreement and the Memorandum of Understanding is inadequate, and his reaction to questions from
the press was clumsy.”*

The Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs responded to Fietelaars that a policy group at the
ministry led by the head of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs, Van
Eenennaam, was responsible for the policy aspect of the ECMM, while the practical work was
delegated to a coordinator of the Yugoslavia mission, K.J.G. van Oosterom, who had been appointed
head of a new liaison office to be set up within the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security
Affairs which would be known under the initials DAV /LSO. This office formulated the tasks of
ECMM and was responsible for the logistics, setting up the mission’s regional offices and the
distribution of ECMM reports to the capitals of EC member states via ‘COREUS’, special telegrams
designed for European correspondence. The office consisted of two members of staff in charge of
policy issues and a clerk from Foreign Affairs and a military advisor who was responsible for the liaison
between the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs and the Defence staff. After
some initial troubles in the filling in of this function of liaison with Defence, T.P.J. (Tom) Karremans,
subsequently the commander of Dutchbat 111, was appointed to this position on 14 August.

In the meantime, sources within the American National Security Council (NSC) stressed to the
Dutch ambassador in Washington, Meesman, on 16 July that the ECMM should pay attention to the
situation in Croatia. According to these NSC sources, there would ‘no longer be much point’ in looking
for structural solutions to the problems in Yugoslavia once violence had broken out in Croatia. The
State Department was also a keen supporter of ECMM activity in Croatia.”” Washington also urged
other EC member states to extend the mandate of the ECMM to include Croatia.”*

Somewhat embarrassed by the situation that had arisen as a result of Van der Valk’s restrictive
interpretation of the ECMM’s mandate, the Dutch permanent representative at NATO, A.P.R.
Jacobovits de Szeged, had to state in the North Atlantic Council that the mission to Yugoslavia was
intended to monitor a ceasefire, not a conflict.”’

Ten days after the signing of the Brioni Agreement, on 18 July, the Federal Presidium of
Yugoslavia decided that the JNA troops should be gradually withdrawn from Slovenia within the space
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of three months. This goal was indeed reached in October. This would seem to indicate that the EC
had scored a quick success with the Brioni Agreement.

A number of critical comments may be made in this connection, however. Firstly, the
negotiation process stipulated as part of the Brioni Agreement was supposed to be one in which the
EC left it up to the various parties in Yugoslavia to work out their future. It may be asked whether this
was a good idea, in view of the differences that had existed between the various Yugoslav republics
since 1987, the inability to reconcile the conflicting wishes for recentralization on the one hand and
confederation — not to speak of independence — on the other, the irreconcilable claims of the Serbs and
Croats on Krajina and Slavonia and finally the complete impotence of the Federal authorities. Milosevic
stated once more in Brioni that those who wanted to leave Yugoslavia should be able to do so, but that
Serbs living outside Serbia had an equal right to continue to be part of the common state of Yugoslavia,
and that the Yugoslav army would protect that right.”* Even if it was not already clear to the EC at that
moment that the parties to the conflict would not be able to resolve matters unaided, the continual
breakdown of the ceasefires should in any case soon have acted as a warning signal.

Secondly, the EC stipulated an end to the hostilities as a condition for political talks. The
continual violations of the ceasefires thus caused much precious time to be lost. In the absence of
solutions, the unity of Yugoslavia had to be maintained and the EC was prepared to reinforce the
Federal authorities.” Their efforts in this direction were however pointless, as the Federal cabinet had
in fact ceased to function. The Federal premier Markovic and his Foreign Minister Loncar no longer
played a meaningful role, as noted as early as the spring of 1991 by the Dutch ministry of Foreign
Affairs and the Dutch Military Intelligence Service (Dutch abbreviation MID).* The American
ambassador in Belgrade, Zimmermann, commented in a similar vein that at the time when Croatia and
Slovenia made their declarations of independence, Markovic was increasingly seen as ‘a figurehead or,
even worse, a fig leaf.”

The EC insistence on the nomination of Mesic as chairman of the Federal Yugoslav presidium
was fairly pointless too; this move was only of symbolic value. It did not give Mesic any real influence
over the JNA. Serbia could always reckon on four of the eight votes, thanks to its usurpation of the
seats of Kosovo and Vojvodina and the support of Montenegro, as Izetbegovic told the European
troika in early August 1991. He hoped that the EC would now only do business with the heads of the
six republics: “They hold the real power.*”

The presidium was practically paralysed in the spring of 1991 by the even split of votes (Serbia
and Montenegro against the rest). The EC, which continued to support the unity of Yugoslavia, tried to
counter this de facto situation. This helped Serbia, which was trying to block the trend towards
independence. These facts help to explain why the Federal Minister of Defence Kadijevic, who
normally did not have a good word to say about the actions of the EC, thanked the troika in early
August 1991 for the fact that the Community had enabled the presidium to function again.™
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Thirdly, the moratorium on the independence of Croatia and Slovenia agreed in Brioni created
the impression that this independence would be a fact when the waiting period came to an end — an
impression that could only be reinforced by the general recognition of the importance Germany
attached to this independence. And that at a moment when the EC was still formally a firm supporter
of the need to maintain the unity and territorial integrity of Yugoslavia. This stance thus quickly lost
most of its credibility, and the situation supported the JNA in its conviction that there was every reason
to win territory as quickly as possible. The troops that withdrew from Slovenia (a move monitored by
the ECMM) were deployed in Croatia and Bosnia, in preparation for the offensives the JNA would be
mounting there in the near future.”™ It was the predictability of this threat that made the Croat Mesic
the only member of the presidium to vote against the motion for withdrawal from Slovenia, while
Bogic Bogicevic, the representative of Bosnia-Hercegovina, abstained.” While Croatia fell victim to the
new offensive shortly after, Slovenia could lie back calmly in the expectation that all it had to do was
‘wait till the EC moratorium was over’.

By agreeing with a monitoring mission aimed solely at Slovenia, the EC had set foot on the path
of limited, local solutions instead of making a contribution to an approach to the future of the
Yugoslav state as a whole.

After the withdrawal of the JNA from Slovenia had been confirmed, the deputy head of the
Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs, Schaper, asked Van der Valk once again
what he thought about extending the field of operation of the ECMM to Croatia and possibly to
Bosnia-Hercegovina, now that JNA actions in Croatia were to be expected in the near future.”
However, Van der Valk continued to turn down the idea of operation of the mission in Croatia.” ‘We
are an unarmed civilian mission, and are thus not equipped for operations in Eastern Croatia’, said Van
der Valk.” The Dutch ministry of Foreign Affairs finally supported him in this position. An official
from the ministry thought that since the tense situation in Slovenia had not yet completely cleared up,
there was no reason for the observers to leave.” Tudjman, however, perceived a difference between
Van der Valk’s position and that of ‘his chief, Van den Broek’. Tudjman wanted the latter to explain
what sense it made for him, as head of state of Croatia, to have voted for the Brioni Agreement and the
deployment of the observers if they were not allowed to operate in Croatia itself.’”

The restrictive interpretation of the mandate by Van der Valk and Milosevic’s decision to give
up Slovenia thus put the international community on the back foot. Two weeks after the mission had
been brought into being its aims were, according to the Dutch daily NRC Handelsblad, ‘generally
regarded as overtaken by events and more or less pointless’.* It was not even allowed to monitor the
withdrawal of the JNA from Slovenia to barracks in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The initiative shifted to
Belgrade, and the international community would find itself forced, time after time, to react to new
crises for which it was hardly prepared. Slovenia would be followed by Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina,
Kosovo and Macedonia in succession.
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9. Dutch assessment of the future of Yugoslavia

Of the main Dutch dailies, the Liberal NRC Handelsblad generally adopted a cynical stance as regards
the ability of the EC to deal effectively with the crisis in Yugoslavia. On the other hand, it did recognize
that the EC had to do something. The risk of a complete breakdown of society in Yugoslavia was great,
in the opinion of the paper’s editor in chief W.H. Weenink. ‘Doing nothing, or welcoming the
secessions, are however even less attractive options for the EC. The former would make the efforts
towards political union lose credibility, while the latter would probably lead to prolonged instability and
a breakdown of proper relations in Europe. The Yugoslav crisis shows that only European integration
can save the old continent from relapsing into an era of tribal wars, which had for so long been kept
nicely under control by the Cold War and Western-European unification.”””

The foreign affairs commentator of the NRC Handelsblad, ].1. Heldring, did however have a few
good words to say about the efforts of the troika under the leadership of Van den Broek, though he did
warn that what the EC had been aiming at so far was crisis management rather than policy.’” A leader
in that broadsheet asked ‘whether an approach the Dutch elements of which would be clear to the
insider will prove to be functional in the Balkans’. Temporizing tactics which might seem useful in the
Dutch situation could lead to a fatal loss of tempo in the Balkans.*

In general, however, Dutch opinion approved of what the EC and in particular Van den Broek
were doing. Leonie Sipkes, Green Left Member of Parliament who had expressed fierce criticism of
Van den Broek during the Gulf crisis, admitted, ‘it hurts me to say so, but Van den Broek has been
doing well in this conflict.*® This statement reflects not only the all-party support Van den Broek
could count on in Parliament but also the U-turn in security policy manifested by Green Left. In the
winter of 1990/91, Green Left had been the only party that did not support military intervention in
response to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. However, a split developed in the party at that time about the
deployment of Dutch Patriot rockets to intercept the Scud missiles Iraq was firing at Israel. Paul
Rosenmoller and Ina Brouwer supported the deployment, while Peter Lankhorst, Ria Beckers and
Leonie Sipkes opposed the sending of these defensive weapons. This led the CDA (Christian
Democrat) MP Thijs Van Vlijmen to call Green Left ‘Brown Left’ — a reference to the treasonable
activities of the brown-shirted NSB, Dutch fascist party during the Second World War, for which CDA
fraction leader Brinkman later apologized.

The U-turn in Green Left thinking was brought about by the situation of the Kurdish refugees
in Northern Iraq. After this crisis, peacekeeping and peace enforcement in response to serious
violations of human rights were no longer taboo in Green Left.”

In the Protestant daily Trouw, Dr. R.C.R. Sieckmann, who was attached to the T.M.C. Asser
Institute for international law, praised the navigational skills of Van den Broek as he tacked between the
Scylla of Yugoslav unity and the Charybdis of the Croatian and Slovenian claims for independence to
reach the relatively safe haven of the Brioni Agreement. He was sorry, however, that only observers
had been sent, and that that the CSCE lacked the resources and the political will to send a peacekeeping
force to act as a buffer and maintain peace and quiet.””’
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A variety of comments were seen in the left-wing De [olkskrant. A leader commenting on the
second visit of the troika to Yugoslavia on 30 June gave the opinion that the Netherlands had started its
chairmanship of the EC well.”® Columnist Koen Koch, writing in the same paper the next day, thought
however that the visit had set a seal on the failure of EC policy which shared responsibility for the
bloodshed by supporting the unity of Yugoslavia.™

André Roelofs, reporting for De [ olkskrant from Ljubljana, said that it was not clear what
would happen if the three-month moratorium on independence for Croatia and Slovenia were to expire
without an agreement having been reached. In his report, Roelofs cited Slovenian premier Peterle, who
seemed to be suggesting that Slovenia simply had to be patient for the stipulated three-month period
and the independence would drop into its hands: “We have waited a century for independence, and it
won’t do any harm to wait another three months.””

Oscar Garschagen praised the provisional success achieved at Brioni, stating that the EC’s
shuttle diplomacy had shown it ‘in an unusually dynamic light’ — largely thanks to the initiatives of Van
den Broek. He went on to say that while Genscher had so far not dared to venture on a course of
German A/leingang (going it alone), the Yugoslav crisis would remain a test case of the ability of the
Twelve to maintain a united front .”"'

Some commentators sympathized with Van den Broek in connection with the headaches
Genscher was giving him. For example, writing in Trouw about the personal visit Genscher made to
Yugoslavia in the first few days of July, Theo Koelé commented that there was no obligation on the
chairman of the CSCE to pay such a personal visit to a region hit by crisis.’”

Approval of Van den Broek’s actions so far was also expressed in the Dutch Government
meeting of 11 July 1991. A number of ministers went so far as to suggest that the Yugoslav crisis might
provide an opportunity for setting the tone for European security policy for the coming years. One
minister noted the positive side-effect of the united front shown by the Twelve, though he added that it
would be unwise to cheer too soon .””

At the request of two Members of Parliament, Gualthérie van Weezel of the CDA and Weisglas
of the Liberal VVD, the permanent Parliamentary Committee of Parliament was called back from the
summer recess to discuss the situation in Yugoslavia.”™ On the evening of 11 July 1991, the Committee
debated a letter of 10 July from the minister of Foreign Affairs.”” This was a rather false start to a
dossier in which practically all actions were taken jointly by the ministries of Foreign Affairs and
Defence. In fact, the department of Defence made an official protest to their colleagues at Foreign
Affairs because it was not informed of the letter until it had been sent to the Government. After all, the
monitoring mission discussed in the letter was a joint responsibility of the ministers of Foreign Affairs
and Defence. Even though the operational leadership was in the hands of Foreign Affairs, the Defence
Staff and the Directorate for General Affairs of the ministry of Defence were involved in the policy
formation and Army staff took care of the execution of Defence’s share of the mission.””
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Having to combine the tasks of minister of Foreign Affairs and chairman of the European
Community was a mixed blessing for Van den Broek in the Dutch Parliament. On the one hand, MPs
tended to be less critical of the minister during the Dutch chairmanship of the EC since they
recognized that he had to mediate between the views of the various EC member states and was thus
unable to keep strictly to the line that the Netherlands would have chosen on its own. For example, a
report in NRC Handelsblad stated that an MP (not mentioned by name) asked during the first discussion
of the Yugoslav question with Van den Broek what was left of Dutch foreign policy now that Van den
Broek was acting as chairman of the EC during the crisis.””” On the other hand, the minister was under
pressure from Parliament to make something good out of the chairmanship, since the Netherlands was
in the international spotlight as well as Van den Broek. This in itself was sufficient reason for the
Netherlands not to adopt a passive stance in the conflict. The Parliament stimulated Van den Broek to
take an active approach.

The minister and the EC troika received all-party support during the debate.’™ Eimert van
Middelkoop from the Protestant GPV party (Gereformeerd Politiek 1 erbond) praised Van den Broek for
‘his active stance and above all for his political caution’, and added, ‘Messrs Genscher and Kohl could
learn a lot from his example.”” In general, the political parties wanted to support neither Serb
dominance nor regional strivings for independence. They agreed with Van den Broek that the Helsinki
Accords and the Charter of Paris should serve as their starting points. “That means’, the minister
pointed out, ‘recognition of both the right of peoples to self-determination and the great benefits
attached to the integrity of states. It is thus clear that some kind of appropriate compromise must be
found between these two aims, in the sense that a unilateral choice for one of the options is
unacceptable.” The parties to a conflict involving these matters would have to reach an agreement that
would be capable of recognition at international level.” The European Community would have to try
to reconcile the differing viewpoints of the various parties via a process of negotiation. It could attempt
to stimulate the parties to reach agreement, or could offer support in the form of expertise e.g. with
respect to constitutional, economic or financial questions. If however the parties did not wish to
negotiate, there was not really a role for the EC to play in the process.”' The perspectives in this latter
case were extremely dark. Van den Broek went on to say, ‘Once again, I must stress that any result
which is not the product of a negotiation process and real agreement can be nothing but a scenario for
disaster! All such outcomes ate prescriptions for civil war, without exception!”*

The spokesmen of the various fractions in Parliament agreed with the minister that the parties
in Yugoslavia had to reach agreement about the future structure of their country. Ton de Kok of the
Christian Democrat CDA said, ‘“Any support for a unilateral declaration of independence will give rise
to further escalation of the crisis. This does not only apply to Yugoslavia — in fact, we are afraid that it
applies to the whole of Central and Eastern Europe.””® Van Middelkoop (GPV) objected to ‘a
premium on state-destroying nationalism. That is a cancerous growth on the countries in that part of
the world, nationalism of a kind which we in the Netherlands can hardly imagine. If we want to
maintain peace and stability in the world, we will have to oppose that sort of nationalism as much as
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possible’.”® He went on to say, ‘I can agree with the EC standpoint that we will have to start for the
moment from the idea of territorial integrity for Yugoslavia. In this connection, I would like to
underline the word “start” heavily. It is clear that Yugoslavia will never be what it once was — and that
is a good thing. In any case, it means that everyone will have to learn to deal with one another in a
different way.”*

Jan-Dirk Blaauw of the Liberal VVD was the only one during this debate to mention the
problems in Bosnia-Hercegovina ‘between the Serb minorities on the one hand and the Croat
minorities on the other™ ‘According to the reports I have received, the Serb civilians in Bosnia-
Hercegovina are however currently being transformed half-way into combatants by being called up as
reservists and transported in military vehicles from Bosnia-Hercegovina to the Croatian border. Or is
this all just propaganda?’

Blaauw wondered whether the Western nations were perhaps not doing enough. He suggested
the possibility of putting the whole of Yugoslavia under the supervision of observers, and pointed out
that in the past hostile groups had been separated by UN observers and peacekeeping forces. Maybe a
similar construction might be possible in the present case, under the CSCE umbrella, though he did not
think the CSCE was really ‘ripe’ for this. He went on to say:

“The use of other military organizations might perhaps create an undesirable
impression. In this connection, I would like to offer what might be a rather wild
suggestion. Might it not be a good idea, even now, to start to create a
construction which would make it possible, if a request to that effect were ever
made, for the Benelux countries, possibly in combination with the Scandinavian
countries and Switzerland, to offer a little bit more than civilian good services?
To supply, if necessary and if requested, military units to separate hostile groups
so as to make combat impossible, and thus to prevent bloodshed rather than
allowing it to spread, so that a more stable starting situation could be created
for a Yugoslavia of the future in which the component parts could once again
be allowed to go their own ways.”*

Wilbert Willems of Green Left also asked Van den Broek ‘to consider, both internally and in an EC
context, the possibility of further deployment of peacekeeping forces’, even though he was not
prepared to go as far in this direction as Blaauw.”’

Maarten van Traa (PvdA) and Ton de Kok (CDA) made it perfectly clear, however, that they
didn’t think much of Blaauw’s ‘wild suggestion’, which clearly could not be realized at that moment
under a CSCE or UN umbrella. Nevertheless, Blaauw was not the only Member of Parliament to play
with the idea that the Netherlands as a small power might be able to play a special role in relation to the
conflict. Van Middelkoop (GPV) characterized it as ‘quite a fortunate circumstance’ that the Dutch
were chairing the EC precisely at this time: ‘If you want Europe to have a good foreign policy, you have
to start by creating a sort of internal European balance of policies. Well, creating a balance of that kind
is a role that the Netherlands is quite accustomed to play.”* Van Middelkoop hoped that Van den
Broek would not give in to Realpoliti: “That makes justice subsidiary to all kinds of ambitions, which is
not a good thing.’

34 TK, 1990-1991, 22 181, No. 2, p
35 TK, 1990-1991, 22 181, No. 2, p.
36 TK, 1990-1991, 22 181, No. 2, p
37 TK, 1990-1991, 22 181, No. 2, p
38 TK, 1990-1991, 22 181, No. 2, p



176

10. Division along ethnic boundaries?

After the signing of the Brioni Agreement, Van den Broek, Poos and De Michelis proposed to their EC
colleagues on 10 July that the Community should go one step further by developing ideas about the
material aspects of the negotiations that had been stipulated as part of the Brioni Agreement. De
Michelis, who had left the troika in the meantime, was a strong supporter of the idea that the internal
boundaries of Yugoslavia should not be changed. (He was doubtless influenced in taking up this stance
by the situation in the Southern Tyrol, where voices had been raised in favour of secession from Italy in
favour of some form of union with Austria.) He received warm support for this idea from Genscher.”
Director-General for Political Affairs Van Walsum, who was doing his homework at that moment in
preparation for the formulation of the second phase of the EC intervention, does not appear to have
been aware of these noises. The development of his ideas had by this time become strongly influenced
by the situation in Bosnia-Hercegovina.

Peter Michielsen had already commented in the NRC Handelsblad of 5 July that acceptance of
the independence of Croatia and Slovenia would have major consequences for Bosnia-Hercegovina. He
had pointed out the unstable nature of the ethnic equilibrium in that republic and the hungry glances
Croatia was casting at it from just across the border.” The Financial Times reported on 10 July that
Milosevic and Tudjman had been having talks about dividing up Bosnia-Hercegovina; this report was
taken over in the Dutch press. The publication of this item was stimulated by the remark Tudjman had
made on the television: ‘If the Serb demand that all Serbs should live in a single state is realized, no one
can deny the same right to the Croats.” Tudjman’s advisor Mario Nobilo explained later the same week
that the Bosnian Muslims could be left with a mini-state of their own the size of Slovenia. This would
be brought about by massive ethnic migrations leading to the creation of pure Croat and Serb areas in
Bosnia-Hercegovina, which could then link up with their ‘mother countries’.””

The report in the Financial Times set Van Walsum thinking. The Netherlands would have to act
fast as chair of the EC, and not just in reaction to the ambitions Croatia and Serbia apparently had with
respect to Bosnia-Hercegovina. Van Walsum was also afraid that if the EC chairman did not come up
with a solution soon, ‘some other party’ would. He therefore wrote a memo to Van den Broek on 11
July, in which he wrote that three things were in any case unthinkable. Firstly, that the constitutional
structure of Yugoslavia would remain unchanged. Secondly, that Yugoslavia would split up peacefully
into six republics with the same borders as the existing ones. And thirdly, that the borders of the
republics could be changed by negotiation. In brief, there was no peaceful way out of the Yugoslav
crisis: ‘What we would like to do here is to square the circle.””” He submitted this memo on Friday 12
July to Van den Broek, who was attending a Government meeting at the time, with a request for
comment.

Van Walsum did not offer a real solution to the problems he posed in his memo. In line with
this, Van den Broek told Van Walsum in the course of the same afternoon that his memo was of
limited use because it did not offer a policy choice. Van Walsum had in the meantime come to the
conclusion that the ethnic question in Yugoslavia could not be solved exclusively by guarantees of the
protection of minorities.”” He took the view that it was better to redraw the borders of the Yugoslav
republics so as to give maximum ethnic homogeneity within each republic. When Van den Broek
pointed out to his Director-General for Political Affairs the lack of a policy choice in his memo, Van
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Walsum replied (according to claims he made later) that his preference was for a redrawing of
Yugoslavia’s internal borders so as to give maximum ethnic homogeneity in each constituent part. The
minister responded (again according to Van Walsum) that if the Director-General for Political Affairs
modified the memo along these lines, he (the minister) would have no objection to the Director-
General for Political Affairs sending it to capitals of the various EC member states as a COREU
message.””*

Good reasons could be given to back up Van Walsum’s preference for modifying Yugoslavia’s
internal borders in such a way that each ethnic group could live in a state of its own. It is true that
Jacques Delors, President of the European Commission from 1985 to 1994, and Jacques Santer, Prime
Minister of Luxembourg, had told the Yugoslav leaders that they would have to find a solution to their
constitutional problems ‘within the existing internal and external borders.” And James Baker, the
American Secretary of State, had during his dramatic visit to Belgrade on the eve of the declaration of
independence by Croatia and Slovenia also called on the various parties involved to preserve the
integrity of Yugoslavia, ‘including the borders of the constituent republics’.”” The subsequent signing
of the Brioni Agreement showed however that he EC had in principle accepted the independence of
Croatia and Slovenia, and hence also the loss of Yugoslavia’s external borders which had been
guaranteed in the 1975 Helsinki Accords. Why then should the country’s internal borders be
sacrosanct? There was in a certain sense a historical argument to support this line of thought as regards
the border between Croatia and Serbia. While this border was substantially the same as that between
the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires, which had existed since the seventeenth century, the region of
Vojna Krajina had been transferred to Croatia as late as 1881 after having had a special status in the
preceding centuries.

The COREU message sent by Van Walsum on 13 July for comment to the capitals of all EC
member states put into words the basic idea that according to the Netherlands as chair of the EC, ‘the
principle of self-determination (...) cannot exclusively apply to the existing republics while being
deemed inapplicable to national minorities within those republics’. In other words, Yugoslavia could
not be split up into six republics within their existing borders. The Netherlands therefore proposed that
these borders should be redefined on a voluntary basis. The EC would never approve an agreement like
that of Karadjordjevo, where Tudjman and Milosevic decided the fate of Bosnia-Hercegovina without
the knowledge of the Federal government and without consulting the republic itself.””

If Van Walsum’s idea were to be accepted, that would have consequences not only for e.g.
Krajina, the Croatian region where many Serbs lived, but also in particular for Bosnia-Hercegovina,
where none of the three main ethnic groups (the Bosnian Muslims, the Serbs and the Croats) formed a
majority of the population. Van Walsum seems to have been aware of this. In any case, he said in an
interview with Both on 20 August 1995, ‘If Yugoslavia died of its ethnic divisions, it does not seem to
be a very good idea to choose the option that would lead precisely to the creation of a new independent
state (Bosnia-Hercegovina) that would be plagued by exactly the same ethnic divisions.”” Another
indication in the same direction is a note written by Van Walsum in late August 1991, where he stated
that the time was not yet ripe for a discussion between Milosevic and Tudjman concerning the division
of Bosnia-Hercegovina.” In brief, while Van Walsum did not want a division of Bosnia imposed by
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Milosevic and Tudjman, he hoped that something along these lines might be possible in consultation
with the Muslims.

Van den Broek had only seen the memo with the remark about squaring the circle —i.e. not the
additional far-reaching suggestions about changing the borders. When questioned about this later, the
minister could not remember ever having seen the draft COREU message™” or, if he had, he must have
underestimated the scope of Van Walsum’s suggestion.*”" In any case, the COREU message was sent
on Saturday 13 July, signed by Van Walsum.

It led to almost unanimous rejection within the EC. France feared that the proposal, if carried
out, would lead to massive displacement of people.*” Spain did not want the EC to endanger its scope
for mediation by adopting such a sharply defined stance.*” Only Copenhagen showed some sympathy
for the idea."” While Lord Owen would later praise Van Walsum for his idea, which the British
mediator thought might have led to less bloodshed on Yugoslav soil if put into practice,"” it is
understandable that the idea reigned in other European capitals that if the European Community were
to give a signal to the world that they were in favour of creating state boundaries along ethnic lines, this
would have the effect of opening a Pandora’s box.”® And for some countries, such a box was not far
away: “The Italians thought of Southern Tyrol, the English of Northern Ireland, Scotland and perhaps
even Wales; the French thought of Corsica and the Spanish of the Basque regions or Catalonia. The
fear of creating the precedent of one successful secession far outweighed the feeling of common
European responsibility.”*” In addition, various EC member states expected that changes in the existing
borders would lead not only to massive displacement of people but also to violence. A ‘free for all’
situation would be created."” And if the internal boundaries were up for discussion, the external ones
might well follow. As soon as the Albanians of Kosovo and Macedonia had united, they would
doubtless be wanting to join up with Albania. And would the Hungarians of Vojvodina not then opt
for union with Hungary?*”

Van Walsum’s behaviour reflected a lack of coordination within the Dutch ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Not only is it doubtful whether Van den Broek ever actually saw the text of the telegram
suggesting the border changes, but in addition Van Walsum sent it without consulting the rest of the
ministry. " This led to direct criticism of Van Walsum’s COREU message, e.g. from his deputy
Kroner."" According to Van Walsum’s own report, his close colleagues ‘tore the telegram to shreds’
when they finally became aware of its contents.”? Van Eenennaam thought that his own criticism was
perhaps the fiercest. In his opinion, the pursuit of mono-ethnicity was morally reprehensible. He did
not believe that the existence of a Greater Serbia alongside a radicalized Muslim state would contribute
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to the stability of the region. And finally, he was convinced that Van Walsum’s proposal had no chance
at all of acceptance by the Netherlands” EC partners.*”

The rest of the ministry staff seem thus to have been opposed to Van Walsum’s telegram not
only because they were against the idea of discussing the borders at all, but also because they took a
positive stand in favour of multi-ethnicity.** The West chose multi-ethnic society as the model for the
new republics which they hoped would rise out of the old Yugoslavia. This was a choice that, in Van
Walsum's words, was “forced’ on Yugoslavia.*"

The discussion on this topic would flare up again in late 1997 and early 1998 in the coded
messages passing between a number of staff members in Foreign Affairs, such as Vos, Biegman, Van
Eenennaam, Van Walsum and Fietelaars, who had been closely associated with the course of events in
July 1991. At the time, Van Walsum had rejected the criticism of his colleagues that the proposal he had
made in his COREU message of 13 July 1991 was ‘indefensible, irresponsible, unwise and
impracticable’. He pointed out that the decision not to discuss the internal boundaries of Yugoslavia
had led to the creation of the sovereign state of Bosnia-Hercegovina - a development that he regarded
as highly questionable. He was hurt by the allegation from inside the ministry that the drawing of
boundaries around ethnically homogeneous regions was ‘morally indefensible™

‘It goes without saying that it is better to maintain multi-ethnic structures under
all circumstances — but then that would have applied to Yugoslavia too. It is
curious that everyone realized that Europe did not have the power to save
Yugoslavia, while it was assumed unhesitatingly that we could keep Bosnia-
Hercegovina together or that the problem would not arise at that level.”*"*

Van Walsum was prepared to admit in 1998 that dividing up Yugoslavia along ethnic lines was not an
ideal solution, ‘but I find it difficult to see why it should be morally more indefensible than the course
actually chosen by the Twelve, which cost the lives of at least 150,000 people.”'” Even later than that,
Van Walsum would stick to his opinion that the EC had been too quick to assume that multi-ethnicity
was the best solution for the new states arising out of the old Yugoslavia.*"®

It is questionable whether Van Walsum’s standpoint would have met with any warmer welcome
in the Netherlands than it did in the rest of the EC, in view of the marked antipathy to any form of
ethnic division manifested in Dutch politics. As Wim Kok, who was vice-premier at the time, put it
later:

‘(...) at the moment when lines of ethnic division start to determine the way
majority and minority groups deal with one another and to influence the
balance of power, that is when you rebel. As I mentioned, we are talking about
the early ‘nineties, during the Dutch chairmanship of the Union (the European
Community), and this issue did raise its head in quite a marked form then. My
feeling at the time was that as a human being, as a citizen, you rebel as it were

43 Interview B.J. van Eenennaam, 22/08/00.

414 In a later telegram of 6 July 1995, Engels compared the ““Realpolitif’” approach of “‘ethnic compactness™ with the more
‘principled’ approach of the ‘pluri-ethnic society’ as possible ways of handling the question of the former Yugoslavia; see
DCBC, 630. Engels 78 to Foreign Affairs, 06/07/95.

45 Van Walsum, Nederland, p. 76.

46 ABZ, BZ 109. Van Walsum 33 to Van Mietlo, 26/01/98. See also TCBU, Vertrekpunt, 111, deposition by A.P. van
Walsum, 22/05/00, p. 10.

47 Ibid. Cf. Van Walsum, Nederland, p. 78 and idem, Ontbinding, p. 82.

M8 TCBU, Vertrekpunt, 111, deposition by A.P. van Walsum, 22/05/00, pp. 9-10.



180

against something that according to your standards is impermissible,
impossible, just can’t be allowed to happen .*"

The clear rejection, both in the Netherlands and abroad, of Van Walsum’s proposal to modify
Yugoslavia’s internal boundaries had two consequences. Firstly, any solution to the problems of
Yugoslavia would now have to contain a clear guarantee of minority rights. And secondly, the West
would have to consider how it was going to respond to movement of Serb and Federal Yugoslav forces
across internal boundaries and to attempts to change these boundaries.

One of the reasons why the German government had not been able to agree with Van
Walsum’s idea was that the German rejection of the behaviour of the JNA was based precisely on the
violation of the existing boundaries of the republics.” After these boundaries had more or less been
declared ‘sacrosanct’ by the EC responses to Van Walsum’s COREU message, the question of whether
the JNA’s military aggression (which had by definition already taken place) should be halted by military
means became much more pressing. Just a few weeks after the outbreak of the conflict in Yugoslavia,
the top officials in the Dutch department of Foreign Affairs concluded that political and diplomatic
initiatives concerning Yugoslavia should receive military backing.*!

This shift of stress towards military intervention led automatically to an increase in the
importance of the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs within Foreign Affairs at
the expense of the regional expertise to be found within the Eastern Europe office of DEU.*?
Although the idea of military action repeatedly resurfaced among Dutch politicians and civil servants
during the subsequent period, it remained no more than an idea because The Hague realized that going
further along this road would damage the consensus within the EC. Moreover, The Hague was not in
favour of involving the WEU in this matter, and while it would have been in favour of NATO
involvement it knew that no support for this idea could be expected from Washington.**’

On the morning of 17 July, Foreign Affairs heard from Washington that the American
government would be prepared to support a change in Yugoslavia’s internal boundaries, if the parties
concerned in Yugoslavia agreed with this proposal. The Dutch ambassador Meesman reported that he
had heard from sources within the US National Security Council that this body was even of the opinion
that a ‘Serboslavia’ with an independent Slovenia and an independent Croatia that had given up part of
its territory to the Serbs ‘might ultimately be the best achievable solution under the circumstances.”**

It is doubtful however whether Van Walsum’s COREU message would have met with more
understanding if it had been discussed with Washington beforehand. Officials at the State Department
were exceedingly unhappy with his assumption that the outside world would simply have to accept the
disintegration of Yugoslavia. Van Walsum would hear repeatedly in the future from the Americans, in
particular from Gewecke, the second-in-command at the American embassy in The Hague, how
unhappy they had been with his suggestion.**’
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Chapter 2
The war in Croatia and the western reaction

1. Consequences of the war in Slovenia for the subsequent course of the
Yugoslavian conflict

Although brief, the war in Slovenia had a number of major consequences and, by opting for
independence, the Slovenians also bore a significant responsibility. ***

In the first place, the war marked the start of a far more serious conflict that was to last for
years between the JNA and (at a later stage) Serbian forces on the one hand, and republics attempting
to assert their independence on the other. After the actual departure of Slovenia from the Yugoslavian
federation it was even less attractive for the other republics to remain as members together with Serbia
and Montenegro. The ease with which Milosevic said goodbye to Slovenia can be attributed not only to
the limited number of Serbs in the area, but also to his expectation that it would make it all the easier
for him to settle the score with the remaining republics. After the JNA's departure, Slovenia indeed lost
nearly all interest in the further negotiations about Yugoslavia.”” There was also no longer much point
in the three-month moratorium on the declaration of independence that was agreed in Brioni. The EC
could even have recognized the separate independence of Slovenia except that this would have meant
abandoning a continuation of Yugoslavia, even as relatively loosely linked nations, as early as July 1991.
And the EC was not ready for this at that time. It was a position that was to generate negative publicity
in Slovenia, especially for the Dutch presidency of the EC. The word there was that they had already
freed themselves of the Serbs and all that remained was to get rid of the Dutch.**

Secondly, Slovenian and Croatian officers left the JNA, voluntarily or otherwise, so that the
Yugoslavian people's army steadily became more purely Serbian.”” It became increasingly common for
soldiers to have an emblem with the four Cyrillic S-es, which stand for Samo Sloga Srbina Spasava (only
unity will save Serbia) sown onto their uniforms rather than a red star.* Finally, on 23 October 1991
the Yugoslavian people's army, the JNA, would be renamed the Yugoslavian Armed Forces, the Vojska
Jugoslavije (V]). The JNA top helped the Serbification of the armed forces because, as the Yugoslavian
Minister of Defence Kadijevic was later to write, they communicated with the presidium (in other
words the high command) on two levels. Some of the plans were submitted to the complete presidium,
and some to 'those members who worked for Yugoslavia'."!

Thirdly, the JNA was totally surprised by 'the scope, forms and scale of the hatred' displayed by
the Slovenians towards them during the short war.*”

And a final consequence of the war in Slovenia was that other republics aspiring to
independence were able to learn from the international PR success of the authorities in Ljubljana. The
trick was to shed light on the brutality of the Serbs with the intention of provoking an international
reaction. For instance, an instruction was issued by Croatian Radio and Television management that
military defeats were not to be hushed up in war reports, but that the overwhelmingly superior strength
of the Serbian enemy and its 'unscrupulous brutality' were to be stressed in such cases.”” Croatian
authorities resorted to a deliberate [erelendung of its own population by provoking enemy fire and
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exaggerating the damage caused.”* Furthermore, the party that was to engage in combat with the Serbs
in each subsequent conflict found it easier to portray them as aggressors. The Croatian government was
able to take advantage of the fact that the Serbs had drawn the joker from the pack in the short
Slovenian war. In turn, the government in Sarajevo then again made use of the effect achieved by the
Croatian media campaigns. If the governments in the West did not immediately react as they were
supposed to, it might still be possible to cause them to do so through public opinion. An ‘advantage’
for Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina, which were to follow in Slovenia's footsteps, was that the Serbian
forces and their helpers hardly made it difficult for them. The Serbian side consistently responded with
overwhelming fire power to suspected or real aggression from the Croatian side, which was a
phenomenon that was to be seen again later in Bosnia: ‘Small arms would be answered by mortars, and
machine guns by shellfire.*”

2. The action of the JNA in Croatia

For a clear understanding of the conflict that developed in July and August 1991 in Croatia, it is
necessary to refer to the problems that the JNA had in manning its units.

The greatest surprise for the federal army command during the JNA's 'ten-day campaign' in
Slovenia was the exodus of soldiers and the poor level of enlistment.”* At the time of the declaration of
independence, the federal army already had a reputation among the Croats for being completely
partisan. While the JNA had disarmed Croatian territorial defence units, Kadijevic took it for granted
that the territorial defence in the Serbian areas in Croatia and Bosnia collaborated with the JNA.*”
Soldiers from Croatia and Slovenia had also deserted en masse. A significant number of the deserters
had found their way to the Croatian National Guard, which had developed from the territorial defence
prior to the foundation of the Croatian state. Although the Guard was to engage in combat with the
JNA and the Serbian irregular units, it was not originally an army in the true sense of the word. Initially,
the nature of the Guard was that of a robust domestic police force, whose purpose was to deal with the
Serbian ‘rebels’ in Krajina and Slavonia. As the conflict progressed it developed into a true Croatian
Army, Hrvatska Vojska (HV).

In each case the objective of the JNA's deployment in Croatia was to protect the areas there
that were labelled as Serbian, which roughly speaking constituted the area to the east of the line
Karlobag-Karlovac-Virovitica (see map in this section). However, these areas were not ethnically
homogeneous. Out of a total of approximately six-hundred thousand Serbs in Croatia, approximately
200,000 lived in Zagreb. The overwhelming majority of the rest lived in Krajina and Slavonia: 316.000.
As mentioned above, the Serbs had declared the autonomy of Krajina as early as August 1990 following
a referendum. On 25 June, the day Croatia proclaimed its independence, Serbian representatives took
the decision also to create an autonomous region of Slavonia, Baranja and West Srem. The Serbs
constituted three quarters of the population in Krajina around Knin; in Banija, Kordun and East Lika
approximately seventy per cent; in West Slavonia 50 per cent, but in East Slavonia only 35 per cent (see
map in this section). In East Slavonia the Serbs were in the majority only in the town of Pakrac. The
formation of a ‘pure’ Serbian area therefore required the non-Serbian part of the population to
'disappeat’ from Krajina and Slavonia. At the same time, the Croatian Volunteer Guard and the
Croatian police also attempted to assert their authority on this part of Croatian territory. In July and
August 1991 the skirmishes that had already been taking place in the region for a year degenerated into
outright war.
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The JNA's ambitions, however, went beyond the ‘Serbian’ areas in Croatia alone. Kadijevic may
well have solemnly declared to Milosevic and Jovic on 30 July that the JNA was now transforming itself
into a Serbian army," but this arch waverer at the top of the JNA almost never failed to backtrack on a
decision.”” For all his embrace of Milosevic's Greater-Serbian ideas, the general was unable to put all
thought of Yugoslavia out of his mind. The federal army therefore developed a second plan that would
enter into force as soon as Croatian troops directly attacked the JNA. If the situation allowed it, the
Croatian armed forces were to be completely defeated in that case.” It was therefore necessary to
develop the JNA within Croatia in Krajina and Slavonia as well as in the (as yet) undisputed parts of the
republic.”! In the meantime, the JNA had to maintain the appearance of impartiality that was
appropriate to the ideology of the guardian of Yugoslavian unity. The federal army must not be open to
being branded as a Greater-Serbian conquering force, but must appear to be a neutral arbitrator
between the Croats and Serbs. In name the army had to remain Yugoslavian.*” Milosevic and
compatriots were aware that the moment it could be labelled a Serbian-Montenegrin army they would
lose significant benefits.** Whereas, behind the scenes, Milosevic gave orders to draw up lists of names
of generals and colonels who clung too much to Yugoslavia, he constantly resisted great pressure, for
example, from the Serbian Ministry of Defence, from the side of Kadijevic, from Serbian volunteers, or
from the Serbian opposition, to create an openly Serbian or Serbian-Montenegrin army.**

During the war in Croatia, Milosevic therefore also adopted the position that Serbia was not
involved. Only in February 1992, after the hostilities had ceased, did he admit that his regime had
helped the Serbs in Croatia, 'at first economically and politically, (...) but eventually, when this proved
inadequate, with arms".** The JNA therefore initially had to limit itself to supporting the Serbian
militias in Croatia and to tactically important counterattacks on the Croatian armed forces. As soon as
the Croatian army attacked across a broad front, the JNA would begin a wholesale counterattack,
according to the plan known as Beder I1."* In that second phase the JNA was to double its deployment
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with fifteen to eighteen army brigades.”” So what they were waiting for was Croatian manoeuvres that
could be construed as large-scale aggression against the JNA.

This took some considerable time. Slovenia had thoroughly prepared for its independence and
the military response that may follow. But the Croatian president continued for a long time to hope
that Kadijevic would not attack his republic, possibly from an outdated idea that a JNA general would
not do such a thing"® as long as Zagreb indicated that is was still aiming for a form of accommodation.
Tudjman also believed he could derive security from his agreements with Milosevic on a division of
Bosnia-Hercegovina. Tudjman furthermore continued to express the view that for international
support the other party had to deal the first major blow. He was fairly optimistic that the West would
intervene on Croatia's behalf when it came under attack. When the American ambassador
Zimmermann advised Tudjman in August 1991 not to rely on American intervention, Tudjman
answered unperturbed that he perhaps knew more about the United States than the American
diplomat.*’ He therefore brushed aside proposals from his military advisers for many preparations and
a more offensive strategy.”’ There was another reason for Tudjman not to rush into a defensive war as
the Slovenians had done. He had a great interest in the area in Bosnia that was largely inhabited by
Croats and therefore had nothing to gain from an immediate complete withdrawal from Yugoslavia.

The reserve of the Croatian armed forces initially gave the JNA no excuse for large-scale action
and it could do little more than 'protect' the 'Serbian areas' in Croatia. In those early days it was
particularly the local militias, about twelve thousand men in total under the leadership of the Minister
of the Interior of Krajina, the former policeman Milan Martic, who took action and so enlarged the
Serbian area in Croatia. The JNA were always on hand to help if they got into difficulties. Then the
federal army would separate ‘the combatants’. It led to limited skirmishes. This is how on 27 June the
federal army came to use thirty tanks to seal the town of Glina (sixty kilometres south of Zagreb) from
the outside world, which coincided with the JNA actions in Slovenia, following a lengthy exchange of
fire around the police station between Serbian citizens and a special Croatian army unit. In the weekend
of 6 and 7 July, while the EC were meeting with the Yugoslavian leaders on Brioni, at least fifteen
people died in a skirmish in the village of Tenja near Osijek, including ten Croatian Guards and
policemen.®!

The occasional engagements intensified the war rhetoric. On Monday 8 July, Milosevic attended
a Serbian territorial troop manoeuvre in the border area of Serbia and Croatia. He took the opportunity
to urge the Serbian population to prepare themselves morally for war. In a television broadcast that
same evening, Tudjman said that the Croatian government could no longer stand by and watch while
'Greater-Serbian terrorists' walked around with impunity on Croatian soil. He repeated that Croatia
would yield not one centimetre of territory and demanded the complete withdrawal of the JNA.

Starting on 12 July, the JNA mobilized reservists and dispatched units to Croatia. On 17 July,
on the eve of the announcement of the withdrawal of the JNA from Slovenia, Tudjman announced the
formation of a nine-member crisis staff, a sort of war cabinet, that was to lead Croatia 'now that the
safety of the republic is in danger'. Josip Manolic resigned as prime minister of Croatia to lead the crisis
staff. The decision was taken after the Croatian authorities had received information that the JNA was
to transfer to Croatia one armoured division from Vojvodina and two from Bosnia. According to the
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authorities in Zagreb that would lead to ‘total war’." At that time, six thousand Croats mainly from
Serb inhabited areas in Croatia, and thirteen thousand Serbs from predominantly Croatian areas, had
already fled.*”

On 19 July, Vinkovci in FEast Slavonia became the first Croatian town to be attacked by Serbian
regular units, who went in with rocket launchers. In the days that followed, the conflict between Croats
and Serbs erupted in all ferocity.” On 22 July rail traffic between Belgrade and Zagreb, which ran close
to the scene of battle, was suspended, and twenty people were killed in engagements in East Slavonia.
On that day Tudjman made a television address to all Croats to call them to prepare for a general
war.”” The fierce fighting in and around Vinkovci caused the Croatian president to return with all haste
from a meeting with the other presidents in Ohrid, where they were to discuss the political future of
Yugoslavia and, according to the Macedonian president Tupurkovski, were only a quarter of an hour
away from an agreement at that time.”* Furthermore Milosevic was not willing to agree to Tudjman's
condition that the JNA should withdraw to their barracks. If Serbia were to do so, ‘we would now have
total civil war’, according to the Serbian member of the presidium Borisav Jovic, ‘and we would be up
to our knees in blood’.”” Later that same day the Croatian National Guard went over to offensive
actions in the Lika region, in which, according to their own account, they 'liquidated at least sixty
terrorists’.

At the end of July, Croats started to erect barricades in such places as Virovitica, Krizevci and
Bjelovar (see map in this section), in response to which Kadijevic announced the second plan.”” Some
of the most important elements of this second plan were as follows: a total air and sea blockade of
Croatia and effective coordination between the Serbian armed forces in the Croatian-Serb areas and the
JNA garrisons in the rest of Croatia. Croatia was to be transected by four JNA axes: Gradiska-
Virovitica; Bihac-Karlovac-Zagreb; Knin-Zadar; and Mostar-Split. The strongest wave of attack was to
free FEast Slavonia and then pull west, aiming to link up with armed forces in West Slavonia and
subsequently to advance on Zagreb and Varazdin, in other words to the border between Croatia and
Slovenia. At the same time, an attack was to be launched from Herceg Novi and Trebinje in Bosnia,
which was to lead to a blockade of Dubrovnik, and link up with the troops that were active on the
Mostar-Split axis.

Until early September the JNA operation went largely according to plan. At the end of July
fighting broke out on a large scale between Croats and Serbs, and the death toll rose from a few
casualties to dozens each day.*” There had been fighting on 28 July around Vukovar. Three days later,
Osijek, the largest town in East Slavonia, was attacked with mortars. Both Serbs and Croats started to
flee the combat zones. The bloodiest battle so far took place on 1 August in Dalj, a small town with
7500 Croatian residents, which was harassed for hours with tanks, mottars, bazookas, shells and
machine guns. Serbian tanks and paramilitaries were said to be responsible for the deaths of seven
Serbs and 84 Croats. Afterwards nearly all the houses showed signs of impact. Journalists encountered
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a veritable bloodbath in the local school gym.*" The Yugoslavian Red Cross claimed that on 27 July
alone 54,000 people fled the centres of combat in Croatia.*”

The JNA offensive intensified in mid August. In the second half of August, the JNA began a
siege of the strategically situated town of Vukovar. Vukovar was a town on the Danube with 45,000
residents, where Serbs made up 37.4 per cent of the population. It was Croatia's advance stronghold.
Built on the bed of the dried-up Pannonian Sea, the town was an easy target for JNA artillery and air
bombardments. The town was to be defended for three months, mainly by a local militia consisting of a
couple of thousand men, against the superior strength of the JNA and paramilitaries, who at one point
had 35 to 40,000 men. The longer the resistance persisted, the more the town became the focus of a
battle of prestige between Serbs and Croats. The JNA bombarded the town with five thousand shells
daily. In early October the chief of the local military police of the mechanized guard, Major Veselin
Sljivancanin, was already making no secret of the fact that the town would be razed to the ground if the
Croats were to continue to defend it.*” This promise was fulfilled at the end of a three-month-long
siege.

According to a general who was involved, the order for the heavy shelling of Vukovar came
'from Dedinje itself, in reference to the Belgrade residential area where Milosevic lived.*" In September
1991, the Serbian weekly I7eme also printed a transcript of a telephone conversation between Milosevic
and the Bosnian-Serb leader Radovan Karadzic, which had been passed to them by the Bosnian police.
In it, Milosevic said that Vukovar had not been bombarded on that day because a meeting of the EC
was taking place.*” Vukovar was also where the activities of the paramilitary groups, especially the
troops of Arkan and Vojislav Seselj, first became apparent to the outside world on a large scale.

The fighting spread to West Slavonia on 16 August. Three days later the centre of Osijek was
heavily shelled. In the weekend of 24 and 25 August the JNA occupied Baranja, the fertile region to the
north of Osijek. The Serbs there constituted only 25 per cent of the population, as opposed to 44%
Croats.* The army drove the Croatian and Hungarian population out and handed the region over to
the Serbian Autonomous Province of Slavonia, Baranja and West Srem.

The collaboration between the JNA and paramilitaries again became abundantly clear on the
following day, 26 August, when, first of all, the artillery of the recently appointed JNA Chief of Staff in
Knin, general Ratko Mladic, attacked the village of Kijevo. The shelling of this completely Croatian
community of approximately one thousand villagers in an otherwise predominantly Serbian area lasted
for twelve hours, after which almost no stone was left standing. After this, Milan Martic's paramilitaries
entered the village. Any survivors fled.

After the fall of Kijevo, Tudjman was no longer able to deter his government from war. On the
day that Kijevo was cleansed, the cabinet in Zagreb announced a general mobilization and called for a
'war of liberation'. The government in Zagreb delivered an ultimatum that the federal army must be out
of Croatian territory before 31 August.

Until then, there was little sign in the capital city Zagreb itself of the war on Croatian territory.
The war appeared to be far away, merely a media spectacle. Early September, however, saw the start of
a real war psychosis caused by reports of possible attacks on the capital city. All important buildings
were protected with barriers of sandbags, and roadblocks with armoured vehicles were put in place by
bridges. A night-time blackout was ordered, and the air-raid sirens regularly went off, after which the
population had to go to the air-raid shelters.
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On 7 September the authorities in Zagreb decided to blockade the oil pipeline that ran through
their territory on its way to Serbia. On 13 September JNA barracks were put under siege throughout
Croatia, which until then had received water, food and energy from the Croatian authorities. From this
moment, the war, which until then had been restricted mainly to East Croatia, expanded as far as the
Adriatic coast. Milan Martic had already announced in August 1991 that the Croatian Serbs wanted
Zadar, because they needed a port.*” The attack on Zadar was to have a great impact on relations in a
European context between Germany and the Netherlands, as will be explained below.

Morale problems in the [NA

First, consideration will be given to the consequences of the firmer attitude of the Croatian authorities
to the JNA offensive. This harder line made the JNA command aware of the difficulty of
simultaneously protecting the 'Serbian areas' in Croatia and their own units in the rest of Croatia.*” The
problem was not so much the resistance from the Croats, which was modest, as the limited success of
the mobilization and the large-scale desertion of reservists.*”

The JNA soldiers, in cooperation with the population, had been in preparation for military
action for many years. Now that the JNA had come into action, it was being deployed against the
population. It had already become clear in Slovenia that fighting against those who (until recently) had
been considered fellow countrymen had a serious impact on morale, including among conscript JNA
soldiers from other republics.””” In Bosnia-Hercegovina, Croat and Muslim enthusiasm for the J]NA
declined rapidly. On 26 July the Bosnian government ceased to dispatch new recruits to the JNA.
Shortly afterwards, the Macedonian leaders also stated that it was no longer prepared to allow
conscripts to operate outside its own territory. When, nevertheless, two thousand Macedonian soldiers
were deployed in Croatia, the authorities in Skopje allowed the conscription lists to go missing.

In September the JNA had already shrunk from 160,000 to 70,000 soldiers.””" Not only did
soldiers from other republics desert or fail to present themselves, but the conscripts' enthusiasm for the
army also proved particularly subdued in Serbia itself.** A problem that the Yugoslavian army had in
calling up conscripts was that throughout the period described here Milosevic persisted in the pretence
that Serbia was not in a state of war, because he knew that the Serbian population had no enthusiasm
for the war. Furthermore, the kit necessary for a complete mobilization was not available. Above all,
important military production centres were still in the republics that had declared themselves
independent.*”

Therefore there was no declaration of war by Serbia and neither was there a mobilization. There
was considerable desertion even among conscripted Serbs in the Serbian regions of Croatia. It is
estimated that between thirty and sixty thousand of them fled to Serbia to avoid serving at the front,
which prompted the then Serbian Minister of Defence, General Marko Negovanovic, to remark bitterly
that he could not protect the Croatian Serbs against genocide it they did not want to defend
themselves.”* The fleeing of Croatian Serbs to avoid their military service also led to irritation among
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Serbs who had served at the front, some of whom saw their jobs in Serbia being taken by Serbs from
Croatia.*”

According to Kadijevic, the JNA could count only on units made up largely of reservists.*”
Under Yugoslavian law, however, reservists could be kept in the army only for a limited period in
peacetime. When nevertheless the reservists of Serbia and Montenegro were mobilized in the autumn
of 1991, across Serbia only thirty per cent of the recipients responded to the call-up order, and in
Belgrade and Vojvodina as few as ten per cent or less did so. Forty per cent reported from
Montenegro."”” Between one hundred and two hundred thousand young people failed to respond to the
call-up; approximately forty thousand Serbian soldiers left the front. The reservists who did report
frequently complained about their kit, the quality of the food and the capability of their superiors.”™ A
large number of soldiers died at the start of the war in Croatia because, for example, there were not
enough helmets.”” The competence of the officers continued to deteriorate as a result of the ethnic
exodus, which turned the JNA increasingly into an army of only Serbs and Montenegrins. Unrest about
the command contributed to new desertion.*™ A considerable problem for morale was that many
reservists that were called up did not know what objective they were fighting for. If Greater Serbia was
mentioned as an objective, there appeared to be scant enthusiasm to risk their lives for it.*! If the
preservation of Yugoslavia was mentioned as an objective, it would not sound credible in view of the
widespread criticism expressed by Serbian nationalists about Yugoslavia.*” However, some of the
deserters, who considered that the volunteers were better off than the regular JNA, crossed over
complete with arms to the paramilitary units, where, furthermore, objective and status were clearer than
those of the JNA.*”

It was repeatedly necessary to goad the troops into action by having their own troops fire on
them from behind.** A case in point regarding the morale problem is the account of General Slavko
Lisica, commander of the Dalmatian front, who admitted ordering his artillery to fire on his own
people for this reason. He recounted how he had once tried to deal with the situation more subtly. He
tried to appeal to his men's sense of honour and shame by giving them a pep talk. He ordered everyone
who did not wish to defend ‘the glory of the Serbian nation’ to put down their arms and to remove
their uniform. When everyone did just that, Lisica demanded that the soldiers also remove their
underpants. Everyone did that too, after which the soldiers marched away naked. Lisica hoped that the
unit would change their minds, but the following day the men appeared to have found not only clothes,
but also a gun, which they used to shell Lisica's headquarters.* Officers in Slavonia complained that
they had to sleep with their pistols in their hands out of fear of mutinous men.*

In another incident, at the Vukovar front, a commander asked a group of recruits who was
prepared to fight and who wanted to return home. The group then divided up, but one recruit grabbed
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his gun and shot himself through the head.*” The number of victims of ‘friendly’ fire was very large,

not only through deliberate shooting from behind, but more particularly through the extremely poor
performance of their own air force.

As a consequence, many reservists also deserted. In the autumn of 1991 there were repeated
demonstrations by reservists, with the authorities daring to take little action against them. Entire units
deserted as soon as they reached the front.* For instance, a group of one thousand soldiers from
Kragujevac deserted the front with impunity to return home, approximately one thousand reservists
from Kraljevo refused to return to the front after leave, and seven hundred reservists from Velika Plana
surrendered their uniforms and arms.*” Others failed to appear. The army had to resort to raids on
companies to round up conscripts. More than one hundred thousand young Serbian people left for
abroad to avoid service at the front.”” For reasons of political opportunism, and so as not to overload
the courts, only a very small number of deserters were prosecuted.”’ To reduce the growing reluctance
to the war in Serbia the JNA introduced a rotation system in which no one had to serve more than 45
consecutive days at the front. This, of course, only exacerbated the manpower problem and led to
inefficiency.

A consequence of the manpower problem was that the JNA had to resort to dividing the full-
scale attack on Croatia, the Bedew II plan, into p“tmses.‘w2 Knin-Krajina fell almost without problem into
the JNA's hands. There had been almost no recruiting problems here. On the other hand, the shortage
of soldiers for the attack through the Gradiska-Virovitica axis in West Slavonia was most acute,
according to Kadjijevic. The JNA managed to mobilize only one and a half of the planned five brigades.
A large proportion of the men who reported dropped out later as they approached the front. However,
it was fortunate for the JNA that it had armed the militias in West Slavonia well and prepared them for
combat. Furthermore, the tactical coordination of the militias with the JNA proceeded with few
problems there. This allowed West Slavonia to be occupied.”” Only the equivalent of one of the
intended four brigades turned up for the operations in Banija, Kordun and Lika, so that the operation
had to be scaled down.

The strongest wave of JNA attack had indeed managed to liberate East Slavonia, but not to
push through to Zagreb and Varadin, mainly owing to a lack of motorized infantry to accompany the
tanks. The offensive was also held up by the engagements around Vukovar, where the Croatian armed
forces put up heavy resistance.

In Mostar, which was to have been the start of an offensive on Split, only one third of the
necessary number of soldiers showed up, and accordingly the operational objectives had to be adjusted
drastically. This group was left only with the task of occupying the Mostar airfield and attempting to set
up a base in East Hercegovina for a possible later strike towards Split.

It was possible to recruit enough men in East Hercegovina and Montenegro for the land
blockade against Dubrovnik. The navy succeeded in the meantime in effecting a sea blockade against
Croatia. The JNA and paramilitary units had already carried out limited attacks on the ancient Croatian
port of Dubrovnik in June and August 1991. On 1 October the JNA started a siege by land and sea
around the largely defenceless city. The shelling that started on that day was to last until December.
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During the worst bombardment there were six hundred shell bursts a day. The primary objective
appeared to be to hit historical buildings in the old city. In 1991 and 1992, 563 of the 824 buildings in
the old city were hit,”* but in many cases the material damage was limited. More than eighty Dubrovnik
citizens died as a result of the JNA action between September 1991 and December 1992, 43 of them
between 1 October and 6 December 1991. Thirteen citizens died on 6 December 1991 alone as a
consequence of that day's extremely heavy shelling.*”

The reasons for attacking Dubrovnik can only be guessed at. According to some, Serbia could
make a historical claim on the city, while according to others the Serbian command begrudged Croatia
the income from tourism.*”* The military explanation was that Serbia wanted co-determination over a
city so close to the Bay of Kotor, which was traditionally a large naval base.*” Finally there was a
suggestion that Milosevic, who was often on the lookout for accomplices, felt that Montenegtins,
through their efforts at Dubrovnik, ‘would also have to be sprinkled with blood”.*”

All things considered, the JNA had accomplished everything from the limited plan for the
protection of the Serbian areas, except for the occupation of part of West Slavonia. The more extensive
plan to operate throughout Croatia was wrecked, mainly owing to a serious lack of manpower. In the
execution of the more limited plan, the federal army was also forced to relinquish theoretically more
favourable positions in the rest of Croatia, such as its garrisons and military depots, which were
surrounded by the Croatian National Guard.

3. The JNA in relation to the Serbian military and security organizations

“The conflagration didn’t break out through spontaneous combustion.
Pyromaniacs were required.”*”’

The war in Croatia was only partly a JNA conflict. The fact is that the Serbs' fight against the Croats
was not only a criminal war. It was also a war of criminals.”” There were two main reasons why they
were given a chance. The first was the Serbs' need to camouflage the federal army as a military force
that sought only to preserve Yugoslavian unity as much as possible. The JNA should present itself,
when possible, as a neutral buffer that was attempting to restrain the ethnic factions from fighting with
each other. Therefore the military dirty work had to be carried out as far as possible by the local militias
and volunteer corps from Serbia. Only if these units were unable to hold their own was the JNA to
intervene. The second reason that the JNA was to leave the field clear for paramilitary factions was the
shortage of its own manpower.

This shortage prompted the JNA General Staff in July 1991 to order that volunteers were to be
admitted into the army as fully-fledged members. While, on the one hand, military service was widely
evaded, the JNA now had an influx of extreme nationalists, criminals and paramilitaries who had
worked or still worked for the secret services. This decision meant the entry into the war of those with
a bent for dangerous living or who, after a week of hard work, wanted to enjoy themselves at the
weekend at the front: the ‘weekend cetniks’ or ‘weekend snipers”.”"" It was people of this sort who were
later to make the weekends in Sarajevo the most dangerous days of the week.”” During the war in
Bosnia there was even said to be a paramilitary unit operating in the north around Brcko that went by
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the name 7kendasi: the weekenders. On the other hand, weekend snipers were also to be found on the
Croatian side.”” Moreover, on 3 October the JNA command was ordered by Milosevic to grant entire
paramilitary units the status of members of the regular armed forces.” Otherwise, the action of
paramilitaries at the front did not in all respects represent a solution to the problem of manning the
regular units. Their activities had a demoralizing effect on the regular army. Officers were frequently
told by their men that they were not prepared to fight, let alone to die, for the misdeeds of the
paramilitaries.””

While the JNA formed its own units from paramilitaries, the Ministry of the Interior had
already been training its own paramilitaries for some time. In August 1990, which was when Milosevic
made the transition from preservation of Yugoslavia to Greater Serbia, the Serbian parliament had
already passed a law allowing paramilitary units to be placed under the authority either of the territorial
defence or of the JNA.” On 16 March 1991 Milosevic made his infamous television broadcast, in
which he said that Yugoslavia was at its end, and announced that one day earlier he had ordered the
formation of ‘new groups that were able to protect the interests of Serbia and the Serbian people
outside Serbia’.”"”

In this connection, Milosevic appealed to a group of men who, together with his propaganda
chief, Dusan Mitevic, formed the circle of his intimate confidants. Theitr names were: Radmilo
Bogdanovic, Mihalj Kertes, Radovan Stojicic and Jovica Stanisic.”” They had helped Milosevic establish
his authority and widen his power after his victory over his mentor Stambolic.” This group formed
what was known as the military faction (‘vojna linija’) within the Ministry of the Interior, the
Ministarstvo Unutrasnjih Poslova (MUP), which included the Serbian state security service, the Sluzba
Drzavne Bezbednosti (SDB).

Bogdanovic

Stojicic

Stanisic

Kertes Simatovic

Bogdanovic had been the Serbian Minister of the Interior since 1987, and Milosevic ordered
him to organize the antibureaucratic revolution and the truth meetings.’"” Shortly after the 19 August
1990 referendum on autonomy for the Serbs of Krajina, Milosevic decided to send arms and
ammunition to the Serbian rebels in Krajina.”' Bogdanovic then created a special cell within his
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Ministry of the Interior for arming the Serbian rebels, who were to come under the leadership of a
clique from Vojvodina.

Its direct command was entrusted to Mihalj Kertes, who had served in the Germany and Russia
sections of the SDB. He himself was an ethnic Hungarian, but at the same time a fierce Serbian
nationalist. In 1988 he led the antibureaucratic demonstration in Novi Sad that was attended by 150,000
people, which was to bring an end to the autonomy of Vojvodina. In the spring of 1989, Kertes and
Stanisic, help by other Serbian nationalist Milosevic supporters within the state security service, won the
struggle against the old communists who still clung to the federal ideal.

The supervision of the cell led by Kertes was put in the hands of Jovica Stanisic.”* Stanisic was
born in 1950 in Backa Palanka into a Montenegrin family. Immediately after completing his studies in
1974 he started work at the SDB. After working for some time in the counterintelligence service, he
became the right hand man of the Serbian SDB head. At the time Stanisic was one of the people
charged with organizing the six-hundredth anniversary celebrations of the Battle of Kosovo (the "Field
of Blackbirds"). He is said to have greatly indebted Milosevic there by foiling an attempt on his life.”"’
On 16 March 1991, Milosevic appointed Stanisic head of the SDB.

Radovan Stojicic, who was from Sremska Kamenica in Vojvodina, started his career as a
uniformed policeman in the Belgrade police, but climbed to become head of the special units within the
MUP. His nickname was Badza, which means: Bluto, after the violent character in the Popeye cartoon.
Stojicic 'won his spurs' in 1989 with the tough action of his units in Kosovo, for example, by devising a
plan to drive the Albanian mineworkers out of the Stari Trg mine in Kosovo, where they had locked
themselves in as a protest against Milosevic's politics. In 1990 he helped organize the Serbian uprising
in Croatia. As commander of the territorial defence of Slavonia, Baranja and the West Srem, he had
units comprising selected troops of the JNA, reservists and volunteers at his disposal. When in the
spring of 1991 Serbian prison doors were opened for criminals who were prepared to serve at the front,
Stojisic was an important consumer of this new potential. He provided them with weapons and
arranged for military training.

On 16 March 1991, the day Milosevic appointed Stanisic as head of the SDB, he appointed
Stojisic as Deputy Minister of the Interior and ordered both of them to secretly create a paramilitary
unit able to realize the Greater-Serbian plans and at the same time to break residual opposition to them
in the JNA. Stojicic and Stanisic involved Franko ('Frenki') Simatovic in their activities.”"* Simatovic
was a Croatian, also from Vojvodina. He was Stanisic's deputy and at the same time commanded the
police special and antiterrorist units.’"

As a concession to the March 1991 student demonstrations, Milosevic had to dismiss
Bogdanovic as Minister of the Interior, but Bogdanovic continued behind the scenes to lead the group
that organized and controlled the paramilitary units. This sphinx sometimes managed to be covered by
official functions as chairman of the Council of Serbs outside Serbia.

License to kill: the paramilitary units of Arkan, Seselj and the Beli Orlovi

‘Profiteers have come back from every war, and this war is no
exception, with large quantities of bounty, usually in the form of
money, gold or arms. It is no secret that people from this war returned
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with more sophisticated bounty: fridges, televisions or video recorders.
Lesser plunderers robbed larders and made off with pots of jam.”"*

The action of paramilitary units was to become one of the decisive features of the conflict in ex-
Yugoslavia. The Bassiouni committee that reported to the United Nations on the human rights
violations in this area announced in 1994 that it had established the existence of 83 such groups: 56
Serbian groups, 13 Croatian and 14 with 2 Bosnian Muslim background.”"” The great majority of these
groups operated within a limited region. A feature of the start of the conflict was that on the Serbian
side there were a couple of larger groups that were deployed in several locations, such as Arkan's
volunteers, Seselj's Cetniks and the Beli Otlovi.

Arkan had links with Yugoslavia's secret services long before 1990. In the early seventies, during
and shortly after the Croatian Spring, the military counterintelligence service Kontraobavestajna Sluzba
(KOS) was confronted with increasing political agitation against the Tito regime, which the service
thought stemmed from Croatian and Serbian nationalists in other countries. In an attempt to combat
this, the KOS had nationalist emigrants in other countries murdered by Yugoslavian underworld
figures. The service provided them with false documents and safe houses. The State security service,
the SDB, also hired criminals for matters it was unwilling to be associated with itself, such as murder
and kidnapping.”™® This is how in 1972 or 1973 Arkan was engaged by the Yugoslavian Federal
Secretariat for Domestic Affairs (SSUP), mainly to liquidate Yugoslavs in Western Europe who were
not well-disposed to the regime in Belgrade.”” According to police records, 'Arkan', whose real name
was Zeljko Raznjatovic, was born in 1952 in Brezice, Slovenia, as a son of a retired Yugoslavian air-
force Colonel. He was always in trouble, and he ran away from home at the age of fourteen, to be
detained one year later in a hostel for juvenile delinquents. After his release he went abroad, where he
continued along the wrong path together with his partner-in-crime Carlo Fabiani, who became known
later as Giovanni di Stefano, the British businessman-lawyer whose Yugoslavian passport bore
Milosevic's residence as address.””

In that period Arkan accepted the offer of the SSUP to carry out liquidations in exchange for a
degree of impunity. In the years that followed he alternated committing attacks ordered by the secret
powers in Belgrade with crimes such as bank robbery, theft and extortion in Sweden, the Netherlands,
Belgium and Italy.” In the course of time Arkan turned into one of the most wanted criminals on the
Interpol list. He was sentenced in various Western European countries, including the Netherlands,
where he nonetheless managed to escape from the Amsterdam Bijlmer prison.” Arkan returned to
Yugoslavia in the early 1980s. There too he occupied himself with criminal practices, but usually
avoided prosecution by using his relations with the SSUP. His star rose rapidly in the Belgrade
underworld. At the same time he was head of the Red Star Belgrade football team fan club, and he
quickly gained a senior position in the club management.

Under Milosevic the practice of hiring criminals for political purposes reached unprecedented
levels through the organization of paramilitary units by the vgjna linija. Milosevic was fully aware that he
had to leave as little evidence as possible of his own involvement in the work of the paramilitary units.
He habitually kept no record of discussions, and guests were liable to be searched for bugging
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devices™ and his circle of confidants was extremely small. Nevertheless, since then various people who
were involved have indicated that Milosevic was very well-informed of the activities of the paramilitary
units and the assistance given to them, both from the Serbian Ministry of the Interior and by the
JNA.** According to Dobrila Gajic Glisic, the secretary of the Serbian Minister of Defence, General
Tomislav Simovic, her boss spoke to Milosevic almost every day on a special telephone line, and
Milosevic concerned himself in detail with the paramilitary activities in Croatia.”” When a Croatian
diplomat once asked Milosevic in 1993 about Arkan, the Serbian president is said to have answered: ‘I
also need someone to do jobs of a certain kind for me.”**

The fact was that under Milosevic, Arkan continued to cooperate with the authorities.
Bogdanovic originally used Arkan to reshape the hard core of the Red Star supporters crowd into a
movement for Milosevic. Until that time the notorious north side of the Red Star supporters did adhere
to the Greater-Serbian idea, but not to Milosevic. Arkan did his job well. He made sure that the
nationalist opposition leaders, Vuk Draskovic and Vojislav Seselj, and their supporters, would no
longer dare to show themselves at Red Star, and he disciplined the hooligans.”” The activities of Arkan
and the supporters then started to extend beyond the stadium. For instance, in June 1990 Arkan
offered his hooligans to Bogdanovic to disrupt an anti-Milosevic demonstration. The offer was
gratefully accepted.”

Tudjman won the elections in Croatia in May 1990, and in the summer of that year Serbs in
Khnin started a 'popular uprising’, in which they set up roadblocks. However, to the disappointment of
their secret sympathizers in Belgrade, by no means all the Serbs in Croatia supported the uprising. They
responded by sending Arkan to agitate them with references to the Croats' Ustashe past. Arkan also
distributed World War II vintage machine guns among the Serbs. On 11 October 1990 Arkan set up
the Serbian Volunteer Guard the Srpska Dobrovoljacka Garda (SDG) for his activities in Croatia, the
core of which consisted of the Red Star Belgrade hooligans and Belgrade underworld figures. These
Arkan volunteers considered themselves to be totally loyal to Milosevic and his party.

However, the Croatian secret service, the Ured za Nacionalnu Sigurnost (UNS), disrupted the
activities of Arkan and his Guard by luring Arkan and three companions into a trap at Dvor na Uni on
29 November 1990. On their apprehension they were found to be in possession of explosives,
automatic rifles and pistols. Arkan was sentenced on 14 June 1991 to twenty months imprisonment less
the period spent in pre-trial detention. Arkan and his three associates were released pending appeal,
whereupon they set off for Belgrade. It appears that one million German marks had been paid from
Belgrade for their release.’”

Immediately after his return to Belgrade, Arkan dedicated himself to expanding the Serbian
Volunteer Guard, who were than also known as the Tigers, because a tiger was the Arkanovci's
traditional mascot. Arkan's Guard received its weapons, uniforms, communication equipment, maps
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and training from Serbian official bodies.” The training took place in Bubanj Potok camp, just outside

Belgrade, and in Erdut and Tenja, near Osijek and Vukovar, in East Slavonia. From the summer of
1991, Arkan's troops were deployed on completion of their training in Croatia, and later also in Bosnia-
Hercegovina. Arkan's fighters, who were estimated to be five hundred to one thousand in strength,
were by far the best armed of all the paramilitary groups. They even had tanks, mortars and various
types of automatic rifles at their disposal.” Their small number did not stand in the way of great
notoriety. The news that Arkan and his Tigers were on the way was enough to make entire villages take
flight. The Arkan Tigers headquarters were in Vasa Pelagic street in Belgrade, not far from Milosevic's
house in the Dedinje residential neighbourhood.

As a consequence of his detention in Croatia, when Arkan started to expand his Milosevic loyal
guard he had to catch up with a number of other militias, which had some degree of affiliation with
opposition political parties. One of the militias was aligned with the extreme nationalist politician Sesel;.
Vojislav Seselj was born in 1950 in East Hercegovina/Sarajevo.”” At 26 he became Yugoslavia's
youngest PhD after submitting a thesis on Marxist justifications for war. Following a year teaching in
Michigan, he went on to teach political science at the University of Sarajevo.In 1984 he was sentenced
to six years' imprisonment for anticommunist activities: the police had found at his home an
unpublished article he had written, which argued for a Greater Serbia.” Amnesty International acted
on his behalf at the time.

When he was released after 21 months, he had transformed from a rebel against communism
into a monarchist nationalist.”* At the same time he was said to have suffered serious psychological
damage as a result of the torture that he underwent in prison. This trauma could explain his later
violent behaviour.” Others ascribe his vengeful behaviour to his anger at not having been given any
important institutional position in Belgrade, where he settled after his release.”™ He joined the leading
Serbian nationalists there and started to publish nationalist documents.

He was the fiercest supporter of a Greater Serbia, which he believed should stretch ‘from
Zagteb to Thessaloniki’.”” That Seselj, who was once supported by Amnesty International, had little
interest in human rights himself, became apparent when this man, who since 1990 constantly carried an
automatic pistol in his bag, advocated almost three weeks before the Croatian declaration of
independence, gouging Croats' eyes out with a rusty spoon so that they would die of blood poisoning.
He apparently changed his mind later and thought that Serbs should not cut their opponents' throats,
but rather hang them, because it was more hygienic.”” Another pronouncement from his rabid
repertoire was that Zagreb should be attacked with napalm.

In March 1990 Seselj, together with Vuk Draskovic and Mirko Jovic, set up the Serbian
Renewal Movement, the Srpski Pokret Obnove (SPO). After only a few weeks the three started to have
disagreements and Seselj left the movement. After a number of other brief political adventures he
created the Serbian Cetnik Movement, Srpski Cetniki Pokret (SCP), with which he claimed the Cetnik
tradition for himself and his followers. He felt this to be his right after the notorious World War I1
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Cetnik warlord, pope or (Christian-Orthodox) priest Momcilo Djujic, who had collaborated on a large
scale with the Italians and Germans and was almost universally considered to be a war criminal, had
bestowed on him the Cetnik title sg/poda (duke), which was the highest military rank in the Serbian army
during World War I and under the Cetniks during World War II, on 28 June (St Vitus day) 1989. With
this rank he received the instruction ‘to cleanse the holy Serbian land’ of the last remaining Jew,
Albanian, Croat and any other “foreign elements’.”” Seselj's Cetniks made a start on executing this task
in 1989 in Vojvodina, where they terrorized non-Serbs in an attempt to make them leave the
province.”

Seselj and his Cetnik movement came fourth in the 1990 presidential elections. After the
elections he was imprisoned for two months in Belgrade, because he had smuggled weapons on his
own account to Serbs in Knin. On his release, at the end of February 1991, he set up the Serbian
Radical Party (SRS). He entered the Serbian parliament in the spring of 1991 after a mid-term election.

This is when Milosevic discovered him as the ideal opposition politician, a man who was far
more radical in his pronouncements than himself and did not shrink from getting his hands dirty,
especially through his organization's paramilitary arm, the Serbian Cetnik Movement. This was led by
Branislav Vakic, a former boxer, who, like Seselj, had briefly been a member of the SPO, but was
expelled because of ‘extremism’ and ‘criminality’.”' According to Seselj himself, the collaboration of his
paramilitary troops with the secret services started on 1 April 1991, shortly before the massacre at the
village of Borovo Selo, where his troops had been sent to 'protect' local Serbs.” The arrival of Seselj's
paramilitaries in Borovo Selo was applauded in the Belgrade media as a rescue of endangered Serbs.”®
In truth, Seselj, like Arkan, contributed to a reluctance on the part of moderate elements to speak out,
or as he himself put it: “T'wenty or thirty Cetniks in every village is enough to hearten the local
population.””* Seselj claimed that his Cetniks were responsible for the death of the twelve Croatian
policemen in Borovo Selo in early May 1991. When asked about the legality of the his people's action
he answered: ‘What we do is not illegal; the fact is that we do not recognize the law.”**

In the meantime, the royalist Serbian Renewal Movement, the Srpski Pokret Obnove (SPO),
which Seselj had once been a member of and which was now led by Draskovic, founded its own
paramilitary organization in June 1990: the White Eagles (Beli Orlovi). Its commander was Dragoslav
Bokan. Bokan considered that the collaboration of his unit with the SDB, like Seselj with his Cetniks,
started in the early days of April 1991. The Eagles were then supposed to be subordinate to the
Territorial Defence in East Slavonia, which was a creature of the Serbian security forces.”*

When the Beli Orlovi gained more independence, Draskovic set up a new paramilitary unit, the
Srpska Garda, in the summer of 1991. Its creation was announced on 24 July 1991 at a press
conference given by the vice-chairman van the SPO, Zoran Kojic, and the guard commander, Djordje
Bozovic (‘Giska’), who took the opportunity to announce that forty thousand Serbs had already
reported for duty, and that activists of the SPO and ‘fatherland-loving Serbs’ had already contributed
15,500 bullets, 265 kilos of explosives, pistols and other military equipment to Croatia in the last few
days.” Outsiders estimated the size of the Guard in 1991 at approximately seven thousand men.”*
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Bozovic had a string of convictions to his name, especially in Italy. Like Arkan, he was reputed to have
committed attacks in Western Europe on dissidents, but in the course of time he would become anti-
Communist and attracted to the Cetnik tradition.”” Because of Draskovic's opposition role, especially
at the time of the March 1991 demonstrations, the Serbian Guard was repeatedly obstructed by the
authorities.” At the front in Croatia there was full-blown combat between the JNA and members of
the Serbian Guard.”" Bozovic was to die on 14 September 1991 at Gospic in Lika. Under his successor
Branko Lainovic, the Guard became estranged from Draskovic, when he embarked on a course
towards peace. This growing distance made the Guard acceptable to the authorities. They were to play
an active role in the early months of the conflict in Bosnia-Hercegovina.™”

Finally, it is necessary to mention Captain Dragan, a Serb from Belgrade, who emigrated to
Australia but returned to Yugoslavia a few years before the outbreak of war. He was spotted by western
journalists in Krajina soon after the start of the war in Croatia.” He did not avoid journalists and his
favourite pose for photographers was holding a black club to a Croatian skull. His men walked around
in the same type of camouflage suits used by the special troops of the federal army, had brand new
sniper guns and used JNA topographic maps. Dragan himself told journalists that it was perfectly normal
for him to receive help from federal army commanders.”

He was unclear about his background, which contributed to his mysterious hero status among
Serbs. Some said that Dragan, in his mid-thirties, had been a member of the French Foreign Legion or
the Australian SAS or that he had worked for the CIA or the IRA. Others said that his real name was
Daniel Pavic and that he maintained links with the Israeli secret service, the Mossad. In reality he was
Dragan Vasiljkovic alias Daniel Sned(d)en, who was known to the police in Australia for trading in
drugs and running prostitution. There was a suspicion that he had been part of a private Serbian army
in Victoria that returned to Yugoslavia at the end of the 1980s with several hundred men.””

Captain Dragan was nicknamed the ‘Rambo of Knin’ and his fighters were called the Knindjas,
after the popular cartoon series ‘Ninja Turtles’. He himself called his militia the regular army of the
Serbian autonomous region Krajina.” At the outset of the war in Croatia, Captain Dragan set up
fifteen military camps, where he is said to have had between one thousand and 1200 paramilitaries at
his disposal.”” There were also women among them.””®

According to his own account, his involvement in the region started in 1990, when ‘a very good
friend’, who held a position in the region, requested him to train for irregular warfare. Tight discipline
meant that he succeeded in setting up armed units, which he said had failed until then because of
internal disputes between the Croatian Serbs. In addition to the area around Knin, the Draganovci
caused particular havoc around Vukovar, where they executed dozens of Croats. Later they were active
in such places as Brcko and around Zvornik.™

548 Williams & Cigar, ‘War Crimes’, n. 13.

549 Thomas, Serbia, p. 100.

550 Thomas, Serbia, pp. 102-103; Judah, Serbs, p. 256.

31 Gajic Glisic, 1ojska, p. 83.

552 Thomas, Serbia, p. 104.

53 See e.g. Dusko Doder, ‘Mystetious commandet’, The San Francisco Chronicle, 08/08/91; Raymond van den Boogaatd,
‘Legendarische Servische kapitein weer op oorlogspad’ (‘Legendary Serbian captain back on the warpath’), NRC Handelsblad,
23/11/91.

554 Maty Battiata, ‘Serbian Guerrilla Camps Operate Inside Croatia’, The Washington Post, 22/07/91.

%5 PDragan Vasijevic. De zwervende zwijgende kapitein van de Kninja’s’ (‘Dragan Vasijevic. The roaming silent captain of
the Kninjas®), Tromw, 07/08/91; Geoffrey Lee Martin, ‘Setb rebel has record in Australia’, The Daily Telegraph, 13/08/91.
5% ‘Other repotts on Croatia’, BBC Summary of World Broadeasts, 11/07/91.

557 Williams & Cigat, “War Crimes’, n. 13; United Nations, S/1994/674/Add.2(Vol. 1), 28/12/94, Appendix IIL.A, IIL.C,
Captain Dragan units.

538 Russell, Prejudice, p. 187.

5% United Nations, S/1994/674/Add.2(Vol. 1), 28/12/94, Appendix II1.A, II1.C, Captain Dragan units.



198

All these special units played a central role in the conflict in Croatia and later in Bosnia-
Hercegovina, which, however, had little to do with their reputedly modest military value.”” In Croatia
they sometimes engaged with Croatian fighters. If they were in danger of coming off worse, the JNA
would come to the rescue. Their primary task actually consisted of ethnic cleansing: actions against a
defenceless population, which the irregular units could carry out only with the support of the JNA,
who, for example, would close off one of the paramilitaries' operational areas from the outside world or
would provide artillery support. Their hardly dangerous actions resulted in correspondingly few
casualties among the paramilitaries. They ‘cleansed’ places of Croats or Muslims. Their reward was
whatever they could plunder.” The Serbian authorities provided Arkan's troops with means of
transport and permits to remove plundered goods from Croatia and later Bosnia and import them into
Serbia, which earned them the epithet 'truck division' among the Serbian soldiers.” A symbiotic
relationship developed between the JNA and the irregular units, in which the paramilitaries needed the
regular army's artillery and logistics, and the JNA relied on the paramilitaries, who put the Croatian or
Muslim population to flight with their ethnic cleansing and so made conquered territory safe. But
Mladic had few words of praise for the paramilitaries:

‘Most of them consisted of “great patriots” who never forgot to appear on
television and “liberators” who “would fix everything”. But their units and
militias generally hung around jewellet's shops, banks and well-stocked self-
service stores, and there is not a single hill that they defended or liberated. All
they did was extensive plundering.*”

The above units were associated with the vojna linija of the Serbian Ministry of the Interior. In addition,
the JNA had its own paramilitary units from early October 1991. It was inevitable that these two lines
would come into contact before long. The person at the point of intersection of the lines was Captain
Dragan and the person confronted with this was the Serbian Minister of Defence, General Tomislav
Simovic.

This history also shows how unbelievably unclear the organizational relationships at various
levels in the disintegrating Yugoslavia were. There were tensions between federal and republican
bodies, between official and unofficial bodies, and between the Serbian Ministry of Defence and the
Ministry of the Interior, all of them wanting a say in a future Serbian army. The Serbian Minister of
Defence, Simovic, had no say in the JNA. In fact, the supreme command of the JNA resided with the
federal state presidium. He did have a say in the Serbian territorial defence. From this position he
worked with paramilitary groups that he hoped would eventually become the core of a future, purely
Serbian, army, such as Arkan and his men.”* In the course of October and November, however, the
JNA increasingly became a Serbian army, while the presidium barely continued to function. Against this
background, Simovic ordered Captain Dragan to train the paramilitaries in Belgrade for what, according
to Simovic, would become the pure Serbian army. This appeared to take place with the SDB's consent,
who thought that Captain Dragan had put himself too much in the limelight through his contacts with
foreign journalists. The SDB feared that this could mean that their financial and other support of
Captain Dragan might be revealed at any moment.*”

Furthermore, Captain Dragan had come into conflict with the Bosnian-Serb leaders Milan
Babic and Milan Mattic, who were protégés of the JNA.>* Dragan was to arrange the training of Red
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Berets and the Munja, in other words Lightning Flash troops, in Bubanj Potok. In his new position,
Dragan came to support the view that the position of the irregular troops should be formalized.”” At
the same time he had personal difficulty in being forced into the role of regular officer and in giving up
his legendary existence.”® He apparently had the feeling that he was being sidelined, which would have
been reinforced because hardly any recruits turned up for his training.”” Captain Dragan subsequently
explained to journalists that Simovic had told him face-to-face that his objective was to set the JNA
officers an example with the Dragan training programme. The JNA was later bent on revenge on
Simovic and stated that the Serbian Minister of Defence had given Captain Dragan an improper order
at the Bubanj Potok camp, because it did not fall under the authority of the Serbian territorial defence
and neither, therefore, under Simovic.””

When in late December Simovic ordered Dragan's transfer, Dragan appealed to his
commitments to the SDB and let it be known that any involvement on his part required the approval of
that service. Of course, the existence of irregular units run by civil authorities was no secret for
Simovic. In November 1991, in response to media questions on Milosevic's support of Arkan, he had
somewhat cryptically remarked that:

‘As far as I know the said “Arkan” is active with the blessing of the Serbian
government in the areas Slavonia, West Srijem and Baranja. It is also known
that they are not the only volunteers there. I would not tend to draw a
distinction between criminals and patriots, but sooner between those who do
contribute to the interests of the nation and those who do not, and we know
which category the criminals are in.”"'

What Simovic did find unacceptable was that special units of paramilitaries that he believed to be under
his command were also controlled by Stojicic and Bogdanovic. The Minister of Defence was furious
about this and demanded an immediate interview with Milosevic. What he got was not an interview,
but the sack.” Simovic was told that the creation of a Serbian army was impossible as long as
Milosevic preferred to uphold the pretence of a federal army.”” This member of government had also
come up against a phenomenon that would be repeated often in the years to come: despite their
incorporation into the JNA, the irregular troops repeatedly received direct ‘requests’ for specific actions
from the Serbian government.””

The criminalization of a society

A destructive influence from the paramilitary leaders started to affect society, not only in Croatia and
later Bosnia, but also in Serbia. The leaders of the irregular troops often were or became members of
parliament. They were state television celebrities and a role model for some young people.”” The top
people had interesting prospects. Seselj's party won 33 seats in the May 1992 federal elections, giving
him the largest opposition party. However, Seselj did not exactly behave like an opposition politician.
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He more than once threatened to shoot people who sought to overthrow Milosevic.” With 73 seats,
Seselj's party, the SRS, became Yugoslavia's second party after the December 1992 elections, and this
time they formed a coalition with Milosevic's SPS party.

Arkan was elected the representative of Kosovo in December 1992. Shortly afterwards he
formed his Party of Serbian Unity (Stranka Srpskog Jedinstva), which had the specific purpose of
reining Seselj in after he started in that year to turn ever further against Milosevic, and submitted a
motion of no-confidence against the Serbian government in September 1993. In that period there was a
small breach in the pact of silence. Milosevic accused Seselj of crimes in Croatia and Bosnia with his
paramilitaries, the existence of which Milosevic had always denied. And Seselj made known that
Milosevic had been aware of these practices for years and that he not only tolerated them, but had also
personally facilitated them.”” Because Arkan did not manage to mobilize the extreme right-wing
element of the electorate in the same way as Seselj, Milosevic felt it necessary to retain Seselj as his
favourite opposition leader, but Seselj was never again given the chance to shine.

And then there was Kertes, the head of the cell for arming the Serbian rebels. Under Milosevic,
Kertes became first deputy Minister of the Interior of the federation, and head of the domestic security
forces. He later became Minister for the Serbs in the Diaspora, under which title he was able to move
freely through Croatia and Bosnia. As a member of the Serbian state presidium he advocated in 1990
the forced emigration of Albanians from Kosovo and the colonization of the area by Serbs.”” At the
end of 1993 he was to be rewarded for his support to Milosevic with the lucrative post of Head of
Customs, according to many the centre of smuggling in Serbia. At the time Kertes decided who did and
who did not have to pay import duty and who was granted the monopoly of certain trade.”

In honour of his services to the Milosevic regime, Stojicic was appointed Head of Public Safety
in January 1992, in other words: head of all uniformed police, and deputy Minister of the Interior. All
this contributed to the idea that people could get away with crime in Serbia, and that it was even
possible to become a hero in the process. Pursuant to a Ministry of the Interior bye-law, from the
summer of 1991 paramilitaries were allowed to carry weapons openly in Belgrade. It was also nothing
special to see them walking through the capital city or outside bars in camouflage suits with pistols and
hand grenades. The condition was that the paramilitaries had to have the requisite arms permit.”® A
lively arms trade developed in Belgrade. Explosives, ammunition and even rocket launchers were
available on the black market, where the price of a hand grenade dropped from one hundred to five
marks between early September and mid November 1991.%*'

If the action of such groups was objectionable enough on moral grounds, so was it from a
purely political point of view. The groups that the vgjna linija had created or helped to create not
infrequently set up their own deals, which ran right across and over the front lines. For instance, they
sold weapons to Croats. Serbs were also murdered, either for their money and their property, or
because they opposed the violence that had appeared to have become routine through the action of
such groups, within Serbian society too. When Stojisic needed money for ‘our lads’ in Croatia and
Bosnia, he approached Serbian businessmen, who were afraid to say no.

The methods of combat the irregulars used externally were also reflected internally. Once back
in Belgrade after their ‘excursions’ in Croatia and later in Bosnia, the leaders of the paramilitary groups
were unable to relinquish their lifestyle, which was based on large-scale robbery, plundering and
extortion. A symbiotic relationship developed between the police and organized crime. The police in

576 United Nations, S/1994/674/Add.2(Vol. I), 28/12/94, Appendix III.A, n. 196.

577 See e.g. Jonathan S. Landay, ‘Belgrade Regime Tied to Alleged War Crimes’, The Christian Science Monitor, 26/11/93;
Hartmann, Milosevic, pp. 217-218.

578 Michael Montgomety, ‘Serbian threat to expel Albanians after unrest’, The Daily Telegraph, 12/03/91.

57 John Pomfret, ‘Government Officials Linked to Criminalization of Yugoslav Society’, International Herald Tribune,
22/11/96.

580 Reuter, ‘Burgerkrieg’, p. 704.

581 These prices were for type M-75 hand grenades, Reuter, 'Biirgerkrieg', p. 704.



201

Serbia was being thoroughly corrupted. Competing factions rose up within the ‘law enforcers’, who
traded in drugs, arms, fuel, cigarettes and other contraband, and who extorted businessmen.” Such
smuggling practices were particularly profitable after the imposition of the UN embargo of Serbia in
May 1992. The combinations of police and criminals worked in turn together with politicians in bank
fraud, for example, where not only the leaders of paramilitary groups but also prominent members of
government and other politicians profited at the cost of small savers.™ Politicians who followed
Milosevic faithfully were rewarded with lucrative jobs on the side in state bodies and nationalized
companies. The principle that had been applied on a small scale before 1990, in which criminals who
had rendered services for the secret services could enjoy a certain indemnity from prosecution for
ctiminal activities, was now applied almost without restriction.” Because laws no longer applied to
anyone who was on Milosevic's side, except the law of the jungle. But even the names of opposition
leaders were regularly linked with corruption and fraud.””

However, a number of members of the paramilitary network were to find out that a lawless life
can be a short one. After a number of years, various key figures of Stojicic's network, himself included,
were murdered. The perpetrators were seldom arrested, and it remained unclear whether the murders
were the result of internal rivalry in the criminal circuit or eliminations for fear that the victims might
open their mouths about Milosevic's complicity and his allegiance to their activities. The list of
confidants who had perished was to become a long one.™

Radovan Stojicic was shot dead on the night of 10 to 11 April 1997 in the Mamma Mia
restaurant in Belgrade, close to the headquarters of the MUP, by a masked man. A number of months
earlier he had indicated that he was less eager about committing violence against demonstrators than
Milosevic, and especially his wife Mirjana Markovic. In addition there were rumours that Stojicic had
had contact with the International War Crimes Tribunal in the former Yugoslavia to testify against
Milosevic.”

Arkan was murdered by four men at the start of 2000 while he sat in the lobby of the
Intercontinental Hotel in Belgrade. Shortly before there had been rumours that he had turned away
from Milosevic to the opposition and was in the process of doing a deal with the Yugoslavia Tribunal,
which the Tribunal itself happens to deny.”® He had also just had a quarrel with Milosevic's son Marko
about the fuel import monopoly.*

The uprising against Milosevic in October 2000 brought Captain Dragan and Kertes together
again in a special way. After several years of paramilitary activities, Dragan settled in Belgrade, where he
set up the Internet company NetCentar and created a foundation, the Captain Dragan Fund, to provide
assistance to veterans and families of Serbs who had been killed. During the coup against Milosevic in
October 2000, Dragan honoured a request from Zoran Djindic, who was later to become prime
minister, to lead the occupation of the Studio B television station and the Belgrade customs office,
where Kertes resided. Kertes, who was personally engaged in shredding documents at the time of the
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raid by Dragan's men, surrendered without resistance.” Kertes was fired, and on 15 December 2000
he was arrested for misusing his position. A few days later he was released after appealing to his
parliamentary immunity.

Paramilitary units were not a uniquely Serbian phenomenon during the conflicts in (former)
Yugoslavia. There was no shortage of extremists on the Croatian side, though there were fewer of
them.”" This mainly involved the Croatian Defence Force, the Hyratske Odbrane Snage (HOS), the
paramilitary arm of the Croatian Rights Party, the Hyratska Stranka Prava (HSP), led by the thirty year
old former theology student Dobroslav Paraga.” The HSP was an extreme right-wing party that
availed itself of the Ustashe symbols and demanded all Bosnia-Hercegovina as Croatian territory.
Paraga was convicted in 1980, at the age of twenty, to four years imprisonment for his contacts with
Ustashe supporters in other countries. He was convicted for a second time in 1987 for criticising the
Yugoslavian regime's maltreatment of political prisoners. Paraga’s HVO sent volunteers to places at the
front where breakthroughs were likely. Paraga and his supporters tried to capitalize on this action for
publicity. Because of pressure from the JNA, the regular army HVO tolerated the presence of the HOS
paramilitaries at the front. Paraga's men made a name at Vukovar in particular. They collaborated
closely there with the local Croatian army commander Mile Dedakovic, who, like Paraga, repeatedly
accused Tudjman of doing nothing for the defence of the city.”” According to HOS commander Ante
Dapic, approximately three thousand HOS men were active in and around Vukovar in October 1991.”"*

The HOS consistently criticized Tudjman's policy as too moderate. There was talk of an
impending coup by Paraga and his compatriots on several occasions. Tudjman was the brunt of some
considerable criticism from abroad because he would allow Paraga and his men to pursue neo-fascist
activities. He was arrested in early November 1991 and detained for almost a month on suspicion of
conspiring against the constitutional order of Croatia and its government. The action of the HSP and
HOS was a thorn in the side of the West, which saw it as an obstacle to complete support for Croatia.
Ultimately the HOS was integrated into the regular Croatian army. However, the HOS would continue
to carry out independent actions in Bosnia-Hercegovina, on the justification that agreements with the
authorities in Zagreb referred only to Croatian territory itself.

If Paraga was the Croatian counterpart of Seselj, then the Croatian opposite number of Arkan
was: Branimir Glavas, a specialist in ethnic cleansing, who came from West-Hercegovina. He was the
one who actually held sway in Osijek and surroundings and was later also formally appointed
commander. Tudjman tried in vain to curb his influence. Among the Croats of East Slavonia, Glavas
was well liked precisely because of his ruthless methods. Dirty jobs were otherwise carried out by the
Black Legion, which officially formed the antiterrorist brigade of the Croatian police in Sisak and which
also had foreign volunteers among its ranks.”” Another example of a notorious Croatian unit was the
Zebras, led by Drovski, a Croat from Austria known in the field as Commander Sinisja. This unit
consisted of skinheads who carried out dirty work. There was also no shortage of football hooligans
among the Croatian troops. For example, a unit of the National Guard stationed at Vinkovci comprised
largely of the 'Bad Blue Boys', hooligans from Zagreb.

The situation in which irregular groups and militias played an extremely important role in the
conflict continued until the autumn of 1993. Military organizations were then formed almost

50 Paul Watson, ‘Dot-camaraderie helped in Milosevic’s oustet’, Los Angeles Times, 18/10/00; Julius Strauss, ‘Henchman
betrayed Milosevic in revolt’, The Daily Telegraph (London), 20/10/00; Michael Dobbs, ‘Crash of Yugoslavia’s Money Man’,
The Washington Post, 29/11/00.

1 See e.g. Ewoud Nysingh, ‘Kroatische Rambo’s veroveren slechts één spookstadje’ (‘Croatian Rambos conquer a single
ghost town’), del vlkskrant, 10/08/91.

592 For information on the HOS see e.g. Raymond van den Boogaard, ““Tudjman een verrader; wij vechten doot’™
(““Tudjman’s a traitor: we fight on’”), NRC Handelsblad, 23/09/91.

593 Tanner, Croatia, p. 260.

%4 Peter Sattorius, “Zagreb: Die Erben der Ustascha melden sich zu Wort’, Siiddeutsche Zeitung, 28/10/91.

5 See Ed Vulliamy, ‘Kroaten negeren bestand in jacht op Cetniks’ ('Croats ignore truce in their hunt for Chetniks'), de
Volkskrant, 21/09/91.



203

simultaneously by all parties in the conflict. This gave the armies more control over the paramilitaries
and special troops, for example by integrating or disarming them. Among the reasons for this
simultaneous normalization were international diplomatic pressure, the desire for professionalization of
the national armed forces and the need of politicians to increase their grasp on the military system and
to settle scores with opposition factions within the paramilitaries.”” Clearer command structures and
more discipline were then introduced in the armies themselves. These changes also manifested
themselves externally in the form of an increasing number of soldiers dressed in regular uniforms with
familiar emblems. This was not previously the case and it contributed to the ease with which individuals
crossed the boundary between the regular army and irregular units.

4. Intermezzo: the nature and form of the conflict

For a clear understanding of the matter it is necessary to interrupt the chronology and answer the
following question: what precisely was the nature of the conflicts here? Fighting as it broke out in
Croatia in the summer of 1991 cannot formally be considered a war of aggression, in view of the fact
that as yet there was no element of international relations between Yugoslavia and Serbia on the one
hand and Croatia on the other. Originally there was also no element of civil war. The Serbs in Croatia
were guided too much from outside for that and the Croats, at Tudjman's urging, were too passive. We
have seen a number of instances where, in the eyes of the leaders in Belgrade, a significant proportion
of Serbs in Croatia responded too passively and were unwilling to go along with the official line that the
Serbs in Croatia were about to face a genocide equal to the one during the Ustashe regime in World
War 11

The breeding ground of the conflict was that right from the start of Yugoslavia there had been
two mutually exclusive state projects within the country. The first was the Serbian view that all Serbs
had to be kept together, if possible within Yugoslavia, and, failing that, within a Greater Serbia. This
was the view that anywhere Serbs lived, or — in a more extreme variant — were buried, was Serbian
territory. The second was the Croatian view that if a harmonious existence within Yugoslavia was not
possible, far-reaching autonomy, if not independence, was the alternative. In addition it had to be
considered whether the Croats from Bosnia-Hercegovina should not also have the opportunity to join
the independent Croatia. These claims on regions originally made the conflicts in Croatia and Bosnia
territorial conflicts, with the Serbs in particular demanding their share as the most powerful party: the
‘Serbian regions’ in Croatia, access to the coast, two thirds of the land of Bosnia-Hercegovina, etc.
After that, a start could be made within the framework of ethnic homogenization, distribution of
economic prosperity, strategic interests and suchlike, on shuffling the maps, possibly at the negotiating
table, but, if there was more to be gained, by a continuation or resumption of the conflict.

The actual reason for the conflict was the unwillingness of Milosevic and other Communists to
relinquish power at a time when the rest of Europe was taking its leave of Communism. For him,
engaging in war was a way to preserve his position of power and to divert attention from the poor
economic situation. In other words, Milosevic was engaged in what is known as social imperialism:
aggression as a lightning conductor. Serbian nationalists were behind him in this.

As stated above, the large-scale involvement of irregulars in the conflict made it also a war of
criminals. Local warlords and outside gang leaders used the war for self enrichment and they gave the
combat a dynamic of their own. It was precisely this irregular nature of the conflict that contributed to
a lack of restraint of the violence.”’ This created even more room for the volunteers, such as the
weekend Cetniks, who took part in the war for their ‘pleasure’. Some of them were unadulterated
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nationalists. A significant number of them were the scum of society, ‘the philosophy of football
hooliganism magnified a hundredfold’.”

The important role played by these irregulars in the war made it easier for others to fight a
multitude of personal and local conflicts, arising from quarrels with neighbours, professional envy, and
suchlike. This was what was referred to in Yugoslavia as the mali rat, or small war, within the larger
conflict.”” This created an interplay between violence from outside and locally determined conflicts,
with local elites and leaders competing for power, and old village feuds flaring up again. This explains
why the arrival of special units in certain areas could so easily produce a chain reaction from village to
village of threats and attacks between groups who previously apparently lived peacefully side by side.
The paramilitary units, who operated on a larger scale, often received support from members of the
local militias, police and radical political parties. Sometimes representatives of the groups referred to,
united in the local crisis committee, would call in the assistance of paramilitary units from outside their
own region.

Their propaganda of fear and hatred, and terrorist actions allowed the instigators of the war to
fulfil their prophecy that ethnic groups would be at each other's throats. For instance, they succeeded in
involving ordinary people in their slaughter. In so doing they caused a complete blurring of moral
standards so that violence was given free rein. Fear was also an important motivation of the war among
all sections of the population.””

When the fear that the other ethnic group will strike with murder and rape became large
enough, people were prepared to make a pre-emptive strike, which would not be difficult to justify
later: if we hadn't done it, then they would have...""! Radovan Karadzic, the Bosnian-Serb political
leader, understood this mechanism all too well: ‘Everyone is suspicious of what the other sides are
intending to do. So, to prevent anything horrible being done to them, they do it to the others first.
Time and again, alleged provocation from the other party was discovered, which did not have to be
investigated, but created a mechanism of revenge and counter-revenge. The less secure the population
became, the easier it became to appeal to fears and feelings of insulted honour, which demanded
redress.

The residents of the rural areas, the ‘peasants’, the ‘folk from the hills’, came down to the cities
to take revenge on the signs of civilization, modernization and cosmopolitanism that were threatening
their traditional existence.””

Because the ethnic differences had been preserved more clearly in the countryside than in the
cities, and the state television was the pre-eminent source of information, nationalist leaders found it
easier to recruit foot-soldiers there to counter the inter-ethnic links that had been created in the cities -
mixed marriages, multi-ethnic parties and suchlike. Shades of meaning and voices of reason, whether
from their own surroundings or from the international community, no longer had any effect. The black
and white thinking - ‘us’ against ‘them’; the countryside against the city; the mythical experience against
reason - had gained the upper hand. There was something of a Pol Pot-like intimidation of cities and
intellectuals. The population could be mobilized for wars that originally had a predominantly territorial
character by appealing to such feelings of dissatisfaction and ethnic sentiments. However, in the course
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of the conflict, ethnic differences grew to such a level as a consequence of the spiralling violence that
the ethnic nature of the conflict became dominant.”*

It was not only fear that drove individual citizens into war, however. The war also offered
unprecedented opportunities for enrichment or rising up the social ladder. Individuals were able to take
possession of their neighbours' houses, cars and refrigerators, and their wives' and daughters' bodies.
Bar owners became local gang leaders, ordinary soldiers became generals, teachers became mayors and
professors became ministers.

As the war progressed, the religious undertones of the conflict became stronger.”” It was
mentioned above that the distinction between Croats, Muslims and Serbs could in principle be traced
back to religious differences. However, a strong process of secularization had unfolded in Communist
Yugoslavia after World War II. In the late 1980s in Bosnia, only 53 per cent of the Croats, 37 per cent
of the Muslims, and 34 per cent of the Serbs, were religious.”

In 'Catholic' Croatia in the early 1990s, only one third of all parents sent their children to
catechism, and church attendance, in the forty to sixty age group especially, declined sharply. However,
there was something of a religious revival among young people and sections of the intelligentsia, which
was accompanied by a growing national awareness and a need for support in difficult economic times.
There was an increase in the numbers entering the priesthood.””

A joke was circulating in Bosnia in the early 1990s that the difference between a Serbian, a
Croat and a Muslim was that the first never kissed icons in the Orthodox Church, the second never
attended a Catholic Mass and the third never prayed facing Mecca.””® Apparently no more than 28 per
cent of Bosnian Muslims were actively religious even in the autumn of 1992.°” Another joke from the
time is the following: ‘What is the definition of a Bosnian Muslim? Answer: A Bosnian Muslim is
someone who drinks alcohol, eats pork and doesn't pray to Mecca five times a day.”"” There were even
Muslims who had fled from Sarajevo, whose first encounter with Muslim girls wearing headscarves was
in the Netherlands.”"!

The outbreak of conflicts between ethnic groups emphasized religious differences once more,
however.”"* For instance, at the start of the war in Bosnia, Muslims who had never done so before
started to fast during Ramadan. "’

In May and August 1991, the Roman Catholic Cardinal Kuharic of Zagreb met the Orthodox
patriarch Pavle in an attempt at reconciliation, but it appeared to be more of a ritual than a genuine
attempt to cooperate’* and Pavle especially was increasingly drawn into the political developments. At
the start of August 1991, the Conference of European Churches in Geneva produced a report on the
deteriorating relations between the churches in Yugoslavia. The report said that not only were
politicians exploiting the religious differences, but members of both the Roman Catholic and Christian
Orthodox Churches were also intensifying the ethnic conflict with religious polemics. At the same time

04 For information on this view of the conflict, see for example S. Radosevic, “The Collapse of Yugoslavia - Between
Chance and Necessity’, Dyker & Vejvoda (ed.), Yugosiavia, pp. 66 and 78.

05 See e.g. Michael Sells, ‘Christoslavism 1/The religious component’, 27/06/96,

http:/ /www.haverford.edu/relg/sells/postings/christoslavism1.html accessed on 19/12/00; Russell, Prejindice,
p. 194.

606 Calic, Krieg, pp. 28 and 30.

%07 Ton Crijnen, ‘Kroaten zien katholiecke kerk als dam tegen Servisch gevaatr’ (‘Croatians see Catholic Church as dam against
Serb danger’), Tromw, 04/07/91.

008 Westerman, Brug, p. 74.

609 Catoline de Gruyter, ‘In de tang van de halve maan’ (‘In the gtip of the half moon’), Elsevier, 14/11/92, pp. 68-69.

610 Maas, Neighbor, p. 66.

011 Ineke Bijnagte, ‘Korak. Een eskimo uit Sarajevo’ (‘'Korak. An eskimo from Sarajevo'), De Groene Amsterdammer, 17/11/93,
p. 9.

12 Duijzings, Conflict, p. 5.

013 Van Cleef, Wereld, p. 52.

614 Radmila Radic, “The Church and the ‘Serbian Question”, in: Popov (ed.), Road, p. 261.


http://www.haverford.edu/relg/sells/postings/christoslavism1.html�

206

as Pavle called for reconciliation, the report quotes him as saying that extremist Croats were
committing the same ‘brutal atrocities’ against the Serbs as the Ustashe in 1941.°" In the autumn of
1991 Pavle would write to Carrington that the Serbs were being exposed to genocide for the second
time in the twentieth century in what he called a new Ustashe state. He said that it was impossible for
Croats and Serbs to live together in one state, and he advocated linking parts of Croatia with Serbia.’"®
When Milosevic decided at the end of 1991 to call a halt to the war in Croatia, this even met with the
objection of the Orthodox Church.®"”

At the start of the conflict Serbian-Orthodox clerics were already expressing on television their
support for militant Serbs in Borovo Selo and Knin.*"® During the war in Bosnia, Orthodox clerics
repeatedly blessed soldiers and paramilitaries and incited them to murder and plunder.””” Arkan had his
recruits baptized in Dahl Cathedral during the war in Croatia in 1991.° During the war in Croatia
almost five hundred churches were totally destroyed or seriously damaged.”' Croatian prisoners of war
were sometimes forced by Serbs to swallow the crosses they wore around their necks.

Later in Bosnia too, close links developed between the Orthodox Church and Radovan
Karadzic's political party, the SDS.*’ However, when the consequences of Serbian aggtression became
visible there in the first months of the war, the leaders of the Orthodox Church started to criticize
Milosevic and his supporters for closing their eyes to the crimes being committed there by the
paramilitaries. The lower clerics, who were frequently militantly nationalist, maintained close ties with
Karadzic and his supporters, however. The leaders in Pale also had a positive attitude to the church and
traditional Serbian national values. ‘Our spiritual leaders are present at all our discussions and are
involved in the decision making process; the voice of the church is respected as the voice of the highest
authority’, Karadzic said in 1994.°* The nationalist section of the clergy therefore felt more affinity with
the Bosnian-Serb leaders than with Milosevic, who they continued to see as more of a Communist, and
who had made an arrangement with the church out of pure opportunism.* Serbs carved crosses with
knives in the bodies of Muslims.”” A Muslim was nailed alive to the door of the mosque, with his arms
spread like Christ on the cross.”’ Mosques were desecrated, and Korans were urinated on.”® Mosques
and minarets in Bosnia were among the favourite targets of Serbian soldiers and volunteers.*”

However caution is called for in attributing the attacks on Catholic churches and on mosques
only to anti-Catholic or anti-Islamic motives. They were also an attack on a culture, a civilization,
comparable with the shelling of the National Library in Sarajevo. The wrecking of churches and
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mosques was also an attempt to erase the visible and tangible evidence of Croatian and Muslim
presence from the landscape, which was the cultural aspect of ethnic cleansing.*”

The form of the conflict was partly determined by the serious shortage of men on the Serbian
side. This was compensated by superior artillery strength. This gave the combat in the former
Yugoslavia a strong flavour of a war of siege, in which Serbian troops surrounded Croatian or Bosnian
cities with terror bombardment, while those under siege were in no position to break out because of a
lack of fire power, despite having a numerical majority. For instance, there would often be local
standoffs in which the most powerful weapon appeared to be starvation. The Bosnian-Serb Colonel
Milovan Milutinovic explained this strategy in the following words: “We Serbs are like a snake. When
we want to eat a frog, we first hypnotize it.””' Because the population of the cities was cut off from
food, water, medicines, fuel and the most elementary resources for keeping the city clean, they were at
the mercy of the mafia, who were able to make unprecedented profits from all parties in the conflict by
cashing in on the needs of a destitute population. Some cities, such as Vukovar and Jajce, were captured
only after months of siege. Other cities, such as Dubrovnik or Sarajevo, were able to withstand the
siege.

With the exception of the early phases, there was relatively little fighting along clear front lines
with the purpose of conquering territory. Where troops opposed each other, they became accustomed
to the idea that they had nothing to fear from each other other than mortar attacks. Often they would
not even put a guard on sentry duty at night.””

A much more common objective was the ethnic cleansing of an area, in which members of an
ethnic group were caused to leave a city or village. Again, the agent for achieving this was fear, which
was employed by the paramilitary units in particular. They put the population into a state of anxiety
psychosis by means of a broad spectrum of ill-treatment and threats, oriented towards driving out the
population of another ethnic group, in order that their own territory would become ethnically
homogeneous: murder, summary executions, torture, rape and other forms of sexual violence, arbitrary
arrests and detention, shelling and wrecking possessions. The paramilitaries would often set fire to or
blow up houses, after looting them, to make it almost impossible for the population to return. They
often sought out members of the elite as their victims. This choice, together with the fact that many of
the crimes, including rape, were carried out openly, was intended to enhance the effect of terror on the
population. The population that remained often also fled. Otherwise, sooner or later, if they were not
killed first, they would be deported or exchanged for prisoners of the other party.

The wars in the former Yugoslavia were therefore a combination of various conflicts on
different levels. And just as the conflict had different characteristics and forms, the fighters also
differed. As was observed in early 1996 in a final UNPROFOR report: “This war gave employment to
every type of fighter: the mercenary, the regular, the fanatic, the pressed man, the brutal sadist and the
villager defending his home.*” However, it was a long time before the international community came
round to this way of thinking. The fact is that one of the deciding factors in the request for intervention
in ex-Yugoslavia was always the lack of clarity on the nature of the conflict among the opinion and
policy makers in the West.””

5. Intermezzo continued: the unknown Balkans

“The problem, I fear, is the Yugoslavs themselves. They are a perverse
group of folks, near tribal in their behaviour, suspicious of each other
(with usually sound reasons), friendly on the outside but very cynical
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within, ever ready for a war or a battle, proud of their warrior history,

and completely incapable of coming to grips with the modern world
5635

In many respects the West thought of the Balkans as 'foreign' and 'different’ within Europe, where
assumptions that worked elsewhere did not apply. There were plenty of ideas about the Balkans, but
understanding was another matter entirely. And many in South-east Europe itself agreed that this was
also too much to expect. Westerners were not infrequently told: “You are incapable of understanding
our fight’.”

The - relatively - limited scope of this report, which focuses on the deployment of the Dutch
Airmobile Brigade in Srebrenica, means that it is neither possible nor necessary to go into detail on the
image of Yugoslavia that was created in the West.”" This report will, however, cover those elements of
the image created that were decisive for the question of whether it was possible and sensible for the
West to intervene militarily in (the former) Yugoslavia. It will be evident that a large part of the
argumentation surrounding the intervention issue was based on an overestimate of possible
Yugoslavian resistance and on an overdose of unsatisfactory historical parallels. There was certainly no
shortage of historical analogies in the intervention debates in the West. "The less they understood the
historical context, the more historical analogies they found', a Balkan expert sighed.”® ‘Anytime one
attempts to grasp the meaning of this Balkan War, a historical phenomenon is invoked by journalists
and agents of various governments,” wrote the sociologist Stjepan Mestrovic in an introduction to a
compilation in which the representation of the conflict had an important place.”” How true that was is
instantly clear from the first contribution in the same collection:

‘Former Yugoslavia is not Vietnam, not Lebanon, not Northern Ireland. The
more appropriate analogy is Adolf Hitler and, more recently, Saddam Hussein
(...) The crisis in the former Yugoslavia has epitomized the choice between the
paths of Neville Chamberlain and Winston Churchill.”**’

It is often unclear whether argumentation is based on insufficient knowledge of facts or that
rationalizations were used pour besoin de la cause, dragged in to back up a policy that had already been
determined. A further comment is that many contributions in, for example, correspondence columns,
appeared to be intended less to contribute to a greater understanding of the actual situation in
Yugoslavia than to inject a moral undertone into a domestic political debate.

We will suffice here with a brief mention of the reasoning used and the arguments against them.
The reader will encounter similar arguments now and again in the description of the decision-making
surrounding the dispatch of Dutch troops. Otherwise we will devote attention here mainly to generally
held views in the West. More nationally-determined conceptualizations were mentioned in the
description of the attitudes of individual countries in the conflict. Particular attention will be paid here
to discussions in the Dutch press, because one of our objectives is to illuminate the relationship
between the media and policy.

Knowledge of the Balkans in general and Yugoslavia in particular was scarce in the West. This
may seem strange at first sight, in view of the pet status of the country during the Cold War, but it is
not. During the two-sided battle from the end of World War II to the end of the 1980s, the intellectual
energy of the West was oriented more to potential adversaries, specifically the Soviet Union and the
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Woarsaw Pact, than to non-aligned Yugoslavia. Stevan K. Pavlowitch, affiliated with the University of
Southampton for the history of the Balkans, wrote that western knowledge of Yugoslavia was at a
lamentable level: “The West did not understand Yugoslavia better than it understood Armenia or
Georgia, Afghanistan or Cambodia, Somalia or Angola, but Yugoslavia was nearer.”"' In the eyes of
many in the West, it had always seemed that the study of the 'foreign' country Yugoslavia was the realm
of eccentrics.”” Knowledge of Yugoslavia was also impeded by the lack of freedom of expression in
Yugoslavia itself and the fact that for many years research data had to be forced into either a Marxist or
a nationalist frame of interpretation.®” This was actually a general problem of Eastern Europe experts.

In the entire western world, the study of Eastern Europe at the end of the 1980s went into
crisis because of the end of the Cold War, and it did not emerge for years afterwards.”** This lack of
knowledge served only to create more room for poorly founded views.

Whereas academic knowledge of Eastern Europe in the Netherlands was not particularly great,
knowledge of Yugoslavia was nearly non-existent.”” Among the few experts that could be consulted in
the Netherlands when the conflicts in Yugoslavia exploded in the summer of 1991 was Z. Dittrich, a
professor emeritus, who had held the chair of Eastern European history at the University of Utrecht
for twenty years. He characterized the Serbs as ‘a people who take offence very easily’, who had
liberated themselves unaided from Turks and Germans, which had made them ‘not easy to negotiate or
make treaties with’.**’

The Dutch press and the Yugoslavian conflict

Anyone interested in finding out about and interpreting the developments in Yugoslavia therefore had
to resort to the media. It is necessary to make a distinction in the media reporting on Yugoslavia
between the audiovisual and the written press. The television depended mainly on pictures. A further
problem with television was that TV crews were generally restricted in how long they could operate in
the region because of considerations of cost and conflicting priorities, whereas some newspaper
correspondents worked there for years on end. In addition, for example, the Dutch public service
(NOS) news sent different reporters each time. This form of parachute journalism damaged the
continuity of the reporting, and the level of knowledge on which it was based even more.

The Dutch reporting was therefore performed mainly by journalists of the printed media.*”” In
the printed media in the Netherlands, but to a certain extent also on radio and television, there were
separate information flows, and they often all went their own way: the reports from the correspondents
on the ground, the parliamentary journalism in The Hague, the editorial teams and the contributions in
the correspondence columns.

The larger newspapers in the Netherlands had their own correspondents on the ground. For
instance, Othon Zimmermann, whose background was in Slavonic studies, had been reporting
intensively on the region in the .A/gemeen Dagblad prior to the outbreak of the conflict. Raymond van
den Boogaard reported on the war from Zagreb and elsewhere in Croatia for the NRC Handelsblad. He
was previously stationed in Moscow. He regularly submitted reports on hostilities. For the same
newspaper, Theo Engelen was closely involved in the reporting as correspondent in Ljubljana and Peter
Michielsen provided many opinion-forming articles. De [ o/kskrant had a contract with Ulrike Rudberg,
who provided contributions from Belgrade. Marianne Boissevain and André Roelofs reported for this
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newspaper from Ljubljana from the start of the conflict, while Ewoud Nysingh also reported from
Belgrade for a time. For Trouw, Nicole Lucas took charge of reporting on Yugoslavia from Belgrade.
For the same newspaper, Henk Hirs departed in the autumn for the former Yugoslavia, where he
provided reports from various cities. These correspondents generally offered a balanced picture of the
local situation and the complex relationships between the parties in the conflict. However, it was
difficult to convey this picture effectively, not only to the readership, but also among their peers in the
Netherlands.”* The rule that applied here was that whoever was closest to the printing press had the
greatest influence on what appeared in the newspaper.””’ For Raymond van den Boogaard, who
reported in turn on the wars in Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia for NRC Handelsblad this was the most
bitter lesson that he learned from the conflicts: "The historical picture of that war will not be painted by
reporters like me, but by remote observers, who will take a simplified version of the facts and mix it
with moral views to construct what the structure of the conflict was and possibly even who was right or
wrong.'” He noted 'with disgust' that 'even at my own newspaper' editors urged adopting a position
and gave credence to the horror stories that emerged from the combatants' propaganda machines,
suggesting that by not adopting a position he was 'on the wrong side' in this war.”'

The conflict in Yugoslavia was not entirely unexpected, neither for the Dutch press nor for
Dutch politicians. There were reports in the first half of 1991 on Slovenia's and Croatia's plans to
secede, and on Krajina's pursuit of autonomy. The outbreak of war between Serbia and Croatia was
anticipated.” As in politics, the dominant note in the press was 'Hopefully, this turns out all right.' On
the day before the Croatian declaration of independence, Raymond van den Boogaard reported from
Zagreb that, in anticipation of events that he felt would have unpredictable consequences, there was an
'almost uncanny calm'.””’

Between the outbreak of the conflicts in Yugoslavia in the summer of 1991 and their
(provisional) cessation in late 1995, more than one hundred Dutch journalists, photographers and
camera crew would visit the fronts, which made the Yugoslavian conflict 'the best attended war ever' by
Dutch journalism.”* However, it proved difficult for the Dutch correspondents to break through
established news patterns. Interesting items were often not used by their masters in the Netherlands
because they usually wanted to hear the news from CNN, the BBC or major foreign press agencies
first.”” On the other hand, journalists of other nationalities also experienced this phenomenon. BBC
correspondent Martin Bell wrote that he likewise ran up against reactions from the BBC newsroon such
as: "Are you sure about this ambush? It's not on the wires yet.'"*’

Furthermore, the Dutch reporting on the conflict was faced with considerable budgetary
constraints. Editorial teams did not have the money for long-term war-risk insurance or security
arrangements such as armour-plated vehicles and bulletproof vests.”” In Germany too, newspapers not
always insured their journalists, and there was no money for expensive armour-plated cars.*”
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Freelancers were certainly unable to pay the high insurance premiums.®’ Editorial staff often used
these independents to 'spare' their own people.”” And freelancers especially were under greater
pressure to produce sensational reports than correspondents in regular employment.*'

It was certainly dangerous for journalists in the war areas. Of the 65 journalists around the
world who were to die while performing their work in 1991, eighteen died in Slovenia and Croatia.
Serbs in Croatia were often unpredictable at best, at worst, the word 'press' on a car windscreen, which
afforded a degree of protection to the occupants in many wars, was sufficient reason for them to start
shooting.”” German and Austrian journalists were the favourite target.”” In May 1992, the Dutch
Association of Journalists (NV]) advised its members not to travel to Bosnia, and those who were
already there were advised to seek shelter for the time being, because, according to the NV]J, the parties
in the conflict shot at 'everything that moved'. The danger was enhanced even more because
combatants would pose as journalists. By that time, 24 journalists had already lost their lives in the war
in Yugoslavia in the course of their work.*” In August 1993, the Dutch Association of Journalists
(NV]) withdrew their travel and war-risk insurance for Yugoslavia. After that it was only possible to
arrange insurance with the same company for ten thousand guilders a week.*” At the end of 1993 there
were no Dutch photographers working in Bosnia because of the dangers.” In due course, it became
possible for NV] members to hire one of the two bulletproof vests that the association had at its
disposal, or to borrow a vest from the Army Information Officer of Dutch Transport Company in
Central Bosnia, whose stock was also limited, however.”” When, on top of that, Dutch journalists
discovered that real news from the front was used only after editorial staff had confirmed it from other
sources, the enthusiasm for exposing themselves to risky situations declined rapidly.

The view on the conflict also added to this lack of enthusiasm. Dick Verkijk, not the most easily
scared of Dutch journalists, called the Yugoslavian war 'the most pointless in history. Started over
nothing and leading to nothing.' First, according to him, there were invented incidents that were blazed
about by the Yugoslavian media especially; the invented incidents provoked real incidents; and the real
incidents led to escalation. According to him, it was 'not a civil war at all'. Serbian and Croatian citizens
fled the disputed area, not out of fear of each other, but of the war-like actions of 'fanatics'.*® He
considered the risks for journalists to be (too) great. In the Croatian war there was literally no boundary
to be drawn: 'Before you know it you are in the "other" area; there are countless enclaves of one party
or the other. No party takes risks: they shoot at everything that seems slightly out of the ordinary.'
Fronts were seldom cordoned off, so that a journalist could easily wander into the line of fire. 'T have
always been prepared to give something for a good cause', said Verkijk. 'But here? In Yugoslavia? This
war is a poor cause, not worth dying for."”

The majority of the reports from correspondents therefore consisted of news coming from
public relations officials in the capital cities of the various (former) republics, and descriptions of the
atmosphere. The approximately seven hundred foreign correspondents who were accredited in Zagreb
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during the war in Croatia based their reporting largely on Croatian sources.”” Furthermore, the
Yugoslavian Centre for Eurovision was based in Zagreb, so that for a long time reports from Serbia
were able to reach the rest of Europe only indirectly. A British colleague criticized the risk-avoiding
work ethic of many journalists. In his view, they all too easily assumed that a visit to the front would
not yield any new points of view, whereas discussions with authorities would.””" In his opinion, this
attitude was further encouraged by the editorial offices at home, who preferred to read reports
containing the familiar names of the most important leaders from well-known places, rather than items
that they could mockingly dismiss as local colour stories: better to have an item from Sarajevo than one
about Gornji Vakuf, for example.””

Image forming: peoples with a penchant for war

The war in Yugoslavia was represented within the context of the Balkans. The Balkans was an elastic
concept. During the Cold War, when Yugoslavia's singular position in the international field of
influence was valued by the West, the country was not counted as part of the Balkans, and the term
itself had fallen somewhat into disuse, but came back into use immediately after disturbances broke out
in the early 1990s.°” War and violence apparently have to be understood within a Balkan context:
'Along with the themes of fragmentation and confusion, violence has become a component of the
definition of the term “Balkan”.*™

For many, the Balkans was seen as a peripheral and underdeveloped area:*” "The Balkans is like
a poorhouse, Europe's back yard, that has only marginal significance in international politics.'””® Even
Maria Todorova, who carried out an extensive study into the negative representation of the Balkan
areas, described Yugoslavia as 'a corner of Europe'.””

But this image had a reverse side. Especially those who advocated a more active position on the
part of the West argued that Yugoslavia, and particularly Croatia and Bosnia, were in 'the heart of
Europe',” 'in the middle of Europe, in a country where two years ago millions of Western Europeans
still lazed around half naked next to the sea'.”” From the point of view of a country such as Austria, ex-
Yugoslavia was, of course, 'close to home": 'Bosnia is (...) not "somewhere over there". It is "here".'"™
Journalists and others repeatedly emphasized that a mere thousand or so kilometres from the
Netherlands, France, etc., or two hours by plane, wholesale slaughter of people was taking place.”'

As is the case with so many regions, both a positive and a negative image existed of the Balkans,

inside and outside the region. The two images would alternate in time depending on the current
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circumstances. Milo Anstadt, who in 1993 wrote one of the few Dutch language books on (the start of)
the Yugoslavian conflict, summed up the two images as follows 'that the majority of Yugoslavs can be
amiable, hospitable, sociable and forthcoming, but also extremely intolerant, bigoted, stubborn and
malicious'."”

For instance, in times of hope and expectation it was written that the Balkans were 'the ideal
place for bringing about an integration of races and cultures from Europe, Asia and Aftica.'™ Some
would say that this observation was particularly applicable to Bosnia-Hercegovina, 'a special place,
known for the tolerant, civilized interaction of its many ethnic groups. It was a miniature of the
multinational Yugoslav state, except that its melting pot really worked.'®™

Many Europeans also knew Yugoslavia as a pleasant holiday destination.” This applied
especially to Germans, who, with three million a year, accounted for one third of the flow of foreign
tourists to Yugoslavia.” It applied likewise to the Netherlands, which saw approximately half a million
tourists a year depart for Yugoslavia in the second half of the 1980s.””” Before 1991, for example, sixty
per cent of foreign tourists to the Macedonian Lake Ohrid were from the Netherlands.**

It was an experience that could also be of importance for policy makers. The Netherlands
Junior Minister of Justice, Aad Kosto, accepted on behalf of the Netherlands three thousand Displaced
Persons from Yugoslavia in August 1992 after seeing a news picture of a Bosnian orphan who was
wounded when the bus she was travelling on was fired on by a sniper, with the words: "When I saw that
child in that bus, I thought: this is unacceptable. It shocked me. Yugoslavia is so close, you have been
there on holiday, you have touched the people there, then #his happens there. I therefore think that
some of those people should be offered shelter here.'™

Unlike the Western Europeans, there was no holiday-experience for most of the American
public. They saw Yugoslavia as far away, not only geographically but also mentally. For them,
Yugoslavia meant only a basketball or water polo team that could beat the superpowers Russia or
America in the Olympic Games once every four years.”” But a mixture of respect and fear for the
Balkans was not absent among the elite there, as can be seen in the words from 1950 of the American
journalist C.L. Sulzberger. He said that the area was:

'a gay peninsula filled with sprightly people who ate peppered foods, drank
strong liquors, wore flamboyant clothes, loved and murdered easily and had a
splendid talent for starting wars. Less imaginative westerners looked down on
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them with secret envy, sniffing at their royalty, scoffing at their pretensions, and
fearing their savage terrorists.'”"

It should be clear that, in a time of crisis and violence, the positive image of the Balkans, which was
characterized by romantic ideas of the passion, the hospitality and the authenticity of the population
and the rustic life in the region, hardly rang true. In so far as the positive image still left memories, it
was in the form of the pain and lack of understanding felt by former holidaymakers, volunteers in the
construction of infrastructure works and admirers of the system of worker self-government in
Yugoslavia, because black storm clouds had gathered above the sunny places they loved so much. From
1990, the black side of the Balkans dominated the representation of Yugoslavia. The images that arose
from this were hardly contradicted by knowledge of discordant facts.

A counterpart of the romantic image was the idea of the Balkans as an area where irrationality
was dominant,”” which was a notion that gained in acceptance during the conflict when many
Yugoslavs and immigrants from Yugoslavia themselves declared to Westerners that their fellow
countrymen had gone collectively mad.*” Irrationality was also raised as an argument by policy makers
who felt little inclined to intervene. For instance, the American Acting Secretary of State Eagleburger
said the following in September 1992 on the war in Bosnia:

It is difficult to explain, but this war is not rational. There is no rationality at all
about ethnic conflict. It is gut; it is hatred; it's not for any common set of values
ot purposes; it just goes on. And that kind of warfare is most difficult to halt.'"”*

The author, Wayne Bert, who described American policy on the war in Bosnia, pointed to the paradox
that those who used irrationality as an argument not to resort to military intervention, still spent many
years attempting to solve the conflict through diplomacy: 'Isn't force the preferred method of influence
when confronting forces that will not listen to reason ...>'"”

Other authors felt they knew exactly where the border between rationality and emotion,
civilization and barbarism, lay. Long before Samuel Huntington's ideas on a ¢lash of civilizations became
popular in some quarters in the 1990s, there was a view in the West that a boundary existed between
what was called the civilized West Roman, Catholic, former Hapsburg northwestern part of Yugoslavia
on the one hand, and what was called the less civilized Byzantine, Christian Orthodox or Islamic and
former Ottoman southeast of Yugoslavia on the other.”” It was an idea that was gladly reinforced by
Slovenians and Croats because they found themselves on the 'European-civilized' side of the border as
opposed to the darker Balkan side.””” There is a certain irony in the two republics that around 1990
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appealed most powerfully for the right to self-determination being so willing to subordinate themselves
to the larger entity of Europe. The political top and church leaders of Croatia again presented their
country to the West, as the Croatian nationalists had done in the nineteenth century, as the bastion
against the Islam and Orthodoxy.”

Image forming: centuries of violence
'O smallest among peoples! rough rock-throne
Of Freedom! Warriors beating back the swarm
Of Turkish Islam for five hundred years,
Great Tzernagora! never since thine own

Black ridges drew the cloud and brake the storm

I . 699
Has breathed a race of mightier mountaineers."

Multi-ethnic and multinational empires have been collapsing in the Balkans and its direct surroundings
since the nineteenth century. Ethnic cleansing had taken place repeatedly then and during the processes
of nation forming that were to follow. The nineteenth century British statesman Benjamin Disraeli had
already described the nationalist uprisings in the Balkans as a 'throwback to barbarism'."” The Serbs
wreaked havoc in Kosovo during the Balkan wars. During World War I, Turkey violently disposed of
one and a half million Armenians. Turks and Greeks drove each other from their own territory. During
World War II, Pavelic and his followers attempted to cleanse Croatia. At the end of the World War 11,
the ethnic Germans were driven out en masse from Sudetenland, Silesia and Vojvodina. On Cyprus, a
division was made between Greeks and Turks, which was still in place at the end of the twentieth
century. If the twentieth century was indeed 'the century of expulsions' (Giinther Grass), then it was
certainly true for Central and Eastern Europe.

It was incorrectly concluded from over a century of ethnic tensions in the Balkans that an age-
long hatred existed there between groups of the population. "The war we are now witnessing did not
start this summer', commented Peter Michielsen at the end of September 1991 in NRC Handelsblad:

'the war has actually been going on for hundreds of years. The postwar peace -
which was imposed by Tito - was an intermezzo: an exception rather than the
rule. A Serbian saying has it that a gram of power weighs more than a kilo of
brains, and this is the philosophy that, by and large, has always determined the
actions of the leaders in Belgrade (and Zagreb). That Western politicians
consider that they can settle the account presented by seven hundred years of
history by stationing the odd peacekeeping force here and there and sitting
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around the table under the flag of decent principles, is, certainly in the longer
term, an illusion."”"

Some even considered that the feuds underlying the conflict were thousands of years old.™”

This view of history played an important role in the Yugoslavian conflict, both in the region
itself and in the views of outsiders. During his press conference in Belgrade on 4 August 1991, the
Dutch Minister Van den Broek already remarked that the European troika was finding it extremely
difficult to accept that it appeared impossible to focus attention on the future in discussions with
Yugoslavia's leaders; discussions always seemed to have to go back to the past.”” We are like cat and
dog, we can never live together, according to the Bosnian-Serb nationalist Karadzic." The West
proved to be very susceptible to this idea that was disseminated so vigorously by the nationalists in
Yugoslavia themselves.” Some therefore considered war in this region to be 'a regularly recurring
natural phenomenon'.”

This view was a powerful argument for not having to intervene.”” The American president
Bush avoided deploying American soldiers with the comment that Bosnia was about 'a blood feud' and
'a complex, convoluted conflict that grows out of age-old animosities'.”” His Secretary of State,
Lawrence Fagleburger, did the same in August 1992 at the Conference of London when he referred to
the conflict as having 'ancient and complicated roots'.”” America's Chief of Staff Colin Powell stated
that 'a thousand-year-old hornet's nest' existed in the former Yugoslavia, and 'an ethnic tangle with
roots reaching back a thousand years', where it would be better not to sacrifice the lives of American
soldiers.”"

Clinton, who at the time of his inauguration as president had said that the war in Bosnia was the
consequence of Serbian aggression, was to say a number of weeks later: "The hatred between all these
three groups [Croats, Muslims and Serbs] (...) is almost unbelievable. It's almost terrifying, and it's
centuries old. That really is a problem from hell.”"" In a television broadcast in early 1995, Clinton and
his vice-president even seemed to be trying to outdo each other in the historical nature of the conflict
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in Bosnia. After Vice-President Al Gore had said that the people there had already been fighting each
other for five hundred years, Clinton said that it was probably more like a thousand years.”"

The most recent crises, from the 1990s, were seen as an 'anachronistic tribal war',”” one link in
a long chain of tribal conflicts.”"* According to Mestrovic, 'tribalism' was probably the term most
commonly used by Western journalists, diplomats and politicians to refer to the conflicts in (the
former) Yugoslavia in the 1990s.”” The reference to tribal relations carried an implied connotation of a
reference by the civilized world to the world of savages.”"

The view that the Balkans had been the scene of an age-long bitter ethnic conflict, however,
was not correct.”” Bart Tromp rightly commented that the ethnic differences were only a century
old.”"® Until the first Yugoslavia there was little conflict. The medieval empires of Croats, Serbs and
Bosnians did not fall because they fought each other, but because of internal differences and because
the Hapsburg and Ottoman empires swallowed them up. Croats and Serbs then lived largely separately:
the first group in the Hapsburg empire; the second in the Ottoman empire. In so far as Serbs were
living in Croatian areas, it was mainly in Slavonia and Krajina, where they took upon themselves the
defence of Hapsburg empire, and consequently also of the Croats, against the Turks. Only at the end of
the nineteenth century would Serbs and Croats in Croatia be set against each other by a Hungarian
divide-and-rule policy. Finally, many Slovenians and Croats, including Josip Broz "Tito', fought in the
Austrian-Hungarian army against Serbian forces in World War I. But many Serbian units also fought on
the Hapsburg side against Serbs in that war.

There had been conflict for some time between Serbs and Muslims. Serbian peasants in the
Ottoman empire were dominated by Muslim landowners, but the domination did not yet have a bloody
aspect. In the early nineteenth century the frictions became more clearly visible. Around 1830 and
shortly after 1860, the Serbs drove Muslims out of their central area, which they had managed to wrest
from the Ottomans, and in so doing boosted an outflow that had already started in 1804.”"” Between
1875 and 1878 Serbian peasants rose up against the Ottoman regime and at the same time against the
Islamic upper class in Bosnian society. However, during the first Yugoslavia the Muslims generally
chose the Serb side again.

Croats and Serbs first came up against each other in real life-and-death combat in World War
11, but it has to be borne in mind that the conditions for this outburst of violence were created mainly
by the foreign powers - Germany, Italy, Hungary and Bulgaria, which had pushed aside Yugoslavian
state authority in April 1941. And during the Pavelic regime the Muslims were reputed to be the cream
of his Ustashe state. All things considered, the differences between the peoples of Yugoslavia were not
age-old and the region that was later to become Yugoslavia was actually fairly peaceful in comparison
with Western Europe.

Some commentators felt that, in terms of long-term or violent conflicts, the West had little right
to speak. '[W]hat about the English and French, who fought more or less continuously from 1066 to
1815?", remarked Warren Zimmermann, American ambassador in Belgrade at the time of the outbreak
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of the Yugoslavian conflict.”” ‘Not to mention France during the French Revolution or Germany since
1870°.*! 'Considering the record for violence of the members of the European community in this
century and the fact that one of them developed the art of ethnic cleansing to its perhaps ultimate
degree of technical efficiency, the association of the Balkans with extreme violence is ironical at best',
the Balkan expert Robert Hayden remarked.” Minister Van den Broek probably got closest to the
truth at the opening of the Yugoslavia Conference on 7 September 1991 under the auspices of the
European Community, when he said with diplomatic courtesy: "The Yugoslav lands are an age-old
battleground for imperial ambitions, religious beliefs, political allegiances and ethnic identities. From
this angle, Yugoslav history resembles a microcosm of European history."*’

There were opinion and policy makers in the West who placed the emphasis not so much on
(non-existent) age-long ethnic conflicts, but on the frequency and scale of violence in general, on the
'horror' and the 'barbarity' of the Balkans: 'Dreadful things have always happened in the Balkans, simply
because the Balkans are the Balkans."* The idea of a long tradition of violence in the Balkans had its
supporters in Yugoslavia itself. For instance, the Croatian writer Dubravka Ugresic wrote of the 'culture
of sticks, clubs and knives'.” In his younger years, the nationalist Serbian writer Dobrica Cosic devoted
much attention to the cult of the slaughter knife among Serbs.”” And the British Yugoslavia expert
John B. Allcock observed that it was not insignificant that the novel in which Vuk Draskovic
proclaimed himself leader of Serbian nationalism bore the title Nog, which means: The knife.

Allcock considers the issue of violence in Yugoslavia to be one of the greatest obstacles to
understanding the region, and anyone wishing to discuss the subject enters a territory 'where angels fear
to tread'.”™ Pervasive violence in the Balkans was a central theme of the book Ba/kan Ghosts by the
American Robert D. Kaplan, the text of which was completed shortly before the outbreak of the
conflict in Yugoslavia, and which was intended as a travel guide.”” However, the book gained an extra
dimension because it is said to have made President Clinton cautious about a military intervention in
favour of the Bosnian Muslims in 1993. The question remains as to whether this actually was the case.
As will become clear later, Clinton would not have needed such a book. Kaplan himself was later also
to question this assertion. He writes correctly that there is little in the book about Bosnia. Only a
quarter of the book or thereabouts, approximately 75 pages, is about Yugoslavia. Romania is given far
more attention. If policy makers were to base their decisions on such a flimsy basis, it would be cause
for great concern, Kaplan thought. He is probably right when he writes that Clinton was only looking
for an excuse and may have found it in his book, which would actually disappoint Kaplan, who
happened to be in favour of military intervention. ™

In January 2001, Clinton sent a letter to Kaplan in which he wrote that he had read more into
the book than it actually contained.”" Nevertheless the book was indeed characterized by the black
sides of Yugoslavian history. There is a constant undercurrent of killing and acts of revenge. The blood
drips from the pages. The diversity of murders in Yugoslavia appears to be unlimited: with hammers,
with nails, with clubs, with axes; by throwing a child in the air and catching it on a knife; by tying

727

720 Zimmermann, US, p. 1.

721 Zimmermann, Origins, pp. 120-121.

722 Hayden, Use, p. 216. Cf. Stojanovic, Fall, pp. 141-142

723 'Gebruik geweld om problemen op te lossen niet acceptabel' (‘using force as a means to solve problems is unacceptable’),
Staatscourant, 10/09/91.

724 Benard & Schlafer, Bed, p. 9.

725 Ugtesic, Nationaliteit, p. 37; see also pp. 129-130 on the culture of knives and blood.

726 Job, 'Futies', p. 64.

727 Allcock, Ynugoslavia, p. 398 n. 16. See also Naarden appendix , Beeld en Balkan.

728 Allcock, Yugostavia, p. 381.

729 Kaplan, Ghosts, p. ix.

730 Kaplan, Ghosts, pp. x-xi.

731 Elsbeth Tiedemann, 'Angst als beleidsmaker' (‘Fear as policy-maker’), de 1 olkskrant, 24/03/01.



219

someone to a burning tree trunk; > with sulphuric acid; and through vampirism.” Rapes were also
committed in abundance in Yugoslavian history.” In brief, the book appears to foreshadow the war
porn that was soon to follow. Everything that was bad, appeared to have its origins in the Balkans:
terrorism, the fanaticism of Iranian Fundamentalists and National Socialism.” Serbs, Croats and others
in the Balkans had a closed, tribal character.” They were prisoners of their own bloodthirsty history,
which they repeated endlessly.”” Yugoslavia awaited only the lighting of a new fuse.”

In an attempt to explain the violent nature of the Balkans, reference is made to the repressive
character of the Ottoman empire and the cruel punishments imposed by the Ottoman rulers, such as
beheading and what was known as impaling - running people through with stakes. A notorious example
is the tower of skulls in Nis, which the Turks built after beheading the defeated Serbs there in 1809.
There is also a reference to the glamorization of violence through the acceptance of the social banditry
practiced by the Serbian Hajduks, which was new life breathed into by the Cetniks and partisans of
World War II.

Montenegro and Krajina kept their traditions of violence alive through social and cultural
circumstances. In Montenegro, where the hostility between the clans was even greater than that shown
to the Turks, it became customary in the nineteenth century to cut off the noses of defeated enemies.
'A constant undercurrent of war was as much a part of the Krajina as a low pressure area was to the
Azortes', Volkskrant correspondent Frank Westerman wrote.”” Even before the outbreak of the conflict
in Croatia, Raymond van den Boogaard wrote about the belligerent attitude of the Serbs there, which
was supposed to be linked to their history of resistance against the Turks.”* Anstadt, who generally
cannot be accused of Serbia-bashing, considers that the Serbs' 'blackguardly past' in the Krajina still rears
its ugly head in times of crisis. At the same time, in view of the warlike traditions of the Montenegrins,
he says it is 'almost a miracle' that they urged the Bosnian Serbs to cease hostilities during the war in
Bosnia.”

Anyone looking at the history of Yugoslavia and its national predecessors could find an
abundance of traditions and incidents that would confirm the violent nature of the societies there. For
instance, there were the traditions of vendetta and political attacks, such as the regicide in Serbia in
1903,™ of course, Gavtilo Princip's attack on Franz Ferdinand, the attack on Radic, and many others
during the First Yugoslavia.”®

Various books, with a more or less literary slant, contributed to the image of the Balkans in the
West as a traditionally violent society. For Bosnia in particular, the author and winner of the Nobel
Prize for literature, Ivo Andric, recorded the culture of violence in his novels and stories, and his books
were often referred to as 'a literary blueprint of the passions that plunge the Balkans, and the rest of the
world, into madness every few generations, sometimes more often than that'.”* Another source of
inspiration was Black Lamb and Grey Falcon, the weighty tome about Yugoslavia written in 1941 by the
British Rebecca West, who wrote the following about World War I, for example: 'Millions of people
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. . s
were delivered to the powers of darkness, and nowhere were those powers more cruel than in Serbia.'™

And there were also the youthful memories of the former communist and dissident Milovan Djilas of
the Montenegrin village where he was born, which the English edition's cover blurb says 'was
nourished by blood'.” Djilas wrote about what he says was an age-old and perhaps even inborn hatred
felt by Montenegrins towards the "Turks' (read: Muslims), partly because of their alleged wrongful
possession of sacred Serbian land since the Battle of Kosovo (the "Field of Blackbirds") in 1389.”* He
provides a bloody account of a slaughter of unarmed Muslims in Montenegro after a murder that took
place shortly after World War I, which was erroneously blamed on Muslims. There was a clear pattern
in this slaughter that was to prove prone to repetition seventy years later : 'Faithful to the traditions of
their forefathers, the mob murdered only men older than ten - or fifteen or eighteen, according to the
killers' mercy. Approximately three-hundred and fifty people were slaughtered, all in a dreadful way. In
the midst of looting and arson there were also incidences of rape, until then unheard of among the
Montenegrins.”"*

'One of our villagers, Sekula, went from body to body and severed the Achilles
tendons. That is what was done to bullocks in the village after they had been
felled with an axe, to prevent them standing up if they came to life again. Some
of the people who searched the pockets of the dead found blood-soaked lumps
of sugar, which they ate. Babies were taken from the arms of mothers and
sisters and slaughtered before their eyes. The murderers later justified their
behaviour by saying that they would not have cut their throats but only shot
them had their mothers and sisters not been there. The beards of the Muslim
clerics were ripped off and crosses were carved in their foreheads (...) A group
attacked an isolated Muslim farm. They came across the farmer while he was
skinning a lamb. They wanted to shoot him and set fire to the house, but the
skinning of the lamb gave them the idea of hanging the farmer by his heels
from the same plum tree. A practiced butcher split open the farmer's head with
an axe, but very carefully, so that he did not touch the torso. He then cut open
the chest. The heart was still beating. The butcher removed it with his hand and
threw it to a dog. It was later said that the dog did not touch the heart because
even a dog would not eat Turkish flesh."™

Beyond a number of minor reprimands, the government left the perpetrators alone.

The step from an age-old culture of violence to a nature of violence was not so large for some
authors. The use of violence seemed to be genetically determined, and so 'Balkan Man' appeared on the
scene, cursed with a barbaric disposition. It was an idea that was given credence not only outside the
Balkans, but also inside. The moderate Bosnian Muslim Zulfikarpasic, for example, based his prediction
of a bloody conflict in Bosnia in the eatly 1990s on the notion that some nationalities faint at the sight
of blood, 'but we in the Balkans become delirious, we become intoxicated'.””

The idea that the population of the Balkans was predisposed to violence was first given a
pseudo-scientific explanation within Yugoslavia itself by the founder of modern Serbian geography,
Jovan Cvijic (1865-1927). Cvijic drew a distinction between various ethnic types in Yugoslavia, one of
which was the violent Dinaric people, who were mountain peasants that he held responsible for an
ancient tradition of violence in Serbian and Montenegrin history.
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Dinko Tomasic, a Croatian sociologist and United States émigré, propagated this view in a
somewhat modified form in the late 1940s and early 1950s. He considered Dinaric behaviour to be a
social characteristic of the peoples from the Balkans and around the Urals, which originated in the
personality traits of power-crazed and rapacious cattlemen-cum-fighters and had not changed through
the centuries since the arrival of Genghis Khan.

At the start of the 1990s, another sociologist of Croatian origin in the United States, Stjepan G.
Mestrovic, resurrected Tomasic's ideas from their obscurity. He was supported in this by Slaven Letica,
a sociologist from Zagreb, who was also an adviser to the Croatian president Tudjman.” They
described Dinaric behaviour as barbaric, violent, power hungry, emotionally unbalanced, intolerant,
suspicious, deceitful, patriarchal, authoritarian and prepared for self-sacrifice. Because the Dinaric type
was identified, albeit not exclusively, but still predominantly, with Serbs and Montenegtins, as opposed
to Croats and Slovenians, ™ their book appeared to be a veiled attempt to create a distinction between
more civilized Croats and Slovenians on the one hand and emotionally unbalanced Serbs and
Montenegrins on the other. In any case, they felt that Tomasic's publications explained why the Serbs
attempted to conquer territory from the Croats, violated human rights in Kosovo, and continued to
cling to Communism while the rest of Eastern Europe had abandoned it.” That they did not base their
case on empiricism, they hardly considered to be a shortcoming.”™ As long as there was some
'insinuating evidence'.”

In popularized form, similar ideas are also encountered from other late twentieth century
writers on Yugoslavia. Blagojevic and Demirovic, for example, write that it cannot be denied that the
southern Slavic war habits were still typified by extreme cruelty.” They blamed this on the constant
presence of foreign armies and brigandry that led to a patriarchal-heroic culture, which became almost
second nature to the southern Slavs.”’

However, there is no real evidence for the existence of Balkan Man, born for violence, any
more than for the corresponding existence of Lebanon Man because a civil war was raging in that
country, or for Tutsi Man because the Tutsis carried out the mass extermination of Hutus. Internal
conflicts lead to unexpected outbursts of violence. Between 1861 and 1865, the Americans also
surprised themselves with the degree of violence they appeared capable of in a civil war.” More
Americans lost their lives in that war than in any foreign war that they fought.”™ After a long quest for
Balkan Man, the Dutch journalist Frank Westerman possibly came closest to his essence:

'Perhaps it is like this: Balkan Man lives inside the heads of the people in the
Balkans. He is not in their blood or genes. If he is to live on he must be
recreated from generation to generation, and, because this has always happened,
it seems that he has crept into the nature of the Balkan peoples.'™

The epic tales that glorify the heroic acts, the self-sacrifice and the bloody violence have probably been
the most important vehicle from generation to generation for this Balkan mutation.

Just as with assertions of age-long conflicts in the Balkans, assertions of endemic violence in the
Balkans beg the question of how much the situation there differed from that in the West. After two
wortld wars, with tens of millions of dead and the extermination of six million Jews, a series of colonial
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wars, after the Vietnam War with three million dead, and after the 'clean’ Gulf War, it is difficult to
raise the 'different-ness' of the Balkans with respect to the use of violence.”' As the British journalist
Anthony Loyd confronted his readers: 'Is dropping fire from aircraft on to civilians in Dresden more
acceptable than cutting their throats with a knife in Bosnia? Apparently so."”” The American reporter
Peter Maass even expressed a preference for the Bosnian low-tech war. It had:

'the cruel virtue of limiting the carnage each soldier could accomplish. Is a
soldier who slits another person's throat more barbaric than a soldier who
pushes a button that launches a missile that kills one thousand people? I suspect
not. In the pecking order of barbarism, Bosnia's war could be topped.'™

The historian Mark Mazower has pointed out that the discussion of the violence in the Balkans relates
not so much to a difference in the scale of violence between the West and the Balkans, as to disgust in
the West about what it views as the cruel forms assumed by the violence in Southeastern Europe. That
would also explain why the Nazis distanced themselves from certain violent acts in the Balkans during
World War I1."** And it is why the Italian writer Curzio Malaparte was shocked when Ante Pavelic
showed him a basket full of human eyes.”” And it is also why Irwin Shaw was appalled in 1964 on
seeing a war memorial just over the border between Italy and Slovenia that realistically depicted a
partisan running through a German, who is lying at his feet, with a bayonet. There were war memorials
throughout Europe, he wrote, 'quietly elegiac or absurdly triumphant, but this one (...) is savagely
unique, and perhaps tells us more of the character of the people than they would really wish us to
know".*

The humanitarian indignation of the West about cruelty in the Balkans dates back to the middle
of the nineteenth century, when such punishments as beheading were being abolished, public
executions discouraged and collective punishment declared taboo in Western Europe, while there was
an uninterrupted view from the King of Montenegro's palace of Turkish heads drying on poles in the
sun.””" This divergence of opinions was further reinforced at the end of the twentieth century when the
West, at least in the PR sphere, aspired to clean wars, which it had to be possible to see at any hour of
the day, even if children were present, on television in people's living rooms. The wars in Yugoslavia
transgressed the parental guidance rating of television viewers in the West. This shock was all the more
severe because never before had there been a wart, not even the 'CNN war' in the Gulf, that had played
itself out before the eye of the camera as much as the war in Bosnia.”” Originally, the parties under
attack both in the Croatian and Bosnian wars imposed hardly any restrictions on journalists. Camera
crews stood with their lenses right on top of acts of war.”” The Western television viewer was treated
to 'prime time horror'.””

Allcock also suggests that the cause of the difference between the West and the Balkans is
probably mainly that the West has discouraged the 'display' of violence and that violence is applied
more professionally and has passed into official hands. The official monopoly on violence has been put
into practice less in the Balkans than in the West.””" The delay in this process of modernization resulted
from the fact that parts of this area - Krajina, the fringes of the Ottoman empire, Montenegro with its

761 Cf. Hayden, Blueprints, p. 3.

762 Loyd, War, p. 141.

763 Maass, Neighbor, p. 150.

764 Mazowet, Balkans, pp. 148-149.

765 Bell-Fialkoff, 'History', pp. 116-117.

766 Cited in: Job, 'Furies', p. 54.

767 Diilas, Land, p. 10.

768 Bell, Way, p. 137; Richter, Journalisten, p. 126.

769 Richter, Journalisten, pp. 126-127.

70 Wall Street Journal, 28/05/92, p. A10, cited in Th. Cushman & S.G. Mestrovic, 'Introduction', idem (ed.), This Time, p. 9.
7 Allcock, Yugosiavia, pp. 383-384. See also Tromp, Verraad, p. 210



223

constantly threatened autonomy - remained border regions for a long time. Society remained, as it were,
militarized. This was so during World War II to an extreme extent and remained so after 1945 through
the development of the doctrines of the popular and territorial defence. The obvious presence of the
military in the communist hierarchy showed that the social differentiation between the section of
society that may legitimately make use of violence and the section that may not was not well developed
in Yugoslavia. Military values and military expertise were therefore widespread in Yugoslavian society.
They were highly regarded and there was no clear distinction between the military and political elites.
Allcock's vision is also supported by the view that, in Yugoslavia at the end of the twentieth century,
the civic culture of the large cities had not yet gained the upper hand over the culture of the
countryside, where a combination of peasant and military values and traditions were held in high
esteem.””

Vendetta, which is often put forward as an example of revenge, wilfulness and lack of personal
emotional control, is likewise a consequence of the imperfectly developed state system. It would
disappear the more the state took over the monopoly on violence; it would reappear in times of
declining state authority. In the meantime, vendetta had become a structured social process. It worked
to a fixed code; there was no question of wilfulness, it was more of a social obligation.””

Allcock also points out that the question often asked in the West about the conflicts in
Yugoslavia in the 1990s, 'How can they do such a thing to their neighbours?' can therefore be answered
in part by saying "Their neighbours would be precisely who they would do it to". There was a tradition
in the Balkans, where people lived on boundary lines and where vendetta was an established custom, to
single out the next-door neighbours for action. It has been estimated that in 1989 it was not safe for
17,000 Albanians in Kosovo to set foot outside the door, because of the risk of being involved in a
vendetta,”™

Finally, there was also the revenge against foreign oppressors, which was particularly highly
regarded through the esteem in which the social banditry of, for example, the Hajduks was held, and
which lived on in folklore and provided role models for the use of violence. The glamorization of
partisan heroes was an extension of this tradition: 'In this respect, Communism enshrined violence,
rather than ending it.”” There was good reason for various paramilitary leaders to hark back to the
older role models by referring to themselves as [gjvoda or Cetnik. In the early 1990s, once the enemy
images in which Serbs and Croats saw each other as Cezniks and Ustashi had become established, the
frozen images from the civil strife during World War II served both as role models and a justification
for extreme violence.””

However, there is evidence that not everyone in Serbia and Montenegro in the early 1990s was
affected by the glamorization of the military tradition in Serbian literature, in that in the summer of
1991 many thousands of Serbian and Montenegrin young people and reservists dodged military service
and even fled the country, and mothers organized protest meetings to demand their sons' release from
the INA.""

Like the myth of age-old ethnic conflicts, the reputation of endemic violence in the region
worked to the advantage of the nationalists in Yugoslavia who were trying to prevent intervention by
the West. From the top to the bottom, the cry of war appeared to fulfil this function for the Bosnian-
Serb politicians and soldiers. For instance, the Belgian journalist Dirk Draulans recorded the following
from the mouth of a Bosnian-Serb commander: 'No one can defeat us (...) because of all the peoples in
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the world we love war the most.'””*A Bosnian-Serb official said to the American journalist David Rieff:
"Wait until the coffins start coming back from Bosnia'. 'You are not a strong nation any more. You
cannot stand the idea of your children dying. But we Serbs can look at death. We are not afraid. That is
why we will beat you even if you come to help these Turks you love so much.'”

The Western media accepted too easily the assertions of the nationalists in Yugoslavia that the
bloody history of the past explained everything. Because no violence had broken out in Europe for
decades, it did appear that the roots of the extreme violence that were starting to sprout in Yugoslavia
must lie in the distant past, in memories and historical analogies.”® The adjective therefore used to
describe the cruelty that took place in the former Yugoslavia was often 'medieval'.”' With this inflated
view of history, the media helped accentuate the ethnic nature of the conflicts and they had no regard
for the fact that the background to the disputes was so much more varied and could be interpreted in
so many other ways.*

Not only did the media help legitimize the conflict in this way, they also offered a justification
for not intervening.” According to the senior American diplomat Richard Holbrooke, this fallacy of
age-long tribal conflict between Serbs, Croats and Muslims largely determined the Washington
government's policy on the conflict until the mid 1990s.”* The same applied to the notion that cruelty
was part of the natural state of the Balkan people.”” The idea that the governments and population in
the Balkans were more primitive and more violent than those in the West discouraged many a
government from involving its 'boys and gitls' in an attempt to bring the conflict in the former
Yugoslavia under control.”™ If the violence had already persisted for centuries, one also had to wonder
how long the conflict would last this time. The American military expert and political scientist Edward
Luttwak was of the opinion that the international community would be well advised to abandon the
former Yugoslavian areas to their fate, in view of the fact that the level of civilization of the population
groups fighting in Bosnia was so low that they could well continue massacring each other for a
century.”’

However, Holbrooke himself demonstrated that such a representation does not necessarily have
to infer remaining aloof, when he wrote the following about a quarrel between Tudjman and
Izetbegovic: 'An aspect of the Balkan character was revealed anew: once enraged, these leaders needed
outside supervision to stop them from self-destruction.'”” For some commanders of the UN forces on
the ground, the tradition of violence actually offered the argument that force could be used because
that was precisely the language that people understood in the Balkans.™

Views on multi-ethnicity

The assumed inevitability of ethnic conflict was also not accepted by everyone in the West. We have
already seen that this applied to a large proportion of senior civil servants in the Netherlands Ministry
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of Foreign Affairs after Van Walsum unleashed the discussion on Yugoslavia's internal borders.
Perhaps the Dutch who lived in the era of 'pillatization' of their own society could have understood
something of the situation where Muslims and Serbs lived both alongside and in opposition to each
other. And perhaps the Dutch from the colonial East Indies, where society was divided into
Europeans, Indonesians, and Chinese, with Indo-Europeans as a sort of in-between category, could
have understood something about strict separation. But not the Dutch from the post-pillarization
Netherlands, where the multicultural society had been raised to the highest political importance, and
where the white culture was still sufficiently dominant to create the expectation that it would eventually
overrun or overwhelm all other cultures on Dutch soil.”™

As the Dutch Minister Van den Broek said in the Dutch Lower House on 21 November 1991, a
political solution was being sought for Yugoslavia that also introduced in the Balkans the notion that,
as such, multinational states are an idea of the current time. In other words, different ethnic factions
living together within one national unit (...) should be considered part of the normal, civilized practice
of the current time."”! What applied to Yugoslavia as a whole, and at that time to Croatia in particular,
also applied later specifically to Bosnia-Hercegovina. On 21 October 1994, the European Affairs
Department of the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs was able to proudly note: "The Bosnian
government's endeavour to maintain Bosnia-Hercegovina as a single multicultural national unit has
always enjoyed the warm support of the Netherlands."”

There was great intransigence regarding ethnic separation, especially among American opinion
and policy makers. There were a number of reasons for this. If the process of ethnic homogenization
was not halted, it would be imitated in the rest of Eastern Europe or the Soviet Union.” Many also
thought that a compromise would seriously erode the standards and values that the West attempted to
uphold. In this sense, the process could even represent a moral undermining of Western Europe.”
Americans could say this all the easier because they could all too easily equate the multi-ethnicity of
their own society, 'the most successful multiethnic country in the world',” which had been created
through immigration, with the multi-ethnicity that either existed or must be preserved or created in
Yugoslavia, and in particular in Bosnia.” As Senator Joseph R. Biden of Delaware presented to his
audience early in 1991: "They [the United States] have more people with greater ethnic diversity than
you have in the country of Yugoslavia, and they live very, very well. There is some magic about
America that seems to be missing in other parts of the world..."””” 'Lord of Mercy', sighed Clinton to
journalists, "there's 150 different racial and ethnic groups in Los Angeles County..."” If this attitude was
not enough to lead to military intervention, then at least it would lead to sympathy for the Bosnian
government, which was assumed to be a supporter of a multi-ethnic society.”” Warren Zimmermann,
American ambassador in Belgrade at the outbreak of the Yugoslavian conflict, considered that, with the
exception of Japan, all states in the world were multi-ethnic. 'History does not favour the nation-state
concept (...) If stability cannot be constructed on a multinational principle, (...) then the twenty-first
century will be an unstable time for us all."™"

What was at least as fatal as the overaccentuation of ethnic differences to the West's assessment
of the conflict in Yugoslavia was the lack of attention to internal differences within the ethnic groups.
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For instance, the Serbs were a far less homogeneous group than the leaders in Belgrade liked to
pretend. History has shown that one quarter of the Hapsburg army that invaded Serbia in 1914
consisted of Serbs from Krajina.*”! The enormous problems that arose in 1991 with the turnout of
conscripts in Serbia for the 'brotherly assistance' to their fellow-sufferers in Croatia were typical. This
was precisely the reason that the political effect of the West's weak and pootly monitored sanctions on
Serbia on account of the Bosnian Serbs' behaviour could be so significant, because Milosevic realized
that the willingness in Serbia to suffer for the brothers on the other side of the Drina was not great.

Image forming and intervention: the Balkans as the powder keg of Enrgpe

In addition to the fear of the violence that was considered possible within Yugoslavia, there was fear in
the West of an international escalation resulting from conflicts there. The idea that the Balkans was the
powder keg or the hotbed of Europe goes back as far as the nineteenth century.” A simplistic
historical account has it that World War I was ushered in by the shot fired in Sarajevo by Gavrilo
Princip on 28 June 1914, which killed Archduke Franz Ferdinand, the crown prince of Austria-
Hungary, and which according to the historical image was heard throughout the world. As the
American journalist John Gunther, who was popular at the time, wrote in his Inside America: 'It is an
intolerable affront to human and political nature that these wretched and unhappy little countries in the
Balkan peninsula can, and do, have quarrels that cause world wars."™” Some people considered that
almost eighty years later Sarajevo could again play its nation-destroying role.”” 'Everything came back
to the surface and personally I saw the ghost of August 1914 rise again', wrote Minister of Foreign
Affairs Roland Dumas with a sense of drama.*”

The comparison between Sarajevo in 1914 and Sarajevo in 1991/1992 was rather meaningless,
however. Europe was not 'a tinderbox awaiting a light' as it was in 1914.* In 1914 it was not so much
that the Balkans was the powder keg, but that a fuse was placed there by two powerful alliances, on the
one hand France, Great Britain and Russia, and on the other Germany, Austria-Hungary and, in theory,
Italy. The powder keg itself existed primarily in Western Europe. Alliances that would facilitate an
escalation and chain reactions, such as in 1914, did not exist in 1991. In 1914 war was not excluded as a
means by the great powers; in the early 1990s they actually went to great lengths to avoid being drawn
i n‘807

The powder keg argument could be used for various political objectives: non-intervention to
avoid giving the powder keg a chance to explode, containment, or, conversely, intervention, to avoid a
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world conflagration.*” It was, for example, the argument that Van Eekelen used for dispatching a
WEU peacekeeping force.™”

Many mentioned the fear that the war in the former Yugoslavia would spread from Croatia and
Bosnia to, for example, Kosovo and Macedonia, and then move on by involving, for example, Albania
and Greece, and then would spread throughout the Balkans.""” This argument weighed heavily with
Van den Broek: "Those who have read the history of the Balkans know how unpredictable the area is.
How it can escalate.”"

There were also fears that the balkanization of Yugoslavia would be imitated elsewhere, for
example in the (former) Soviet Union. Van den Broek, for example, was an adherent of this view: "This
conflict has within it the danger of a risky escalation. My thoughts turn to such places as the Moldovas,
the Nagorno-Karabakhs, the Ossetias and the Abkhazias. Coming events cast their shadows if we
accept what is happening in Yugoslavia. And we will just have to wait how the situation develops
between Russia and the Ukraine regarding Crimea.""

The late twentieth-century counterpart of the powder keg was the 'hornets' nest', a much used
metaphor in the media for the conflict-torn (former) Yugoslavia, which implied that the West would be
better to stay outside, unless they wanted to be stung.®” The hornets' nest metaphor was also used
among policy makers. For instance, back in July 1991, the Eastern Europe Department of the
Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs asked whether the countries of the European Community
would 'venture deeper into this hornets' nest', should the conflict in Yugoslavia escalate further.*
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Non-intervention, however, could lead to recriminations framed in other historical analogies. In
discussions on whether or not to intervene in Yugoslavia, comparisons were repeatedly drawn with the
aloofness of the West at the time of Nazi Germany's expansionism: with the appeasement of Munich in
1938, the unwillingness to die for Gdansk®” and the Western non-intervention policy during the
Spanish civil war."’

Image forming and intervention: the misconceptions surrounding the partisan conflict

Likewise, the quagmire was a regularly recurring metaphor for the situation in Bosnia.*'” It was most
commonly used by those who feared that by supplying troops the West would sink into a guerrilla war.

One of the historical analogies that cropped up frequently in the intervention debate at the end
of the twentieth century was concerned with assertions about the difficulties that German troops were
said to have had in Yugoslavia half a century earlier during World War II because of the strength of the
partisan resistance. It was not only an argument powur besoin de la canse. Genuine supporters of
intervention also felt shaken by the argument that Tito's partisans in the hilly and wooded territory had
succeeded in restraining twenty German divisions.™"®

Some even went further than the number of twenty divisions. The Belgian Minister of Foreign
Affairs W. Claes said on Dutch television in December 1992: 'If you consider that during World War II
more than forty German divisions, armed to the teeth, were powerless to control the area, then one has
to think twice [before resorting to military intervention].”™ And Lieutenant Colonel M. van den Doel,
who was affiliated with the Clingendael institute for international relations for security and defence
issues, even thought that the Germans had lost six divisions in trying to overrun Serbia from Croatia.”

The comparison did not hold true. It led both to underestimating the West's own strength and
overestimating the danger to be feared from the Serbian side. To start with, the historical 'facts' are
flawed. In the first place, as stated in the 'Previous history' section of this report, the Germans had
easily crushed the Yugoslavian army in 1941. Secondly, the German military force in Yugoslavia during
World War II was not as large as some assumed. If all units had been at full strength, at some point
they would have had 36,000 men in Serbia and Croatia together, 16,000 men plus a few Bulgarian and
Croatian divisions in Bosnia, and 12,000 in Albania. Including Croatian and other units, the number of
troops did not exceed one hundred thousand.”' Until the summer of 1943 there were only four, low
quality, German divisions in Yugoslavia. Two reserve divisions were added in August of that year.
When, one month later, the Italians withdrew from the war, the Germans doubled their military force
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in Yugoslavia to thirteen divisions.” They were either second-rate divisions or divisions that used
Yugoslavia as a recuperation area after engagements on the Eastern front.*” Only the 7. Gebirgs Division
rose above the low level. Nevertheless, the German second-rate troops managed to make things very
hard for the partisans.”™

Furthermore, the comparison as such was inaccurate. In the early 1990s a military force would
have had to control a much smaller area than the Germans in World War II in Yugoslavia.
Furthermore, if it had been deployed against the Serbs, such an intervention force could have relied on
the sympathy of the Croats and Muslims. As a troop separation force, an international unit in the early
1990s would also have had a moral advantage over the German occupying force in World War II. It is
remarkable how little the moral advantage of the peacekeeping force in the early 1990s was weighed
against the national-socialist and fascist military presence half a century earlier.”” As if the United
Nations is equivalent to Hitler's Germany and Mussolini's Italy. Almost half a century after World War
I, the Western troops, albeit with all their limitations, could also have made more use of the airspace
than the Germans could have done.* Bosnia-Hercegovina in the 1990s was also much more accessible
than half a century eatlier, so that the area had become less suitable for guerrilla-type operations. This
was even more so for the areas in Croatia. Something else that many overlooked was that what was
referred to as the success of the partisan fighting was a myth that had been nourished by Western
politicians from the early 1950s to justify extending large credits to the communist Tito."’

Finally, the morale of the Serbian troops was generally low and could certainly not stand
comparison with that of Tito's partisans. They had few internal difficulties as long as they were able to
shell cities such as Vukovar, Dubrovnik and Sarajevo, but as soon as they were confronted with a
resolute and mobile opponent, their resistance easily caved in, both in Croatia and Bosnia.” Because
the Bosnian-Serb army was dependent on its fire power, guerrilla-operations were less appropriate than
for the Cetniks and partisans in World War II.

A large error of judgment in the West was that many saw the paramilitaries as (potential)
guerrillas.”” Their effectiveness was limited, however. They behaved faint-heartedly by usually only
operating under the cover of the regular troops and they were often undisciplined and drunk.” There
was no truth in the idea that a guerrilla war was in progress in Yugoslavia similar to the World War II
partisan conflict. The Bosnian Serbs mainly made use of artillery, either to prepare for ethnic cleansing,
or shelling for the purpose of creating terror. The paramilitary factions were not conducting a guerrilla
conflict, but they mishandled, murdered and plundered in areas that were shot to a pulp or surrounded,
against an often defenceless population, with consequently extremely modest losses among the
paramilitaries. A UN military observer pointed out to journalist David Rieff that the paramilitaries'
extensive weaponry, including entire sets of knives, may have appeared impressive at first sight, but was
ineffective in a military sense: '(...) such gear was for killing civilians, not enemy soldiers. If (...) the
Serbs had believed that they were going to face people who could effectively shoot back, they would
have carried more ammunition and fewer weapons(...)."™" This is consistent with a report written in
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August 1992 to the American Senate Foreign Relations Committee, in which the Bosnian-Serb soldiers
were described as 'a force of essentially cowardly attackers'.”* The paramilitaries may well have
operated with the help of local radical Serbs and their militias, but they did not operate for long periods
in a territory where they would depend on the support of the population like fish in water - according
to the Maoist guerrilla doctrine. On the contrary, the so-called guerrillas in the former Yugoslavia at the
end of the twentieth century actually drove the population out of the territory through ethnic cleansing.

The often-made remark that all Yugoslavs were trained in territorial and civil defence and were
therefore formidable opponents, capable of engaging in a heavy guerrilla conflict, calls for a number of
comments. The territorial and civil defences were myths created by Yugoslavia after 1968 in the hope
of deterring a Soviet invasion like the one in Czechoslovakia. In reality, the territorial and civil defence
were makeshift solutions that were necessary because Yugoslavia's economic weakness prevented it
building up conventional armed forces to the required level.*”

And the regular army behaved in just as 'cowardly' a way as the paramilitaries. It did little more
than operate artillery at a safe distance while leaving the dirty work to the irregulars. One of the few
reports from the ECMM (the European monitoring mission) to contain policy advice referred in so
many words to the cowardly nature of the [NA. A report leaked to the press proved that the ECMM
considered that the federal army must be made to understand that ships could not shell cities with
impunity and that gunners ran the risk of being hit themselves if they fired on hospitals. In the
Netherlands, Bart Tromp, who fully supported this analysis, repeatedly stated that the martial
reputation of the Serbs was incompatible with the known facts about the shelling. He also stated that
the Serbian aggression of the 1990s shrivelled to 'the ranting of a drunk’, as soon as the Serbs were
confronted with trained and well-armed soldiers. ™

Tromp correctly remarks that those who referred to the strength of the partisan resistance in
World War IT overlooked the current power relationships. Tromp challenged people such as Kissinger,
who spoke of 35 German divisions in Yugoslavia during World War II, to explain to him how it could
be, half a year after the start of the war, that the shabby government troops in Bosnia had still not been
overpowered by opponents who were far better armed 'and were reputed to be the heirs of the
partisans'.””

In the United States, any reference to possible guerrilla warfare evoked alarming visions of the
lost war in Vietnam. The general conviction in the United States was that American ground forces
would never again be put in such a hopeless situation as in the 1960s and 1970s in Vietnam.™
President Bush Sr. and his immediate advisers were said to be 'traumatized' by the thought of a new
Vietnam.*” Bush's successor, Clinton, his Secretary of State Warren Christopher and the American
army top were equally unwilling to become embroiled in a 'second Vietnam' through American
participation in military intervention.” "That the Balkans had the look and feel of a Vietnam-like
quagmire did not help to stiffen spines in our government', Christopher said.”” The Washington
government's fear was also felt by a large part of the American population. When asked in January 1993
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whether sending American troops to Bosnia would lead to a war more like the one in Vietnam or more
like the Gulf War, 41 per cent said that Bosnia would turn into a Vietnam-like situation; 47 per cent
opted for the analogy with the Gulf War and four per cent expected that a war in Bosnia would be
unlike either of the earlier conflicts.” But the parallel with the Vietnam war was drawn outside
America too.*"! This was a fear that was consciously exploited by the leaders in Belgrade and
Karadzic.*?

Here too, the comparison would not stand up. Unlike the Hanoi regime in the Vietnam war
during the Cold War, Serbia could not count on the wholesale support of Russia or China. Milosevic's
regime was virtually isolated internationally. Nationalism had strongly motivated the Vietcong, but the
enthusiasm to fight for a Greater Serbia was, as we have seen, considerably less strong. 843

Finally there was concern among Americans for a situation resembling the one that followed
the attack on American soldiers in Beirut in 1983, in which 241 marines died, after which domestic
public opinion forced the American government to withdraw its troops.

The Yugoslavian army was often described at the start of the war as the second or third largest
in Burope. This was also a myth. A comparison with the armed forces in a number of European
countries in 1990 proves that the JNA was closer to the tenth than the third or fourth place. The
regular army (without the territorial defence) comprised 180,000 men. This was less than the armies in
the Soviet Union, Turkey, East Germany, France, Italy, Poland, Great Britain, Spain or Czechoslovakia.
In numbers of tanks it trailed the Soviet Union, West Germany, Czechoslovakia, Turkey, Poland, East
Germany, Bulgaria, Romania and Greece. And as far as artillery is concerned, as many as thirteen
countries were ahead of Yugoslavia. Much of the equipment was also long out-of-date.***

The Serbs as villains

The media, which ever more often had to compete for the volatile attention of zapping viewers,
listeners and readers, could often not afford to report subtle shades of meaning. According to them,
their target group usually had a need for a clear division of roles between villains and heroes. It was
indeed the question whether the West, that had just recovered from the well-defined split of the Cold
War, was able to think in shades of meaning. If such a clear division of roles was actually necessary, the
Serbs were the ones who appeared most to deserve the position of béze noire.

To the United States especially, the Serbs regularly appealed to the fact that their country had
fought on the same side as the Americans in both twentieth century World Wars, while the Croats had
twice been on the 'wrong side' in the same conflicts.** It was often raised both by Americans and by
Serbs that Woodrow Wilson, more than anyone else in the world, had contributed to the creation of
the first Yugoslavia.** It would do the Serbs no good.

Many American politicians and officials who dealt with Yugoslavia judged the country by only
one standard: was it still Communist or not? The Serbs were governed by former Communists of the
old school, who had also once embraced Nationalism. In a world that, in 1991, still looked forward
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positively to a future without history, the Serb leaders appeared hopelessly outdated.**’ In the absence
of a final break with Communism, for American policy makers the rulers in Belgrade remained the
Communist 'them' as opposed to the anti-Communist and democratic 'us'.*** But someone such as
Genscher also had the same view on the subject.*"

The black-and-white picture of Communism versus democracy was the reason that recognition
of the problem of ethnic differences took so long to come about in the United States.” Those
Americans who had more of an eye for the mix of Communism and Nationalism practiced by
Milosevic, did not judge his regime any the milder, however. For them, Milosevic combined the worst
of two worlds: 'He is a Stalinist Bolshevik and he is an ardent nationalist.""

As was evident in the description of Slovenia's and Croatia's PR campaigns, the Serbs with their
superior artillery strength quickly bombarded their opponents into the role of underdogs. From the
somewhat mystical and xenophobic view of being the 'eternal' victim of the Western lack of
understanding, or, worse, Western conspiracies - involving the Vatican, Germany, 'the Fourth Empire',
the United States - Serbs devoted relatively little energy to public relations beyond their own borders.*”
The Serbs were so convinced of their own moral rectitude that they seldom found it necessary to tell
the world of their 'truth'.*”> A notable example is the pride with which the Chief of Staff of the JNA,
Kadijevic, repeatedly mentions in his recollection of the collapse of Yugoslavia that he did not speak to
foreign statesmen who wished to meet him.** In 1989, Milosevic even kept the American ambassador
Warren Zimmermann waiting for an interview for almost a year, because the message he brought from
Washington was not agreeable to the Serbian statesman.*>

Furthermore, as will become clear in the description of the war in Bosnia, the analogy of World
War II was to contribute strongly to the demonizing of the Serbs on the one hand and the portrayal of
Muslims as pure victims on the other. In the international press, however, comparisons were being
drawn between Milosevic and Mussolini as early as the autumn of 1988, especially because of the way in
which Milosevic pushed opponents aside and took over power in his antibureaucracy revolutions.*
The Dutch professor F.A.M. Alting von Geusau considered that Goebbels could have learned
something from Milosevic with respect to 'the propaganda and provocation that dripped hatred' which
he carried out from the time he took office.”” As will be shown elsewhere in this report, at the time of
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the conflict in (former) Yugoslavia, World War II often functioned as a frame of reference and
benchmark, not only within Yugoslavia itself, but also in the West.™

What most defined the image in the West at the time, however, was the action of Serb soldiers,
both of the JNA and irregulars. Unlike in opinion and policy making circles, accounts of the Serb
dominated army and the Serbian paramilitaries by journalists on the spot made a disorganized, even
chaotic, impression.*” They wore 'a hotch-potch of uniforms: chubby grandfathers, smooth-faced
teenagers, a handful of irregulars in Chetnik badges and shaggy hats, a real-life unit of Dad's Army".*"
Dutch journalists also spoke of 'Serbs in all manner of fancy uniforms',*" in casually worn attire under
which navels, chest hair and bellies were visible,*” about 'wild tattooed men with Kalashnikovs over
their shoulders'.*” Journalists repeatedly endured mortal fear when drunken Bosnian-Serb soldiers
played with their rifles and hand grenades in their presence.” The home-made armoured vehicles and
artillery vehicles also aroused the disbelief of journalists who knew only the regular weaponry and the
vehicle fleet of the Royal Netherlands Army in the Veluwe.™

The first graphic accounts of Serbian atrocities appeared in Dutch newspapers towards the end
of July 1991, concerning a Serbian attack on 26 July near Struga, a village in Banija with a population of
four hundred, in which the region was almost entirely 'cleansed' of Croats. This was also the first time
that the pattern of ethnic cleansing was clearly reported for Dutch newspaper readers: one and a half
hours of shelling with 120 mm shells, after which Serbian paramilitaries marched into the village using
Croats from neighbouring Zamaca as a shield. Three policemen who for this reason refused to fire on
the Serbs were murdered by them, after two of them had their eyes poked out and they were undressed
and beaten. After that a few more Croats were killed or abducted.*”

De Volkskrant on 2 August also made a first attempt at portraying the emptiness after an ethnic
cleansing: with a photo of two dogs running through the deserted streets of the village Kostanjica after
the local population had fled before Serbian paramilitaries.*”One day later Tromw made the first
mention of the word 'rape’ in connection with the war in Yugoslavia. At that time they were said to be
the order of the day, without explicitly mentioning who the perpetrators were.*” For their part,
Bosnian-Serbs claimed that concentration camps for Serbs had been set up at four sites in Croatia.
Other than in De Volkskrant, no noticeable attention was paid to this issue.™”
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The associations with World War II would certainly not leave Western newspaper readers and
television viewers unmoved. The war in Croatia disrupted the 'never again' attitude towards war in
Europe that had been cherished for almost half a century.””” The war in Bosnia would make clear that
the notion of 'never again genocide' had become 'a sick joke'.””". Unlike the response to the genocide of
the Jews in World War II, this time the West would not be able to say, as many commentators stressed,
that they 'didn't know'.*”?

Croats: no angels themselpes

There was a general air of sympathy in the Dutch media for Slovenia's pursuit of independence, which
was felt to be a response to Serbia's pursuit of hegemony, especially under Milosevic's leadership. Anet
Bleich in De Volkskrant, however, questioned the declarations of independence of Slovenia and Croatia.
She said that the governments of these areas would have been better advised to forge links with the
Serbian opposition to Milosevic rather than using their energy 'in rehearsing their old national anthem
and changing the flag'. In her opinion, if the two republics wanted so badly to belong to the civilized
Europe, they should not resort to "Wild East games of cowboys and Indians in the Balkans'. She
foresaw that Bosnia would then shortly be hacked into three: 'One piece for Greater Croatia, one piece
for Greater Serbia, and a corridor to Turkey for the Muslims'.*”Bleich's article was one of a pair, in
which Jan Luijten adopted the position that the peoples of Yugoslavia had the right, belatedly, to realize
their nation states.”"

Likewise, the correspondence columns of NRC Handelsblad two weeks later contained two
contributions on the expediency of Croatia and Slovenia exercising their right of self-determination. P.J.
van Krieken, deputy regional representative of the High Commissioner for Refugees in Stockholm,
argued that attempts must be made to prevent the disintegration of Yugoslavia. If Europe were not to
do so, it would forfeit its moral authority and would carry less weight in international law, and so be
unable to pass judgement on wars of secession elsewhere in the world, such as in India or Africa.”” In
the other article, the emeritus professor of administrative law, S.W. Couwenberg, argued for a
Yugoslavian confederation, as Croatia and Slovenia had proposed shortly beforehand. His argument
was that Europe should not leave two republics that were on the road to becoming a liberal democracy
and a market economy out in the cold in favour of a still Communist Serbia.”’® According to an
editorial in Tromw, in the conflict between 'the arrogant nationalism of the Serbs' and Croatia's and
Slovenia's pursuit of independence, which the newspaper felt did not fit in with the general
development of Europe, 'there was no clear line between good and evil'.*”’
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On the other hand, the emeritus professor of Eastern European history, Dittrich, already
detected a good gnys, bad gnys pattern in the first weeks of the conflict. It irritated him. In his opinion,
Slovenians and Croats made as much demagogic use of Nationalism as Milosevic. Dittrich understood
the Serbs' fear of a repetition of the Croatian genocide of World War II. He was in favour of retaining
the Yugoslavian unitary state. Slovenia might perhaps be able to leave. But: 'In the case of Croatia there
are already squabbles about the border with Serbia, and I cannot even begin to imagine how in the
name of God Bosnia is supposed to secede.'” He hoped that the EC and the United States would
bring gentle pressure to bear to prevent a collapse of Yugoslavia. If such a thing were to happen,
surrounding countries could become involved, and Dittrich thought that the only possibility left would
be military intervention.

If these articles, which appeared shortly after the declarations of independence, showed a
degree of caution with respect to Croatia, this was not set to change in the following months. In the
first year of the conflict especially, much of the Western media, including in the Netherlands, associated
Croats with Ante Pavelic's extreme nationalist Ustashe movement. Between 1941 and 1945 it was at the
head of the Croatian puppet state that was tolerated by the Fascist powers, and in which many
thousands of Serbs were put to the sword.” It was a typical expression of the late twentieth century
historical awareness, where today's deeds were judged within the framework of the moral indignation
about events half a century earlier. Sometimes the two eras were linked together very simply, as in the
1993 summer edition of Foreign Affairs: "Today's victimized Croatians were yesterday's Fascist
oppressors of the Setbs..."*"

It was also observed in De Groene Amsterdammer that World War II was always being refought:
"The distinction between "good guys" and "bad guys" is becoming ever more difficult to make in the
former Yugoslavia. All things considered, there are only 'mad guys' left ..."**' The Zagteb regime did not
make it very difficult for its critics to make the connection with the Ustashe state by virtue of a number
of hamfisted incidents, as described above.

This association in particular stopped the Croats from being the perfect victims for the Western
media.* The British Financial Times of 17 July 1991 portrayed the Croatian "problem’, for example, as a
question of insufficient denazification.” Mestrovic is largely right, however, in saying that blaming the
fifty year old Ustashe past on an entire people, while the Ustashe in Croatia were a small minority, and
the same region contributed significantly to Tito's partisan movement, was at least as absurd as holding
the French population at the end of the twentieth century responsible for collaborating with the World
War II Vichy regime, or the Italians for the Fascism in their country half a century earlier.*™ 'It is
interesting to contrast the Western media's attacks on the President of Croatia, Franjo Tudjman, with
its relatively mild treatment of Mitterrand's Nazi collaboration. Tudjman was a partisan general who
fought the Nazis, while Mitterrand collaborated with them."™
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In the Netherlands, Willem Vermeer, a Slavist from Leiden, wrote that he saw little reason why
Tudjman and his democratically elected government 'should be made to pay for genocide that was
carried out half a century earlier by an irregular rabble that was kept in the saddle by two suspect
occupation regimes'.*

New life was breathed into the association of Croatia with the Ustashe by the sympathies of
right-wing extremists for Croatia's pursuit of independence.®’ This was the case in France with the
Front Nationale. In Brussels, members of the Vlaams Blok took part in a demonstration of Croats on
29 July 1991 to coincide with a meeting of EC ministers.™ In Great Britain, Branimir Glavas was
portrayed in the press as 'a neo-Nazi killer'.*” And in the Netherlands the Ustashe past was raised
through the interest displayed by a few dozen Dutch people for providing military supportt to the
Croats. They responded to an advertisement on 2 November 1991 in De Telegraaf placed by the
Nederlands Kroatische Werkgemeenschap movement, which was set up by the extreme right-winger,
Douwe van de Bos. Their applications led to the deployment of the First Dutch Volunteer Unit in
Croatia.*

An attempt was made from Belgrade to exploit the association of Croatia with the Ustashe
regime of half a century earlier, for example by distributing English and French translations of passages
from one of Tudjman's eatlier publications on genocide and Jews in the West.*”! For the same reason,
members of the Yugoslavian air force intelligence service planted bombs in August 1991 at the Jewish
cemetery and the Jewish community centre in Zagreb within the framework of the secret operation
'Opera Orientalis', which had the purpose of opposing the secession of Croatia.*””” In addition to the
two agents concerned, the then head of KOS (the JNA's military intelligence and security arm),
Aleksandar Vasiljevic, the former air force commanding officer General Zvonko Jurjevic, and the ex-
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head of the air force intelligence service, Colonel Slobodan Rakocevic, were put on trial for these
incidents. As well as the attack in Zagreb, they were accused of plotting against the Serbian government
and of fraud. The trial was mainly seen as an attempt by the JNA to rid itself of officers who were still
strongly Communist and too weakly Serbian in their thinking. In spite of this stain on his reputation,
Vasiljevic managed to make a comeback as an adviser to Geza Farkas, the head of KOS under
Milosevic. President Vojislav Kostunica would finally dismiss him as a Milosevic confidant.*”

The Serbian smear campaign against Croatia was not without success.”* Ton Crijnen wrote in
Tromw that anti-Semitism, nationalism and Catholicism in Croatia 'had gone hand in hand for
centuries'.”” The London newspapet The Guardian saw in Tudjman's earlier anti-Semitic statements
reason to caution against recognition of Croatia.”” Conversely, the chairman of the Jewish community
in Zagreb, Nenad Porges, stated that although there were anti-Semitic feelings under the surface of
Croatian society, the official authorities were not guilty of it. He also cautioned against the often heard
misconception that Serbs stood up for the Jews in World War II. Serbia, he said, was Judenfre; sooner
than Croatia.””

Much Western reporting mentioned Tudjman's hardly democratic character.” The Dutch
media, for example, devoted ample attention to the nationalism of Tudjman and his followers, which
had unnecessarily rubbed the Serbs in Croatia up the wrong way and roused their suspicions, and
criticized the authoritarian nature of Tudjman's administration and his personality cult.”” They were
therefore not very susceptible to the explanation of the differences between Croatia and Serbia
expounded elsewhere as a conflict between democracy and Communist dictatorship.™ Furthermore,
much of the Western media referred to the stifling nationalist climate and the link between nationalism
and Catholicism in Croatia.””"

The conflict between Serbs and Croats could not therefore be portrayed by the Western media
simply as a conflict between good and evil.”” National variations on this theme were possible, however.
The British press, for example, remained extremely neutral in the conflict between Serbs and Croats.
On the one hand this was because they adopted much Serb propaganda, but on the other hand also
because correspondents in the region were as little inclined to create the impression of being pro

893 Vensa Peric Zimonjic, 'Kostunica putrges Yugoslav army of Milosevic loyalists', The Independent, 01/01/01.

8% See e.g. Robert D. Kaplan, 'Croatianism; the latest Balkan ugliness; Holocaust denial and revisionism', The New Republic,
25/11/91; Teddy Preuss, 'Goebbels lives - in Zagreb', The Jerusalem Post', 06/12/91.

89 Ton Crijnen, 'Kroaten zien katholieke kerk als dam tegen Servisch gevaat', Tromw, 04/07/91.

8% Richard West, '"An Apologist for Hitet', The Guardian, 18/10/91.

897 John Daniszewski, "Today's Turbulence and Nitter Memories Disquiet Jews', The Associated Press, 27/07/91.

898 See e.g. Russell, Prejudice, p. 181; Tromp-Vrkic, 'Kroati€, in het bijzondet' pp. 8-10 and 14.

89 See e.g. Theo Engelen, 'President van Kroati¢ houdt nauwelijks grondgebied over' (‘President of Croatia left with hardly
any territory"), NRC Handelsblad, 22/06/91; Nicole Lucas, 'Joegoslavié is niet meet', ("Yugoslavia is no more") Trommw,
26/06/91; idem, 'Spelets in drama van Joegoslavié ('Players in Yugoslavia drama"), Tromw, 03/07/91; idem, 'Franjo Tudjman.
Nationalist ten koste van zijn volk' (Nationalist at the expense of his people"), Tromw, 12/10/91; Raymond van den
Boogaard, 'Echte feestvreugde wil niet uitbreken in Zagreb' (‘Real party spitit won't take hold in Zagreb'), NRC Handelsblad,
26/06/91; idem, 'In Kroatié neemt verzet tegen Tudjman toe' (Resistance to Tudjman within Croatia on the rise"), ibid,
05/12/91; Peter Michielsen, 'De wrok zoekt een uitweg' ('The resentment is looking for a way out'), ibid., 06/07/91; Anet
Bleich, 'Franjo Tudjman is symbool van onathankelijk Kroati¢' ('Franjo Tudjman is symbol of independent Croatia'), de
Volkskrant, 27/06/91; Piet de Moor, 'Milosevic en Tudjman moeten ophoepelen, alletwee. Het democratische gehalte van
de regering in Kroati€', de 1olkskrant, 27/07/91; Bert Lanting, 'Kroatische leider Tudjman neemt alle beslissingen zelf’
('Croat leader Tudjman takes all the decisions himself'), He# Parool, 17/07/91; Lydia Luttenberger, "The democratic forum,
Rijeka', Palau & Kumar (eds.), Ex-Yugosiavia, pp. 59 and 61; Rieff, Slanghterhouse, pp. 58-59.

90 Cf. Nicole Lucas, 'Een onmogelijke missie', Tromw, 03/08/91.

01 Arthur van Amerongen, "Zwart Kroati¢' (‘Black Croatia"), De Groene Amsterdanmer, 26/08/92, pp. 4-5; Dubravka Ugtesic,
'Het onverdraaglijk ovetleven in Yugoslavia' ('"The unbearable survival in Yugoslavia'), 177/ Nederland, 12/09/92, pp. 22-24;
idem, "Goedenacht, Kroatische schrijvers, waar u zich ook bevindt!" (Goodnight Croatian writers whetever you atel'), 777/
Nederland, 20/02/93, pp. 26-28.

902 Russell, Prejudice, p. 181.



238

Tudjman as pro Milosevic.”” In the German media, on the other hand, reports on the lack of
democracy in Croatia were suppressed for some time because it was 'politically inconvenient'.””

In the reporting of the conflict between Serbs and Croats, the Dutch media were generally
relatively impartial. As early as July, the NRC Handelsblad quoted a Croatian woman in Slavonia who
was married to a Serb. "There are two truths', she said. "The Serbs provoke violence from the Croats or
vice versa. Who should you believe?”” The journalists also appeared to be unsure. A number of weeks
later Van den Boogaard wrote in NRC Handelsblad that, as the intensity of the engagements between
Croats and Serbs increased, the full facts of the events became more difficult to ascertain.””® However,
inequalities in power were observed: Croatian shotguns as against Serbian mortars.””

The reports in the Dutch press revealed that not only did the JNA support the local Serbian
militias, but also sent paramilitaries into the area and assisted with weapons. Attention was also paid to
ethnic cleansing, which was practiced by the Cetniks especially, with mention of atrocities such as the
use of citizens as a shield, the poking out of eyes, the mutilation of bodies and acts of destruction. Van
den Boogaard, for example, wrote background accounts, mainly from the mouths of Croatian
Displaced Persons.”” It also became clear how this furtherance of violence drove Croats and Serbs
completely apart in Krajina and Slovenia, how old friendships were broken from one day to the next
and changed into hatred and murder, while emphasizing their own ethnic symbols, such as Cetnik
caps.”” Possessions of Croat-Serb couples especially were singled out.”’

There was also a considerable degree of objectivity to be seen in the photographic material. For
instance, NRC Handelsblad showed a photo of a passing car in the Croatian independence celebration,
where not only is the Croatian flag to be seen waving out of the window, but also the driver's left hand
holding a revolver.”"!

It could be stated in general that the criticism of Croatia was concerned with the political system
and the associations with the Ustashe past in particular. Reporting on current Croatian war crimes
committed against Serbs was given little attention in the Western media for a long time.”” This was
only to change during the war in Bosnia. After returning to the Netherlands in the summer of 1992,
Squadron Leader |. Brinkhof, who had served for six months as a UN observer in Bosnia and Croatia,
complained that the reporting in the Dutch media 'had been taken for a ride by the Croatian
propaganda machine'. According to him, the Croats and Muslims were 'just as bad' as the Serbs.”” It
would take until the spring of 1993 before Croatian acts of war also became the subject of serious
criticism. For instance, the following could be read in May 1993 in HP/DeTijd: "The more or less intact
image of barbaric Serbs and obliging Croats is long out-of-date (...) Like the Serbs, Croats now cut off
food-aid transport to Muslim areas with the following objective: starving out and evicting the
population.'"*
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General half-heartedness and the difficulty of identification

The Western press's lack of a very clear position regarding the war in Croatia, which formed such a
remarkable contrast to the later engagement in the war in Bosnia, also had to do with the initial lack of
public interest and the time journalists needed to put the conflict into an understandable context. After
three months among snipers and artillery duels in Croatia, the journalist Raymond van den Boogaard,
for example, remarked that the topic of the war was not 'alive’ in the Netherlands: 'Strange Balkan
business, people would think, a squabble between neighbours that had got out of hand."”"” 'Ignorance is
the bane of journalists arriving in any crisis. It was to prove particularly acute in Yugoslavia, which drew
hundreds of Balkan first-timers." According to Alec Russell, Balkan correspondent of the British Daily
Telegraph.”"* However, the first months of the war in Croatia were covered mainly by correspondents
who were old hands in the Balkans.””” Many journalists who dropped in on the war in Slovenia turned
out to be just passing through. After the Slovenian war, for example, it took almost a year before the
large American television networks returned to the region.””® In the second half of 1991 the serious
American television programmes devoted hardly any air time to the war in Croatia.”"” American
newspapers with an orientation to international news, such as The New York Times and the Washington
Post, still had a little more than one article a day on average on the conflict in Yugoslavia in this
period.” Throughout 1991, on the other hand, the major American weekly papers Time, Newsweek and
U.S. News and World Report, had a total of only 31 articles on the country.” In the words of an
American media analyst, the reporting in the American media on Yugoslavia in 1991 and 1992 was
'misinformed and superficial, when not biased and racist. It has tended to focus on the sensational
rather than the substantive; it has concentrated on personalities rather than issues; and it has tended to
recast what is essentially a Balkan affair in terms of American policy or the role of such international
organizations as the EC, the UN and NATO."*

In France too, the interest for the war in Croatia appeared to have been limited. In July 1991, Le
Monde considered that Yugoslavia was only worth an opening article on two occasions, and after 10
July, Le Figaro made no further comment on the crisis in Yugoslavia for weeks.”*’

The lack of interest in the West for the war in Croatia was generally attributed to the confusing
nature of the conflict. There was no question of a real declaration of war. While fighting was going on
elsewhere in Croatia, people in Zagreb were sitting in pavement cafes in the summer of 1991.

'Like a leaky tap, the fighting was now on, now off and by August it had settled
into a cyclical pattern. The Serbs attacked a position; the EC issued a
condemnation; the federal authorities called a ceasefire. After a few days of
posturing at peace, the sequence started again with the next Serb assault. No
one seemed sure if this routine counted as war or not and so journalists,
politicians and the public continued to talk about the “Yugoslav crisis” just as
we talk about currency crises or job crises..."”**
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For many Westerners in major cities, for months after the start of the Croatian war, Balkan meant no
more than the name of the restaurant on the corner. The beaches and islands of the Adriatic coast in
Yugoslavia had been heard of, as had cevapeici and slivovitz and the Red Star Belgrade football club. It
was a pleasant holiday country, but little was known of the ethnic distinctions and the history of the
former Yugoslavia. Sarajevo as the event that sparked World War I, the partisan conflict in World War
11, and Tito's independent position in the Cold War were the best kept collective memories.””

It was difficult to explain to the public what had happened in Croatia, especially after the Gulf
War that had been so pleasingly easy to understand:

"The fighting had five main theatres, in each of which the JNA had different
war aims. On one front the fighting was about ethnic rivalry. On another it was
about territorial aggression, a.k.a. Greater Serbia. On a third it was about tribal
vendettas. On a fourth the fighting was spawned by the culture of violence.
With commentators struggling to explain this maze, interpretations differed,
and the big picture, that the JNA was running amok, was obscured."””

Lack of understanding and despair led to resignation. Furthermore the complexity of the conflict took
away the possibility of identifying with what was going on. 'It would appear that you have to be a
German or an Austrian to believe in the conflict, as the Croatian propaganda tried to hammer home:
democracy versus reactionary Communism', wrote Van den Boogaard after three months experience in
Croatia.

"The French, the British and the Dutch tend to distance themselves more.
Rather too many lies were told about the course of the conflict and who started
shooting, a little too much primitive propaganda intended to stir up hatred
against Serbs, a few too many bodybuilders with extreme right-wing ideas
arriving on the Croatian side from all over Europe to make their childhood
dreams come true. No, the first war in Europe in decades had to make do
without having meaning given to it, and without broad sympathy for one of the
combatants."”’

The commentator Koen Koch in De [olkskrant also felt that the Yugoslavia fatigue that he had
observed in December 1991 had to do with a lack of opportunity for identification. After all, who in
the Netherlands felt attracted to the nationalism of Milosevic or Tudjman? He thought that a
fundraising campaign run by the Red Cross and a few other aid organizations for humanitarian
assistance to the victims of the conflict in Yugoslavia was late in getting under way and perfunctory.”
The proceeds were disappointing. Part of the reason, according to the Red Cross, was that the
television companies were unwilling to give it sufficient attention. The NOS thought that it was also
due to the public response to Yugoslavia.””

In late 1991, Elsbeth Etty and Peter Michielsen expressed their frustration in NRC Handelsblad
about the lack of interest in the conflict in Yugoslavia, with the phrase 'War is being waged in the heart
of Europe and we couldn't care less":
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"The war in Yugoslavia has never been the topic of the day here: from the
outset it was a war of which only a few could see the logic and the deeper
historical motives, and where there is a lack of understanding and knowledge,
indifference quickly follows. The war in Yugoslavia has no appeal. A war is
being fought in Yugoslavia about land and influence, a nationalist war. We think
this is outdated, backward, an anachronism (...) And so there never was a
demonstration for peace in Yugoslavia in this country. For that matter, neither
was there in any other country. If there was any kind of demonstration it was by
Croats."”

A demonstration of sympathy with the independence of Croatia was held in the Netherlands on 30
June, but there were few participants, which according to the organizers was a consequence of the
conflict in Slovenia that followed the declaration of independence.”

On Saturday 13 July 1991 one hundred and fifty demonstrators in The Hague declared their
support for a united and peaceful Yugoslavia. The meeting was organized by the confederation of
Yugoslavian associations in the Netherlands. The turnout was disappointing and it was not all about
Yugoslavian unity, as evidenced by the criticism directed at a reporter of De [ olkskrant by one of the
demonstrators: 'Serbs ate portrayed as oppressors and Milosevic as a Bolshevik. Communism has given
all the leaders, also those of Slovenia and Croatia, dirty hands. But the press heaps the blame on us."”

According to Raymond van den Boogaard, the 'civil war' that developed in early July in Croatia
had little resemblance to the 'more or less ordetly conflict' in Slovenia:

"This is the conflict of the pistolleros led by minor Serbian politicians, of one
village against the other, one half of the village against the other, of the
assassins, the lumberjacks and the users of grandad's hunting rifle. And around
that, the Yugoslavian army gathered along the border between Serbia and
Croatia, the Croatian police units, the Croatian National Guard estimated at
30,000 men, and the countless police reservists in all republics.'””

In his article, Van den Boogaard also mentioned Serbian 'terrorists', who the Croatian government said
were supported by the JNA. And HP/De Tijd wrote at the beginning of September 1991:

"What gradually came to be known as the Yugoslavian crises occupied a lot of
newspaper space, but otherwise resulted in little more than the shrugging of
shoulders. A shame about the beaches, though. There is a shortage in
Yugoslavia of clear heroes and villains which we can identify with. (...) On
television each evening you see men in camouflage firing at men in
approximately the same clothing in battles over unheard-of pieces of the
country (East Slavonial West Srenj!)."”*

This was reason for the HP/De Tjjd editors not to include too much Yugoslavia in its pages, for fear
that the reader would quickly skip over it because they found nothing to identify with.”” The weekly
mainly restricted itself to balanced atmosphere reports by Bart Rijs and, later, a number of more
military-oriented articles by the freelance journalist Clifford C. Cremer.
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There was no lack of contributions on the conflict in Yugoslavia in the correspondence
columns, even though they were not yet thick on the ground at the time of the war in Croatia, but the
matter was seldom mentioned in the letters to the editor.”® No one knows whether this was the
consequence of a conscious editorial policy or that there really were relatively few readers who felt the
urge to write letters on Yugoslavia.

A case in point was also that a book on the conflict in Yugoslavia did not yet prove to be
commercially attractive for publishers in the Netherlands at the start of the war.”” Arendo Joustra,
writing in El/sevier recorded the following in September 1991:

""Do you still read everything about Yugoslavia?.”

"Not for a long time. I turn the page if it is full of stories about Croatia,
Slovenia and Macedonia."

'A bit of chat concealed in the convolutions of a discussion in a bar. Bar talk, in
other words. But the interest was hardly greater in the offices of the
professional observers.'

Joustra also attributed the lack of interest or engagement to the difficulty in identifying with the
nationalist conviction of Croats, for example. "The demonstrators at the embassy in The Hague are
Croats, Serbs and the odd Yugoslavian. They are not Dutch sympathizers." Others' nationalism was
unable to arouse any ideological enthusiasm elsewhere, as the Spanish Civil War or the Cuban
revolution had done earlier.””

Alongside the difficulty in identifying as a cause of the modest interest, E/sevzer also cited the
constant lurching between peace talks, ceasefire agreements and violations of these agreements.
Seemingly futile details, 'news on the square millimetre', had to provide evidence for peace optimism,
but the reader of that news quickly discovered that 'the typical Balkans choreography' consisted of one
step forward, two steps back.

""All that fuss, I have stopped following it", the majority of people in the West
eventually said. "They are choking on it, there in Yugoslavia." So much intrigue,
so much deceit on a high level does not fit in with our view of the world."™”

Therefore, according to NRC Handelsblad correspondent Raymond van den Boogaard, the war in
Yugoslavia was not a popular subject in the Netherlands until 1993. As early as 1991 he encountered
acquaintances in the Netherlands who would say they had 'stopped reading about it' because it was
complicated, insoluble and was always the same thing.”

The war in Croatia was also difficult to illustrate. Toon Schmeink, deputy editor-in-chief of He#
Parool, explained that for months the editorial team had been driven 'crazy' by the photo material: 'From
the start of the war in Yugoslavia, the same sort of picture was offered almost every day: an older
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woman in tears. You had to be happy if now and again you saw a young mother with a child in the
shot.""!

6. The early intervention debate in the Netherlands

Despite the resignation of a large part of the population, a split began to appear among the major
Dutch quality newspapers at the end of June 1991 between NRC Handelsblad on the one hand and De
Volkskrant on the other regarding the advisability of European involvement in the events in Yugoslavia.
Tronw adopted a middle position in this matter.

From the outset, NRC Handelsblad took a critical course with respect to the European
Community's possibilities for doing something about Yugoslavia. An editorial four days before the
declarations of independence stated that the Community lacked effective instruments 'and the CSCE
had none whatsoever'. The EC budget had no room for support and the organization did not have a
political-military arm. If the Slovenians were to separate cleanly, the EC would be seen to be wearing
the emporer's clothes: its credibility as the centre for European crisis management would be setiously
undermined.” Shortly after the declarations of independence it was considered to be an outdated idea
to deny Slovenia and Croatia the chance to leave Yugoslavia and to be admitted to Europe. Even
without Serbian hegemonism, the 1918 solution was no longer adequate for Croatia and Slovenia.””’
Through the eagerness with which it threw itself into the matter, the EC was in danger of 'digging a
hole for itself'. The community would be given the blame if no solution was found.” In the defence of
the unity of Yugoslavia, the Community found itself in 'the questionable company of senior officers
and populist zealots who were mainly obsessed with the continuity of their own power'.”*

According to Peter Michielsen, the breakup of Yugoslavia would lead to bloodshed in
Yugoslavia against which the confrontation in Slovenia would be as nothing. The question, however
was 'whether something can still be done to change that scenario'.”* According to NRC Handelsblad
columnist Paul Scheffer, the 'in more than one respect Orthodox Serbia' actually took little notice of
outside pressure. And areas such as Croatia and Slovenia should not remain in a reactionary Yugoslavia
as a result of Western European interference: 'where persuasion fails, we have to reconcile ourselves to
a separation'. In that case, recognition was better than clinging to the unity of Yugoslavia, which
Belgrade took as encouragement for the use of force. And if it came to violence, 'the brave EC troika
would efficiently take to its heels'.”"’ According to the NRC Handelsblad editorial too, 'Persuasiveness,
with the suspension of aid as an incentive' was 'the only means' at the EC's disposal. Furthermore, the
contribution of the EC, namely the combination of unity and democracy, was equivalent to squaring
the circle. And the Community's foreign policy was rendered 'lame' by the prevalence of national
interests, as the actions of Genscher and Hurd demonstrated. As long as the EC encompassed many
disparate views the troika would never be able to replace the large countries.”

Following Belgrade's decision to withdraw the JNA from Slovenia NRC Handelsblad hoped that
the EC had learned that it could exert little influence on developments outside the community borders.
According to the editorial in this newspaper, the combined effect of arguments of international law and
financial-economic means of pressure failed to outbalance the 'historically accepted hatred and deeply-
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rooted urge for emancipation' that existed in Yugoslavia.””’ At the beginning of August, after the war in
Croatia had become visible to the West in all its hotror, NRC Handelsblad observed that 'four weeks
after the first lightning action (...) the EC's widely publicized mediation attempts appeared to have
delivered precious little'.””

Dick Verkijk in the professional journal of Dutch journalism used similar terms. He wrote that
the conflict in Croatia had been caused by 'a collection of irresponsible politicians' who until recently
had belonged to the Communist party and were only interested in maintaining their positions. He said
that they had always learned that to compromise was equivalent to capitulatation and that nothing was
worse than losing power. That was 'too much for ten ECs to compete with'.”'

The criticism directed from the outset at foreigh involvement in the Yugoslavian crisis, in
particular from the EC, by NRC Handelsblad, had no place on the editor's desks at De 1 olkskrant. While
Ulrike Rudberg from Belgrade was sending her balanced contributions, totally different ideas were
apparently floating around the Wibautstraat office in Amsterdam. As early as 29 May 1991 they printed
an article by Flora Lewis with the title 'CSCE must prevent civil war'. She obsetrved that the Yugoslavs
were heading for civil war as if hypnotized. She dismissed a Western response by saying 'let them fight
it out among themselves: we only have to take care that the violence does not get out of hand'. Conflict
in Yugoslavia would inevitably inflame old border disputes in neighbouring countries, would result in
hundreds of thousands of Displaced Persons and break up international economic networks. She felt
that the parties in Yugoslavia were not open to mediation at that time, although, under the aegis of the
CSCE, a group of generally respected people could map out the differences and at the same time make
clear that none of the parties could rely on the support of the rest of Europe. Furthermore, the CSCE
should make it very clear that both the external and internal borders of Yugoslavia were inviolable.’”

The powetlessness of the CSCE was observed three weeks later in De [olkskrant when the
CSCE ministers in Berlin stressed that the Yugoslavs would have to solve their problems themselves.”
Another week later an editorial nominated the European Community as a body to help the Yugoslavian
republics conduct a dialogue that they did not appear to be able to do themselves. The instrument of
economic and financial help could be used as a lever in this.”* On 3 July the newspaper observed that
until then the international involvement had failed, but that was no reason not to continue to try to
silence the weapons. The highest priority was to persuade the JNA to return to their barracks.”

At the end of July, when the fighting in Croatia exploded in all its intensity, André Roelofs
criticized the failure to grant the Croatian authorities' repeated request to station ECMM people in
Croatia too. The Brioni agreement opened the way for this. If the EC waited too long, only a rump of
Croatia would remain and Europe could expect a conflict between Serbia and Croatia 'that could last
for generations'. He admitted that it was possibly a little dangerous for civil observers. Then the
moment would quickly arrive when the EC member states would have to be prepared 'at the request of
the involved parties' to send a "European “peacekeeping force™ to Yugoslavia.”® After the conflict in
Croatia had flared up further in the following days, De [ olkskrant expressed the opinion that the EC
could not avoid discussing the question of whether a peacekeeping force for Yugoslavia would have to
be formed.”’
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Another striking fact about the Dutch press was that while the Netherlands held the presidency
of the European Community at the time, little interest was shown in the press for noises from over the
borders.

Among the Yugoslavian voices that were heard in the Netherlands was that of the Croatian
writer Dubravka Ugresic, who visited the Netherlands in late September 1991 and went on to the
United States, returning to Zagreb via the Netherlands in the summer of 1992. For some time she
wrote as a United States based correspondent for NRC Handelsblad and would later also contribute to
Dutch media.” She wrote the following Dutch language publications during the Yugoslavian conflict:
Nationaliteit: geen, (Nationality: none) part of which she wrote in Amsterdam in 1993 and De cultunr van
lengens (The culture of lies) in 1995. In her publications she expressed her feeling of being rootless both
inside and outside her native country through the sharpness of Croatian Catholic-nationalism and the
Western lack of understanding for Yugoslavia, full as she was of nostalgia for "Titoland', her 'poor
Atlantis” or "Yugo-Atlantis'.”"

The Czech writer Milan Kundera had the opportunity at the end of July 1991 to argue in De
Groene Amsterdammer for preserving Slovenia. The West must not make the mistake made by
Chamberlain, who rejected the idea of intervention for an unknown and far away country at the time of
the Munich Conference.”"

Prof.dr.ir. J.J.C. Voorhoeve, at the time director of Clingendael, was one of the first among
Dutch opinion makers to advocate intervention. As early as 29 June 1991, while the fighting in Slovenia
had just started, he urged the deployment of peacekeeping forces, which, if necessary, would have to
press ahead against the will of the JNA. He regretted that international law still offered too few
opportunities for intervention in humanitarian crises; possibly, however, the genocide treaty would
provide a way out!”” In October, Voorhoeve expressed the opinion that Yugoslavia came close to 'a
situation (...) that no longer has an ethical justification'. In such a case, he felt that humanitarian
intervention should be possible in principle. The problem nonetheless was that not a single
international organization appeared to be properly equipped for the purpose. He therefore advocated
either strengthening the UN, in particular the secretariat, or enhancing the CSCE into an effective crisis
management body.””

The director of the Clingendael Institute for International Relations and the former chairman of
the VVD parliamentary party would repeatedly urge far-reaching military intervention.”* Unlike many
interventionists, his argument was not simply emotional in nature. Neither was his starting point the
possibility of a relatively small country such as the Netherlands becoming great in the field of human
rights. His main point was an awareness of international responsibility for the course of events in the
world.” It was the moralism of the Netherlands elevated to a worldwide level: from model country to
model world. And because Voorhoeve did not entirely ignore the power relations: moralism with a
dash of realism.
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Voorhoeve's argument was preceded by an appeal by S. Rozemond, who wrote that even
without the presence of a collective security system, 'it is impossible on the one hand to pursue pan-
European cultural and economic linkage and on the other to remain indifferent to acts of war'.”*

Others were more cautious. Koen Koch, political scientist and columnist for De [olkskrant,
thought it best to limit the physical area of the conflict and to deprive it of oxygen.””” Brigadier General
(retd.) J.C.A.C. (Koos) de Vogel, UNIFIL Head of Operations in Lebanon in 1980 and defence attaché
in Belgrade between 1982 and 1986, warned in August 1991 that the dispatch of a peacekeeping force,
which Van den Broek and Van Eekelen were discussing at the time, could not be realized from one day
to the next, and certainly not in the absence of American command:™ 'If not all parties and militias
consent to your arrival, you will be hacked to pieces.' According to him the West should have no
illusions about what it would mean to make peace in the border area between Croatia and Bosnia, 'with
so many combatants and interests'. Within the framework of the territorial defence, the weapons were
mostly 'in a shed behind the town hall', and the territory was inhospitable” and the Serbs in Krajina
had been expert in the execution of military exercises since the sixteenth century.”” He thought that
negotiations were vastly preferable to any form of military intervention whatsoever.”"

The Groningen based polemologist Hylke Tromp, who was married to the Croatian Nena
Vrkic, was also one of the pessimists as far as Western involvement was concerned. In August 1991 he
still thought that if EC mediation did not yield results, a military intervention by a Rapid Deployment Force
would be 'virtually inevitable'.””” For the time being he deemed mediation still possible, however, for
example by a committee of wise men.”” Tromp's wife Vrkic also wanted to give such a committee
another chance in eatly September, even though she started to fear that 'the deployment of military
power is ultimately the only language that will still be understood in Yugoslavia'.”” Her husband also
became increasingly convinced of this. The only way of still avoiding intervention with force was to
threaten it, he wrote a few weeks later. And if that threat did not work, Europe would have to intervene
with force without the permission of Milosevic and Tudjman.””An action of this sort would have to be
large scale: "You don't put out a fire with a cup of water."”

In October 1991, Hylke Tromp saw no solution to the conflict emerging from the region itself.
He pointed to the Yugoslavs' xenophobic attitude, which he said was largely attributable to a general
human pattern of radicalization during a conflict. The authoritarian structure in Eastern Europe was a
further guarantee of people passively following their leaders.””” He thought that economic sanctions no
longer made the slightest impression now that the conflict in Yugoslavia had escalated so far. However,
he had doubts about military intervention:
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"The only thing that still makes an impression, is threatening intervention. And
then not with thirty thousand lightly armed people, something I refer to in
private as the rifle club - no, you have to be able to present yourself with two
hundred thousand men, with precision weapons; you must be able to use the
Sixth Fleet as a threat. Only then will you be credible. But I am afraid that even
that will no longer help. The problem is that we in Europe lack the structure for
situations of this sort. We are empty-handed."””

What did Europe actually do in the meantime?

7. Further problems of the Dutch EC presidency surrounding the monitoring
mission

Prior to an additional meeting of the Political Comittee of the Twelve on 19 July, there was great
foreign pressure on the Dutch presidency of the EC to resort to expanding the ECMM mandate to
Croatian territory. Nonetheless, when on the eve of this meeting the Eastern Europe Department of
the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs drew up an assessment of opportunities available to the
EC for influencing the situation in Yugoslavia, the officials concerned did not put such an expansion at
the top of the list. The department wondered how the Serbian irregular groups could be monitored,
how the observers might operate in an area such as Slavonia where there was no suspension of
hostilities and how expansion of the mandate could be realized while Belgrade opposed it. According to
the department, other opportunities for the EC to contain the conflict were as follows: the recognition
of Croatia and Slovenia; the suspension of financial aid; sanctions; and suspending the EC effort, such
as withdrawing from the monitoring mission. The EC could also raise the subject of measures in a
CSCE context or in the UN.

The department felt little for the first option, the recognition of Croatia and Slovenia. The Serbs
in Croatia would then rise up, after which the Serbs in Bosnia-Hercegovina would possibly join in. Civil
war could subsequently break out in Bosnia, which - apparently through the involvement of Muslims -
would be given a religious twist, according to the department. The Eastern Europe Department
rejected military intervention: "Yugoslavia is a great hornets' nest. Military supervision in mountainous
and therefore difficult to monitor territory does not seem realistic. The inflamed passions of the local
population and the extent to which they are armed justify the fear that military intervention could
involve many victims."”

During the 19 July EC Comité Politigue meeting (which discussed matters in advance of the
Council of Ministers) it was decided to change the name of the ad hoc group for the monitoring
mission to the 'ad hoc group on Yugoslavia'. From now on this group would be able to discuss all
aspects of the relations between the EC or its member states and Yugoslavia. At its next meeting it
would also have to consider the expansion of the activities of the ECMM to Croatia and possibly
Bosnia-Hercegovina, where likewise difficulties were expected by the Comité Politique, which was itself
unable to decide on extending the terms of reference of the monitoring mission.” In response to this
outcome the Dutch embassy in Belgrade advised The Hague against the dispatch of monitors to
Bosnia. The ethnic problem was even greater there and the ECMM should not get involved in this
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Another outcome of the deliberation of the Comzité Politigne of 19 July was that four days later,
on 23 July 1991, the Dutch ambassador in Paris, Henry Wijnaendsts, left for Yugoslavia with the
mandate from the Comité Politigue of the Twelve to ask the federal authorities and the republics how
they viewed the negotiations on the future of the country and to suggest what he thought the role of
the EC could be.” Wijnaendts was Van den Broek's star player. He had already acted in awkward
situations as the minister's diplomatic #roubleshooter.”® He rapidly came to the conviction that the greatest
danger in Yugoslavia came from the conflict between the Serbs and the Croats and that the assistance
of the Europeans was indispensable in bringing about a solution.”

Also after the meeting of the Comité Politigne of 19 July, the German government continued to
urge the Dutch presidency of the EC to expand the ECMM task to Croatia. This lured Van Walsum to
respond in like kind. The Dutch Director-General of Political Affairs asked his German colleague
Chrobog by telephone on 23 July if Germany could arrange for the WEU or the CSCE to take the lead
in a peacekeeping operation, in view of the fact that it was chairman of both. In so doing Van Walsum
overlooked a memo of a few days eatlier from the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security
Affairs (IDAV) of his own ministry, which stated that NATO and WEU troops were little suited to
peacekeeping duties. Anyway, such a deployment would possibly lead to objections from the Soviet
Union, the Directorate for Atlantic Cooperation and Security Affairs thought. The memo said that
these troops were suited to peace-enforcing. According to the directorate, however, a scenario in which
there would be (an element of) peace-enforcement in Yugoslavia was not likely.”

Chrobog told Van Walsum that a WEU action was undesirable in view of the fact that the
CSCE even found the EC too exclusive a gathering, not to mention the even smaller WEU. Chrobog
considered action by the CSCE unfeasible. Van Walsum then gave Chrobog notice that from now on
Bonn should give more careful consideration before pressing for monitoring tasks in Croatia, where,
according to Van Walsum, the observers could accomplish little without military support.”® It would
not be the last time that the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs would play such a 'prank' on their
counterparts in Bonn.

However, the Dutch Director-General's intervention by telephone made little impression on the
German Ministry of Foreign Affairs. One day later Genscher repeated the German request for
expanding the ECMM to Croatia in a letter to Van den Broek.” On the same day, 24 July, Genscher
took the initiative for a meeting with his counterparts from France and Luxemburg, Dumas and Poos,
during the Bayreuther Festspiele, to prepare for the meeting of the EC Ministers of Foreign Affairs that
was to take place in Brussels in five days time. Under Genscher's leadership they agreed on a request to
Van den Broek as EC president to invite not only the Yugoslavian premier Markovic and his Minister
of Foreign Affairs Loncar to this EPC meeting on 29 July as planned, but also representatives of all the
republics. The purpose was to reach agreement at the meeting on the expansion of the ECMM
mandate to Croatia.

Minister Genscher would increasingly irritate his Dutch counterpart Van den Broek with téte-a-
tétes of this sort.”® The following day the Netherlands lodged an objection in the Comité Politique to
Bonn's proposal. As a compromise it was therefore decided to invite the entire Yugoslavian presidium.

%2 ABZ, DEU/ARA/03283. EU/GBVB/extra CoPo 1991, Van den Broek to Belgrade embassy, 22/07/91, celer 080.

983 See e.g. Philip Freriks, 'Henry Wijnaendts is diplomaat voor moeilijke klussen' (‘(Henry Wijnaendts is a diplomat for
difficult assignments"), de 1'olkskrant, 13/09/91.

%84 Wijnaendts, Kroniek, p. 67.

985 ABZ, DEU/ARA/03283. EU/GBVB/extra CoPo 1991, memo from DAV/PN/CG, 'Een mogelijke rol voor de WEU
m.b.t. peace-keeping in Joegoslavié", undated, probably 17 ot 18/07/91.

986 ABZ, DEU/ARA/03309. Memorandum from DGPZ to DAV, 23/07/91, no. 173/91.
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extended"), NRC Handelsblad, 25/07/91.
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This compromise fell through, however, because the Netherlands addressed the invitation to the
presidium and not to the individual members. Furthermore, Ambassador Fietelaars in Belgrade
implemented his instruction rather flexibly by handing the invitation to the Macedonian presidium
member Tupurkovski, who he happened to meet on his way to a meeting of the presidium. As a
consequence, only Tupurkovski himself and the Bosnian member of the presidium turned up at the
EPC meeting. The representatives of Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia stayed at home.
Genscher was furious at Van den Broek, because his attempt to act as Croatia's protector had been
thwarted by the way in which the Dutch authorities had implemented the Comité Politigne decision.”

On 24 July Dumas also made a proposal for deployment of a WEU military force for
peacekeeping in Croatia. However, on the same day in the French Ministerial Council, French president
Mitterrand declared opposition to a peacekeeping force of this kind. Only a continuation of the
dialogue between the Yugoslavian republics was acceptable to him.” Nevertheless, Dumas persisted in
developing the idea and presented the proposal to send soldiers along with a group of three to four
hundred observers at the EPC meeting of 29 July in Brussels.

It is not clear how sincere Dumas's proposal was. After all, it was not only the French head of
state who had objections to a WEU peacekeeping force. It must have been known in Paris that it was a
virtual certainty that the United Kingdom would not participate in such a peacekeeping force, firstly
because the British government felt little for engaging the WEU for fear that they would harm the
Atlantic cooperation, secondly because the British Minister Hurd made no secret of the fact that he
expected little good to come of involvement in an internal conflict. Dumas must also have been aware
that if Serbia already objected to the deployment of monitors on Croatian territory, it would certainly
resist the stationing of a WEU peacekeeping force that above all had Germany, which Belgrade so
mistrusted, in its chair.”' Not unexpectedly, the proposal stranded on 29 July