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their aid, and the Serbs’ ability to survive, as they had histoncally, by
standing, if necessary alope, against overwhelmmg odds.

To make the multinational reality of Yugoslavia conform to what both
nationalist leaders and Europe said was fact, a truly brutal process had to
unfold within the former country. The EC could not find a résolut1on to
the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia; they became more Vlrul.ent §nfi
mtractable, and political negotiators weaker. Aithough most called it a civil
war, armed contest did not aim to decide which party should control a
state or whether a secessionist region would succeed'agamst the parent
state. It was a competition to create wholly new nation-states-—citizens
and loyalties, stratcgic assets, and borders defmed by the perceived right
to national self-determination within the territory of a former state. De-
fined by the economic and political conditions of the collapse of a state
and its ability to provide security and civil order, the contests were a series
of wars—sometimes localized, sometimes rolling and 1nterconnected—.m
which the projects of radical nationalists willing to use force to claim
territorial sovereignty and the spontaneous behaviors of people facing this

collapse interacted.

Chapter 8

War: Building States
from Nations

A s a political force, nationalism is an empty vessel to be
filled by all those who see their interests in political in-
dependence and states” rights. Its key characteristic is its definition of a
political community—its principles of membership, its cultural and ter-
ritorial boundaries, and also, therefore, its enemies. In contrast to com-
munism, nationalism has no intrinsic substantive goals beyond affirmation
of a particular collective bond among people and the creation of an inde-
pendent state around that identity. Exclusion is as important as inclusion,
Nationalist expression may be a positive assertion of commonality in cul-
ture, political history, and obligations of social reciprocity. But it is at the
same time necessarily a negative assertion of who does ot belong, of
mistrust, fear, even hatred of persons seen as “other)” as “foreigner” and
of the characteristics of persons who should be excluded.

Nationalism’s virulent capacity is not so apparent when it manifests
itsell as cultural or religious revival and in intellectuals’ demands for rights
to personal expression, as if to open debate, rather than to draw cultural
borders between people. As a vehicle for resolving distributive conflicts by
claiming ethnic rights or national ownership over incomes, jobs, economic
assets, and tax revenues, it is so familiar to the workings of most societies
that it is easily accepted. What society does not seek to defend privilege
or wealth as a national right or to organize social roles and patterns of
discrimination (positive and negative) in part along cultural lines? When
aspiring politicians in countries formerly ruled by communist partics used
nationalist symbols and loyalties to maximize votes and popular support,
to coopt opposition intellectuals, or to neatralize competitors with charges
of being unpatriotic, they did not appear threatening to Western govern-
ments that heard the anticommunist language in which it was often
cloaked. The ease with which aroused passions could substitute in the
short run for ideology and organization and avoid representing individual
interests also caused little alarm because it was seen as part of a democratic
revolution.
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Despite the Jekyll and Hyde potential of nationalism, people tend to
distinguish among scparate nationalisms, calling some “good” and others
“bad” according to the goal sought or the methods used.' But this evalu-
ation is always subjective, and it depends on the institutional context within
which it appears. In an atmosphere of tolerance and institutionalized plu-
ralism, nationalism can remain a positive expression of cultural or religious
identity—ethnic differences—-that does not deny the same freedom to oth-
ers. Even politicized ethnicity, while discriminating against those who do
not helong to or identify with officially recognized groups, can exisF peace-
fully under favorable economic conditions if it provides the same rights to
members of different groups and cnsures institutionalized channels of ap-
peal. But political nationalism defines rights of membership itself: b_lack
and white, in or out; on this one defining trait it cannot compromise.?
Because the goal of nationalist politicians is to use the coercive instruments
of the state to enforce that principle, what one thinks about a particular
nationalism depends most on whether one 1s being included or excluded.

Nationalism is often compared with communism as a collectivist
ideclogy, but in fact it defines the membership characteristics of indivifi—
uals, not the quality of their social interaction. In contrast to communist
parties, morcovet, its membership is ascriptive and exclusive rather than
open to people regardless of racial, religious, and cultural background.
And that membership is not only in a party, with its obligations and
privileges, but in socicty itself—as citizen, and with no recourse against
others’ decision to exclude. But nationalism is compatible with communist
rule, either together or as its successor, because both deny (for very differ-
ent reasons) the need to provide institutional mechanisms to regulate and
protect differences (such as permitting an opposition, critical though,
conflicts of intercst, or minority rights).

The label of nationalism is not sufficient to describe 2 situation or
predict behavior, however, because of its empty-vessel character—iFs ab-
sence of program outside the insistence on political power for some imag-
med community. It can therefore ally easily with others, including dispos-
sessed comumunists who believe in a strong state against international
cxploitation or who hold bureaucratic positions. Such allies may be ideo-
logically contradictory groups from far left to far right joined only by
potitical expediency. Nationalist parties most often attract individuals when
political organizations representing their specific interests are absent or
have not sought their support, when individuals—out of a growing root-
lessness or anomic-—seek a restored sense of community.* Becausc it is a
principle of exclusion, however, it tends to surface in conditions that are
not conducive to its more benign expression alone. lIts potential for violence
is ever more manifest as it moves from intellectual expression and economic
discrimination to criteria for citizenship and claims for territorial sover-
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eignty. In multinational states such as Yugoslavia, it must destroy while it
builds.

This process can be understood not by the labels of historical ethnic
hatred or Balkan culture, but by the clash between nationalist goals and
Yugoslav reality and by the consequence of translating sociceconomic and
political divisions into contests over territory. The wars to create new
national states out of Yugoslavia contained many clements: psychological
warfare against multiethnic identities and loyalties; the culture surrounding
the defense of rights to land; class warfare; the dissolution of the govern-
mental and economic functions of the former state; and the construction
of borders, foreign relations, economic infrastructure, and armed forces of
defensible, viable, new states.

Psychological Warfare: Honi Soit Qui Mal y Pense

Despite the claims made by nationalist leaders, the reality of multi-
national Yugoslavia still existed in the lives of individual citizens in 1990—
91—in their ethnically mixed neighborhoods, villages, towns, and cities;
in their mixed marriages, family ties across republic boundaries, and sec-
ond homies in another republic; in their conceptions of ethnic and national
coexistence and the compatibility of multiple identities for each citizen:
and in the idea of Bosnia-Herzegovina (sce figure 8-1). Because people
had not expressed their differences politically under one-party socialism,
their loyalties were scattcred among many associations. These tended to
be highly localized and personal—to one’s village or town, to school
friends, to neighbors, to the town or region of one’s origin and parents,
to Yugoslavia as an idea and a stature abroad, to workplace colleagues, or
to an occupation or profession. A one-time, multiparty election thus was
not sufficient to develop partisan identities. The exception to undeveloped
political identities was communists—not individuals who had sithply been
members of a party that had folded, but those who identified broadly with
its ideals, traditions, or wartime struggle. But as it was common to say,
“I come from a communist family” this had become for most 2 private
identity, however strong it remained.

To legitimize new states on the basis of political loyalty to a nation,
nationalist politicians had to draw out the ethnic clement in all these social
bonds and identities, nationalize it, and win the loyalty of citizens whose
allegiances were in doubt. A vote in 1990 for a political party that empha-
sized ethnonational identity was not the same thing as a vote for a national
state, and cven a vote for the sovereignty of one’s republic was not neces-
sarily a vote for independence, let alone commitment to war, should that
be nccessary. In Bosnia-Herzegovina, where votes were cast most over-
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whelmingly for ethnonational parties, public opinion polls in May and June
1990, and again in November 1991, also showed overwhelming majorities
{in the range of 70 to 90 percent) against separation from Yugoslavia and
against an cthnically divided republic.*

'Io win against public opinion, nationalist leaders had to engage in
psychological warfare. They sought to persuade audiences both at home
and abroad that the alternative to national states was no longer viable: in
other words, to destroy forever the Yugoslav idea that they could live
together. The first stage in the wars of 1991-95, therefore, occurred carlier
in the mass media and on the political stump.® The domestic objective of
various nationalists was to persuade citizens of one nationality that they
were under threat from other nations. Accusations of being cheated cco-
nomically by other nations (in federal taxation or in jobs) or being overcome
biologically (by the higher Muslim and Albanian birth rates) and warnings
of plots by other groups to create states that would expel citizens from
their homes played on a local inclination to conspiracy theories and on
growing economic insccurity and rapidly shifting, uncertain political con-
ditions. In a country where everyone was a minority in ethnonational
terms, politicians willing to raise consciousness about national survival

and the danger of being in a minority had the potential to create a collective

paranoia that was self-perpetuating. It was then only a short step to per-
suade those who accepted this argument that the security of their identity,
way of living, and perhaps even person lay with their national group.® As
terrorists rcason, elemental fears were to force people to take sides.

In view of this tactic, the political rhetoric of the 1980s found in debates
over the federal budget and constitution from Slovenia to Serbia and in
nationalist themes from anticommunist intellectuals therefore became,
whether intended or not, a long, psychological preparation for war,” In
Slovenia nationalists claimed that Slovene standards of living were threat-
ened by federal taxes and that their democracy and pluralism were endan-
gered by Serbia. In Serbia nationalists linked the Albanian demand for a
republic in Kosovo with Serbia’s 500 years of subjugation to Turkish rule
after its defeat in 1389; the nationalist programs of Slovenes, Croats, Mus-
lims, Albanians, and Macedonians in the 1980s, with the progressive
splintering of Scrbs and Serbia after 1945 and 1974 into ever more separate
political units; and the anti-Serb coalition, with a similar alliance of the
Vatican, the Comintern, and Germany during World War I1.%

It was true that in the decade-long struggle over Kosovo between
Scrbian statc power and Albanian demographic power, Albanians had
made Serbs and Montencgrins feel unwelcome, persuading them to leave,
It was also true that church leaders and intcllectuals had given thesc Serbs
and Montenegrins aid in their political campaign with Belgrade to take
back political power and property. But the political problem was the
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hrypercharged emotional atmosphere of mutual suspicions within Kosovo,
mn which rumors of Serbs poisoning drinking water and of Albanians
raping Serb women suggested the beginnings of mass hysteria.” The Ser-
bian political campaign referred to “genocide” against Serbs and used a
“discourse of violence, rape particularly, aiming to spread the fear of com-
munication over ethnic boundaries””™ It was in this context that Serbian
president Slobodan Milosevi¢ first gave the war cries, which he repeated
often, “No one will be permitted to beat you” and “They will never
humiliate the Serbian people again.” In some villages, local authorities
began to issue permits to citizens to draw arms from the local TDF arsenal
“just in case.” Croatian leader Franjo Tudjman’s revisionist history about
the genocide against Serbs, Jews, and Romany under the Croatian inde-
pendent state in 1941-45 became politically threatening when Tudjman’s
clection as Croatian president was bankrolled largely by right-wing
¢migrés from that period and brought back its state symbols and a special
tax on Serbs from Serbia who had sccond homes in Croatia {but not on
such persons from any other republic).

By 1991 many who might have been expected to fight these develop-
ments also had begun to succumb emotionally. Pro-Yugoslav Slovenes
began to “recall” unpleasant encounters in Belgrade or in the army. Non-
nationalist Croatian intellectuals, who had opposed Tudjman’s atterpt to
deny centuries of communal coexistence and Intermarriage between Serbs
and Croats or the history of competition between Serbs in Habsburg
territories and Serbs in Serbia, began to reassess their own contacts with
Serb friends and the stercotypes of ordinary people. Once dismissed by
such intellectuals as religious and cultural prejudice, their way of talking
about the “other” ethnic group now seemed to reveal a deeper truth—that
there was, after all, an ineradicable cultural difference between the two
peoples. The cultural revival initiated by Serb nationalist intellectuals from
Belgrade in the 1980s in minority areas of Croatia began to appear to nom-
Serbs as part of a plot to create a Greater Serbia. The discovery in Croatia
and Herzegovina of caves and mass graves revealing victims of World War
II massacres heightened fears of impending danger and obligations of
revenge. !!

Operating within stable democratic systems, this emotional momen-
tum might have encountered limits even late in the crisis. Instead, those
willing to use the extremist language for political ends sought to increase
or consolidate their local power in the republics by gaining control over
the mass media. The democratic elections in 1990 provided this opportu-
nity, by giving nationalist politicians access to state resources in a system
that was constitutionally still the socialist one-party system, and the in-
centive, because most of themn won office with less than a majority and
because more than one party claimed to represent each nation’s interests.
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Censorship of the press and total control of televisi(n} were ’eésential to the
power and wartime tactics, for example, of both Mﬂoé@vm in Sf:rbla and
Tudjman in Croatia.’? As early as December 1990, Tudjman justified such
censorship by a “state of war,” decreed—as was most_other governmental
business—by an extraconstitutional security council with emergency pow-
ers. When pro-Markovi¢ reformers attempted to counteract censo;shlp
within the republics with a new all-Yugoslav and ant1nat10nal1§t telcv1519n
channel, YUTEL, Tudjman’s government (and the government in Slovemg)
gave it an unfavorable slot after midnight. Milosjse.vié’s st_rength lay, n
particular, in his near total manipulation of television. W1thouF thaF, it
would have been difficult to maintain his portrayal without qualifications
of the threats to Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina and the_refore
his role as protector and defender of Serb lives and 1.nterests, on which so
many of his supporters and his leverage with international negotiators came
to depend once war had begun. . _

In Bosnia-Herzegovina the fact that three national parties shared
power after the November 1990 election did not prevent all three from
collaborating in an attempt to impose state conFrol over the med.la through
legislation whereby each would appoint one-third of the governing boar@s
and editors in TV and newspapers. Although strack down as unconsti-
tutional on appeal, the intention here was the same as in Qroat1a and
Serbia—to hinder rival political parties within the same national com-
munity in their access to public opinion and to appll_-opriate fqr one p911t1cal
party the right to speak and interpret for its paru.cular nation. This was
not a case of interethnic conflict, but of intraethnic competition: of con-
solidating one-party rule within a nation by eliminating .competition for
the single constituency each was trying to develop-anq c%ann to represent.
The Serbian Democratic Party {SDS) sought to eliminate the Serb'mn
Movement for Renewal (SPO), the Muslim Party of Democratic Action
(SDA) to squeeze out the Muslim Bosniak Orgapization (MBQ), and th_e
Croatian Democratic Unien (HDZ) to undermine pro-Bosnian or anti-
Zagreb Croats. Yet the voices in danger from these attempts to d-nnd.e up
turf among the three ruling parties were the nonethn.lc,'mult}nan{n?al
alternatives and—because the three parties appealed to national identities
and crossed republican borders in their search for supporters and organ-
izing activities-—also the Bosnian." .

Just as in the conflict within the SDS in CI’O}?E.IQ., betw_een moderate
parliamentarians oriented to Zagreb and radical militants oriented to S(_er—
bia, the links with Zagreb of the Bosnian branch of the HDZ and WiFh
Belgrade of the SDS meant that the propaganda of partisan struggle w1t}.11n
Bosnia-Herzegovina was not confined to the repubhc.. Th_e most active
wing of Tudjman’s HDZ, including campaign contributions, “was the
western Herzegovina branch from Bosnia. By the fall of 1991, this area of
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Bosnia (which would be proclaimed the state of Herzeg-Bosnia on July 3,
1992) was well integrated into the Croatian state; its Croat citizens had
been granted dual citizenship in Croatia in 1990, with the right to vote in
Croatian elections, and its local authorities used Croatian educational cur-
ricula, currency, state symbols (such as the flag and crest), police uniforms,
and car registration plates. As early as 1989-90, Bosnian Serbs in Belgrade
(including right-wing radical Vojislav Sedeli, leader of the Radical party)
were active participants in the campaign to reshape opinion in Serbia.
Given refuge and encouraged by Belgrade publishing houses, they claimed
to be in exile from Bosnia after being forced to leave Sarajevo, which they
portrayed as a “world of perpetual darkness” {tamni vilajety where Serbs
were endangeted. ' A daily feature section, “Echoes and Reactions’ run-
ning two pages in the main Belgrade newspaper, Politika (by then under
control of the Serbian Socialist party of Milodevic), published carefully
selected letters that targeted people who were “anti-Serb including many
members of the Bosnian political and cultural elite.'s

"The struggles for independence in 1991-92 added another audience to
this media war—world opinion—and intensified the need to secure loy-
alties on cthnonational criteria. As the main architect of ‘Fadjman’s foreign
propaganda policy explained in mid-July 1991, “The West can do a lot for
us by seeing the difference between ‘us’ and ‘them. thit we are democrats
and they arc not”” He then specified how the West could help: by “giving
Croatia economic aid and technical help” and “intervening firmly to give
themn the time necessary” to wait for the army and federal idea to fall
apart.'* With war, however, the democratic freedom to present an alter-
native reality and to oppose the nationalization of all identities had itself
become an encmy—its very expression both an act of war and an obstacle’
to the war effort. In Croatia, the president’s office issued a series of state
directives, such as forbidding the media from using the terms “Chetniks”
and “extremists,” requiring them to refer to Serbs exclusively as “Serb
terrorists” and to the Yugoslav People’s Army (YPA) only as the “Serbo-
Communist occupation army” "7 Urban intellectuals whose political ident-
ities were not ethnic but philosophical, such as liberal or social democratic,
wete publicly told instcad that their identity was Serb or Croat.

Because the cease-fire in January 1992 did not end Croatia’s war for
territorial control and a secure independence, but rather shifted the battle
back to the domestic political front, Tudjman actually intensified the cam-
paign against independent newspapers and weeklies and harassment of
Journalists and intellectuals suspected of independent views. The process
of property privatization through nationalization and state licensing pro-
vided a means and a cover for dismissing editorial boards, closing journals
and newspapers, and imposing state control, as well as a way—especially
after the middle of 1992—to squelch opposition, ensure Tudjman’s reelec-



232 WAR: BUILDING STATES FROM NATIONS

tion, and prevent discussion of policies roward 1_nin0rities and the UN
protected areas (UNPAs) in Croatia. ™ HDZ~nom1.ngted admun,s’trators at
the University of Zagreb began a purge of “‘suspicious Croats” from its
faculty in the fall of 1992, and Croats who showed any vsympathy for
multiethnic and pluralistic thinking were labeled fugonostalgicar (Yugo-nos-
talgic) and Jugozombi, “for dar[ing] to remember what the country used
to bel’"

Milogevic’s control over the print media was always less complete
than Tudjman’s.? This control declined when the war in Crogtia tempo-
rarily energized the opposition in Serbia to try to over.thr_()w h11_’r1. Bus the
imposition of economic sanctions against Serbia, beginning with the EC
and the United States in November 1991 and then the UN ‘(Securlty
Coungcil Resolution 757) on May 30, 1992, worked to restore his c_ontrol
by cutting alternative sources of information an‘d communication Wlth the
outside world and making subscriptions to print media proh1b1tf1yely ex-
pensive. The sanctions also prevented his opposition from obtammg. the
foreign financial support and imported equipment {such as a transmiteer
with enough power to beam the one truly independent telewsmp station,
Studio B, beyond Belgrade) that were necessary to compete with Milo-
$evié’s domestic control through police and customs officials. Thus wben
Serbia was isolated, it was far easier for Milogevié to contFol informaugn
given to the Serbian population about the wars in Croatia and B(_)sr?ta—
Herzegovina and about world opinion. By late 1994, he was even copying
Tadjman, applying the tactics used on Danas anc_i Slobodna Dalmacija to
silence the independent and increasingly critical daily Borba.

Nationalists in five of the Yugoslav republics needed only to perst}a.de
the majority of their populations and the outsidc? world of th; inevitability
ot desirability of separate national states. The v1‘ol.ence of this propag_ax}da
war to persuade of the impossibility of nation_s living tog(.:t‘her was V1.51'ble
largely where conditions for an alternative view and pohtlcgl opposition
existed—in ethnically mixed or ethnic minority areas.‘But in a s1x.t}.1 re-
public, Bosnia-Herzegovina, this argument met very d‘lfﬁj}:ﬁnt cond_ltlons_s.
As a political fact and a cultural ideal, Bosnia—Herze_govma was multiethnic
and multinational. The entire territory was ethnically mixed, blatantly
defying the argument that national states were inevitable or that people .Of
different national identities could not coexist. Not one of its three constit-
uent nations (Muslims, Serbs, Croats) was a majority, so no one of .thelr
separaie national projects could dominate the others_. In fact, any alliance
to creatc a majority could only be tactical and short—hx‘/ed, as dcmpnsFrated
by the SDA-HDZ alliance over sovereignty and national security in the
fall of 1991, which placed the Serbs in a minority, or by the many instances
of military cooperation between Bosnian Croats and Bosman Serbs dur-
ing 1992-94, which squeezed the Muslim party and Bosnian government
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forces. All the evidence suggested that there was majority support for a
Bosnian identity and survival, from public opinion polls on the constitu-
tional debates up to 1990, the civic initiatives, editorial policy in leading
mass media, intellectuals’ projects for a Bosnia based on individual citi
zenship and rights, and antiwar rallies in the fall of 1991 and March-April
1992, Because the Yugoslav constitution did not recognize Bosnia as a
political nation and because the three ruling political parties represented
constituent nations, however, there was no official record of people iden-
tifying with Bosnia~Herzegovina, no official desire to gather such data,
and few political representatives of such a {potential) majority.

Whatever these trends in public opinion and loyalty during 1990-91
were likely to produce in the long run, therefore, they were preempted by
the EC decisions on Slovene and Croatian sovereignty as nations and the
breakup of Yugoslavia at the end of 1991 (including U.S. insistence on
recognizing Bosnian independence in early 1992). Power-sharing arrange-
ments over voters and state offices would not suffice for territorial sover—
cignty. Slovene, Croatian, and Serbian republican leaders had mobilized
domestic sentiment along nationalist lines in order to bargain more effec-
tively over reform and national rights at the federal level, and then parlayed
their official position as representatives of the so-called national interests
of their republics in talks with international bodies—beginning in the
spring of 1991-—into national leadership {“fatherhood™) of their repubiics.

In Bosnia-Herzegovina, this same process now played out between
its party leaders and international negotiators. These leaders, to retain their
position as representatives of their nation, not Jjust in electoral terms but
in terms of territorial rights to self~determination, had to go beyond hold-
ing a monopoly over an ethnic voting constituency within Bosnia-Herze-
govina to destroying the constitutional alternative for an independent Bos-
nia—the idea of a civic state where ethnic difference was not politically
defining and citizens were loyal to ethnic tolerance and multicultural clv-
ilization. To secure their monopoly within their national community and
also maximize their bargaining position in the EC-sponsored negotiations
over a political settlement, they also had to persuade Western negotiators
and world opinion that this alternative was no longer viable—that their
own citizens believed it was not possible to live together and preferred to
live under nationally identified governments. But in contrast to the other
republics, Bosnia-Herzegovina had no political force to represent the re-
public as a whole against outsiders or its idea of multinational identity and
civilization, any more than Yugoslavia itself had had. The EC negotiators
confirmed this when they began talks in February 1992 with the represen-
tatives of the three national parties. :

In this new propaganda effort, the HDZ-BH under the Croatian
nationalist leadership of Mate Boban (once Tadjman removed the pro-
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Bosnian Stgjepan Kljuié) had an advantage, because the Cr_oat stror_lghold
of western Herzegovina was relatively homogeneous ethnically, Wlth the
important exception of the regional capital, Mpstar. Moreover,_ its only
political rival was another party in Croatia (the right-wing Croatian .Paljty
of Right {HSP[). The SDA had an initial advantage because the majority
of Bosnian citizens who were against ethnic division did not have to be
persuaded of its goal to protect an integral Bosnia antd be.cause EC ar_ld
U.S. support for republican boundaries seemed to give it (through its
president, Alija Izetbegovic) the upper hand with intc:lrnatmnal negotiators
and opinion.” It did, nonetheless, mount a’ su_bstantlal propaganda cam-
paign at home and abroad, inclading the creation of new state symbals to
demonstrate the venerable historical identity of Bosnia.® The SDS had the
most difficult task, and was accordingly the most active in its propaganda
war, because it was the most actively opposed to Bosnian independen_ce
from Yugoslavia and because Serbs lived in communities that were partic-
ularly heterogeneous in ethnic composition. ‘

SDS leader Radovan Karad?ié was at the forefront of the campaign to
persuade all citizens of Bosnia-Herzegovina that it was impo;sible for
Basnian nations to live together. But it was only when the Bosnian Serbs
left the government and prepared for war, setting up headquarters in Pale—
a mountain-resort suburb of Sarajevo—that the SDS also created a separate
television station, Channel S, and a Bosnian Serb News Agency (SRINA).
The difficulty of its task can be measured in the intensity and. crudegess
of its message. A barrage of commissioned television comn?eraals carica-
tured Serbian battles against the Ottomans, beginning with Kosovo.m
1389, to revive Serbian national myths of herotsim and to persuade Bosnian

- Serbs that it was impossible for them and Muslims to live together. Mus-
lims were frequently referred to as Tarks. In an effort to create new national
heroes, Channel S televised ceremonies in 1992 in which soldiers were
‘given awards for the number of Muslims they had killed. .

The towns and cities of Bosnia-Herzegovina presented a formidable
obstacle to the nationalist propaganda aimed at making nation.al states
appear the natural condition. With their mixcd'populauogs_, _wh_1ch were
living proof of multiethnic coexistence and multiculcural civilization, they
could not be taken psychologically They would also, as a resglt, put u};
stromger resistance to military takeover by armies loyal_to e_thmc parties.?
Moreover, the rapid urbanization of Bosnia-Herzegovina in the postwar
period (from 15 to 36 percent during 1953-81) had }ooseped_ethmc and
agrarian identities. Of people choosing Yugosl.av nationality in the 1981
census, 83 percent lived in cities, and the majority of them were _ec_iucated,
nonbelieving, often party-member Serbs.** As a result, the cities were
filled with people who had something to defend, and they were ready to
resist an attack on even the idea of mixed communities. Although more
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villages and towns were ethnically mixed than in Croatia, urban spaces
and mixed apartment buildings are far more difficult to identify and sep-
arate ethnically than are farmsteads and single-family homes.

The siege of the capital, Sarajevo, drawn out over more than seventeen
months—from April 5, 1992, to August 1993, and revived with a venge-
ance 1 November 1993 until a cease~fire was negotiated in February
1994—was the most dramatic example, along with Mostar in Herzego-
vina, of the campaign to destroy the symbol of Bosnian identity and to
weaken the physical resistance of citizens still committed to living together.
Far more than a military target, Sarajevo stood as a mockery to national
exclusiveness. Serb and Croat self-determination, by cantonizing Bosnia-
Herzegovina into three ethnic parts, would at best make Sarajevo into a
capital of 2 Muslim canton. Karad#i¢’s map at Lisbon identified “Serbian
quarters” By the end of 1993, the Bosnian Serbs’ plan for Sarajevo was
“twin cities,” one Muslim, one Serb. To transform it into separate national
cities, they could not destroy it but tried instead to force the Bosnian
government to negotiate by progressive strangulation, while its symbualic
status served the Bosnian Muslims’ strategy so well that it had to be kept
a hostage with periodic reminders to the world television andience, if
necessary by provoking Serb attacks and preventing the restoration of
utilities. Bosnian Croat military forces collaborated with Bosnian Serbs
by standing aside when the Serbs took suburbs to the north and northwest
of Sarajevo, in exchange for territories such as Stup elsewhere (and recip-
rocal arrangements for Bosnian Croats when they were fighting Bosnian
Muslims in Mostar and elsewhere). 25 Natives of Sarajevo, dwindling from
half a million to less than 350,000 during the siege, responded to the
essence of the assault by building ever greater resistance on cultural terms
and 2 worldwide campaign to save the “spirit of Sarajevo’ At the same
time, the lack of world attention to the neatly incessant bombardment of
Mostar, which suffered far greater human and physical damage than Sa-
rajevo and had at least as venerable a multicultural tradition, demonstrates
the effect of such a campaign and the capacity to manage the media.

The military siege of the citics also reflected the nature of the war as
the work of politicians against public opinion, for their bombardment
reflected the fact that the balance of resources lay with equipment and not
with infantry sufficient to overcome civilian or guerrilla resistance and the
cost in human lives of urban warfare. Military tactics were aimed o isolate
rather than to defeat: artillery and mortar shelling, the cutoff of food and
fuel, and an early attempt to destroy means of communication both within
the city and with the outside. Deliberate sabotage of the telephone lines
mcluded disconnecting neighborhoods selected by ethnicity.®® Very early
targets were pro-Bosnian media—the television and radio stations, aerial
transmitters, and offices of the Sarajevo newspaper, Oslobodjenje, which



236 WAR: BUILDING STATES FROM NATIONS

was conspicuously multiethnic and -pro—]_305nizm. When Bosnlan Serb
army troops agreed with UN forces to w1tlhdraw from their n_lurdergus
perch on Mount Igman above Sarajevo in m;d-August 1993, thelf parting
shot was to blow up the television tower on the highest peak, Bjeladnica.
Yet because artillery barrages are far more visible and countable_ than
infantry ateacks, parties disadvantaged in heavy weapons but not in mf{m—
try could tuen that disadvantage into a propaganda victory by provoking
firepower and keeping cities vu§nerable._ . '

The psychological warfare to justify t.h'e creation of national states
would be to no avail if diplomatic recognition did not follow. Mlhtgry
engagements aimed not mercly at phys_ic.al control of territory but at foreign
support. Military strategists and poi;tmai lc%ders ch(.)S(;: targets and} man-
aged media coverage so as to shape international opinion and local sym-
pathies. The Croatian government, for example, placed sharpshooters_on
the walls of Dubrovnik to draw fire from the foderal armed forces, attracting
world attention to that internationally protected city that even the total de-
struction of Virkovar could not obtain. The Croatian and Bosmap govern-
ments placed mortars and artillery batteries within the walls of h(?spltals (such
as at Osijek, Sarajevo, and Gorazde) for the same purpose, drawing ﬂre fron}ll
Serb gunners to gain international reaction. To generate war hysterlz‘a,. bot
Serbian and Croatian television stations showed footage of war atrocities .by
the other side that was as likely to have been taken from their own 51de_,'o.r
even from World War 1l films. All sides used attacks (and mutual recrimi-
nations of ‘blame) on cultural monuments, on cvilians in brfeadlmes_, on
wedding and funeral parties, on busloads of orphans, and on international
troops to mobilize sympathies and hostility at home and abroad.

The Right to Land

The source of the conflict raised by the European actions on recog-
nition was thc issue of territory. In contrast to ethnic conflict or.cwﬂ wat,
national conflict is over rights to land. “Nationalism always mvolve_:s a
struggle for land, or an assertion é_lbO?‘lt r1ght§ to lgnd; and the nz,l’t;;m,
almost by definition, requires a territorial base in which to take root; In
the multinational environment of the Yugoslav space, the multiple and
incompatible claims on territory of its many nations had bf:cn accormnmo-
dated through constitutional rights. The exclusivicy of nationalism, once
war over territory and borders began, jettisoned that aCC-OI'llI'{'deaUO[}.
Once leaders justified their goals of national states on the (flalm, we can’t
live together;” they had to open a process of defining which persots hlac'i a
right to live on that land. The nationalist argument led to the physwaltz{mg
of citizenship rights and democracy. The expulsion of persons according
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to ethnic background, which came to be labeled ethnic cleansing, had noth-
mg to do with ethnicity, but rather with securing national rights to land.
And because the resulting war is waged to define who can belong to a
particular state and its territory, it makes no distinceion between soldiers
and civilians, between military and civil targets.

Qutsiders explained the character of the fighting in Croatia and Bos-
nia-Herzegovina, including the cthnic cleansing and brutal violations of
humanitarian law, by citing ethnic conflict, historical crimtities, and—in
the actions of Serbs—genocide. But, in fact, thesc were the results of the
wars and their particular characteristics, not the causes. The conditions of
breakdown of a state and civil order, on the one hand, and the deologies
and goals of nationalist politicians, on the other, came together in alliance
only with war to decide national sovereignty over land.

The advent of war also initiated an element of ethnic conflict. The
final collapse of all formal institutions for providing security left individ-
uals and households to provide for their own through informal networks
and relations they could trust. In defending land, particularly in villages
where the fighting first raged and in a war characterized by local battles,
there was a natural tendency to rely on older (pre-state) mechanisms of
solidarity and insurance adapted to survival—family, kinship, ethnicity. 2"
Individuals’ resort to family and cthnic bonds and the patriarchal culture
of social obligations attached to land created a predisposition to support
the distinctions—such as the idea that safety and freedotn were only secure
in a national state—being made by politicians, The localized, predomi-
nantly rural character of the war in border areas, where nationalists could
compete because populations were ethnically mixed—regardless of the
particular cthnic or national identity of those involved—also tended to
revive historical memories of earlier wars for land and who could live there
and gave some credibility to the fears of genocide raised by nationalist
propaganda.

The essential association between national rights and territorial con-
trol was already apparent in the political language of cultural nationalism
m the 1980s and the eloctoral campaigns of 1990, in which the most
commonly used word politically, from Slovenia to Serbia, was fearth {ogn-
ISte/ognjiste). The focal point of a home or homestead, hearth became 1
metaphor for property, community, citizenship, and patriotism, zll in one.
But using the symbols of land, even for those who had been urban dwellers
for generations, was quite different from fighting for it and for the physical
borders of a national community. Once war began, behavior was increas-
ingly governed by the mores associated with land ownership and the social
organization built to protect it.

What had been an urban movement shifted its cultural fulcrum to the
countryside and its traditions of self-defense. The rural population, less in
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touch with the pluralist conditions of urban culture, more li'kcly to rely on
state-controlled television or radio for information, and hav1tl1g %css formal
education, had voted in large numbers for ethnonational‘ parties in the _1(_390
elections. Where people might have been more receptive to the political
language of paranoia and threat from the outside, war brought a very real
ssibility of loss. .
’ The zulture of the village contrasts sharply with that of the cit.y, with
its moderating forces of cross-catting associaqqns built on schooling and
occupation, psychological and physical mobility, and tel_ldency tow;_lrd
greater religious and political liberalism as a rejsult_of the higher education
levels of its population and exposure to forezgn_ ideas. The culture sur-
rounding smallholding villagers remained patriarchal, a'cultu.re .of the
Mediterranean type, not necessarily inclined toward eth_nn_: prejudices or
nationalist views.?” Men defended property through soldiering and house-
hold unity, maintained through a family’s honor and ‘the.sexual shan}e of
women. This rural culture is based on obligations to kin, .mtergeneratlonal
transfer of knowledge, the perpetuation of communal r.ltuals and myths
focused on the life cycle (especially death), and the social mﬂuen(?e retained
by clerics in the villages.”" It did not help that churches. ren‘llamed_ more
influential in villages, despite high levels of reported atheism in society as
a whole (with the exception of Croats), because of the strong, shared
patriarchal elements in the dogma of all three. Moreover, the strategy -for
industrialization in socialist Yugoslavia had reinforced the cult_ur.al divide
between rural and urban residents. Those who sought economic improve-
ment and social mobility left the villages for cities and towns, leaving t.hf:
countryside disproportionately populated b}r the lelderly or people W;th
little schooling. Although rural in origin, this patrlarch.al culture was also
largely characteristic of the urban underclass of unskllleld workers, dgy
laborers, the unemployed, and criminals who were 1_—ecru1ted o do.much
of the fighting when conscripted young people resisted mobilization or
deserted. _
The character of the wars, particularly as they began, drew out this
particular culture. Sites were local, for control of particular §ettlemegts.
Armies were not yet fully organized or reorganized, and multiple armies,
militia, and armed gangs within one national camp exter{dcd the political
party competition to control over turf and citizens’ loyalties ('»_*oluptary.or
forced). Where armies at this time pursued a strategy of 'ter.rltonal gain,
they nonetheless relied on untrained irregulars, such as criminals released
from jails and the urban unemployed who were free or needed pay,.and on
the “shock troops’ of radical paramilitarics and vol_unteers o.rgamzsac% by
political parties who did the dirty work of creating interethnic suspicions
through terrorizing villagers. As outsiders to the villages and towns where
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they fought and undisciplined by professional army structure, these two
groups had no particular obligation to neighbors, an important social bond
i the region.*' Nor did they have any professional honor to limic the
inclination to rape, mutilation, burning, looting, and revenge. Individual
motivations differed. To the extent that the fighting invalved more than
individual aggrandizement, and did aim to identify people as outsiders and
exclude them from land, women became particularly vulnerable, regardless
of age, because the culture of patriarchy viewed their sexual purity and
shame as essential to the honor and unity of the family—to violate women
is to destroy the family’s ability to resist.

The spontaneous role of patriarchal culture in the fighting was rein-
forced by political rhetoric. To the extent that nationalist leaders played on
religious differences in defining the threat to each national cominunity,
they were able to tap a reservoir in rural communities of negarive memoties
or storics of historical conflict between churches, intolerance, and even
genocide once that population was exposed to war. The reinforcement was
particularly evocative on the Serbian side because the rhetoric of Serb
nationalism in the 1980s was based on the same patriarchal themes—the
obligation to protect family and community against an external threat,
and the rcassertion of manhood wounded by perceived victimization, gen-
ocide, and the rape of their women.? The apparent callousness and insen-
siivity of Serbian leaders to international accusations—that began in the
summer of 1992 in hopes of putting a stop to the violence through publicity
and threats of criminal prosecution—of genocide and blatant violation of
Geneva conventions in the war in eastern and northern Bosnia can be
explained in part by this psychology. While it may well have contributed
o more systematic violations of international humanitarian law by Serbs
than by other groups, it was simultancously possible for individuals com-
mitting such acts to perceive themselves innocent of genocide and for
leaders to insist that they had no such policy.

Alongside the culture surrounding the protection of land and family,
the transition from constitutional and partisan conflict to military fights
over land introduced elements of historical conflict. The political rhetoric
of national assertion by intellectuals and politicians during the 1980s, on
all sides, had engaged in historical reinterpretation and a culture of revenge
for past wrongs. The politics of the democratic elections and sovereignty
declarations had revived symbols and alliances of World War 11 {the Croa-
tian wartime state and its symbols, the Chetnik regalia of Serbian par-
amilitaries, the Croat-Muslim alliance in Bosnia-Herzegovina). But once
fighting began, the memory of World War Il became relevant to ordinary
citizens. Even where individuals had come to terms with that war trauma,
the revival of such memories in the 1970s and 1980s by writers, historians,
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clerics, and political leaders conld rcawaken sensitivities and mutual sus-
picions, and predispose many to expect the worst or to reinterpret behavior
in the light of physical danger.”

The historical analyses of intellectuals are a fa_r‘cry from the moral
obligations to avenge the deaths of kin _and the trad1t19n of blopd revenge
(krvna osveta) still practiced in some reglonsiof the peninsula, _It i3 war ove;;
territory that links the two. The previous instance of such hfe—anc_l-dcat
choices of political loyalty and the rights to land and settlen‘lent for villagers
occurred during World War IT and its aftermath. Whole Ylliages had latent
political identities associated with that conflict. Regions 1n_Bosnla—Hcrze—
govina, Montencgro, and Serbia were splintered into Partisan (l_ed by -E}:lﬁ
Communist party) and Chetnik (Serbian royal army for.ces) villages; in
Croacia and Bosnia-Herzegovina among Partisan, Ch?tmk, and Ustasha
(Croatian fascists) villages; in Macedonia among Part}san, Chetnik, and
pro-Bulgarian villages; and in Kosovo be_tween‘ Partisan an.d the more
common pro-Italian villages. Ethnically mixed villages experienced mass
atrocities, particularly at the hands of the German army and of fascist
collaborators.> A mechanism of revenge also played out in the subsequent
revolutionary upheaval of 1945—47 and civil war of 1948-49. The Izopula—
tion rescttlement programs of the Yugoslav government dl'irmg 1?45—‘_18
attempted to place Partisan soldiers from poor,.food—dcﬁae.nt regions in
the Dalmatian hinterland in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina in home-
steads in the rich farmlands of Slavonia and Vojvodina of ‘cxpellled collab-
orators (Volksdeutsche and Hungarian, Austrian', and Ca.thohc Churlc:?
landlords) as a reward for soldiering, and a solation to thCl]:‘ lack of s&; 1—
sufficiency in food. This settled a loyal class of vererans. in vulnerable
borderlands. Such policies created the mixed popul.atlons in the border
area contested In 1991-93 between Serbia and Croatia. o . "

Thus, for example, the fears on which Serbian nationalist policy to-
ward Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina fed haq a very r.eal ground-
ing in a recent memory of genocidal atrocities against ordinary Serbs
during World War II. Many argue that President Tudjman _co_uld have
undercut the strength of Miloscvié’s appeal to Serbs: in _Crogtla '1f h_e‘had
been willing to dissociate his regime from that pe_rlofi in history Wathha
public apology, instead of reviving fears by questioning, as hc dI.d, the
actual number of Serb victims.* Many Secrbs felt a m(?ral obligation, at
¢wo levels, to prevent a recurrence; the collective _obhgatlf)n of all Serbs to
say “never again,” and the individual, cu}turall imperative to avenge the
deaths of kin. Both of these obligations required loy.allty to othier Serbs

(even among those who vehemently opposed M110§CV1C, natlonahst‘s, and
war). For some it also obliged rejection of the idea of pcaccfu% coexistence
with Croats and Muslims. But such challenges between national groups
aroused defensive loyalties on all sides; there were more than enough his-
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torical memories or myths to be used as Justification, to create fears, and
to reshape perceptions by politicians aimed at gaining nationally defined
support.

One important factor was not national at all, but the economic and
cultural divide already present between city and country, for during World
War II cities tended to collaborate with the occupying armies. Urban
dwellers who joined the resistance did so by escaping to the forests and
mountains, whereas villagers had little choice but to take active sides in
the civit war that ran parallel to the anti-Axis war of liberation.? The
pattern of fighting in Croatia in 1991 and in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1992
could be seen to repeat this past, beginning in towns infamous for World
War Il atrocities, and distinguishing house-by-housc in Slavonian villages
between post—World War IT migrants and old residents, >

Nonetheless, social change had occurred, and people had lived to-
gether for more than forty years in spite of their war experiences. The
major political trace during the 1945-90 period was the oft-spoken fear
that multiparty democracy would bring back ethnically based political
competition. Thus the attempt by nationalists to control the mass media
and the ability during wartime in 1991-95 to legitimize such control and
censorship, were unusually important. Control of the media gave full
reign, without opposing views, to the nationalists’ myth of “we cannot
live together” Ft made it possible for politicians to connect their message
to the world of ordinary people. And it limited the audience of alternative
voices—which reminded people that the world had changed, that their
history was far more one of coexistence and nonethnic bonds, that their
fears were unjustified, and that the moral obligation was not revenge but
tolerance—to those who could buy and did read newspapers and journals.

Regardless of the multiple predispositions of culture and memory, the
fight to create states out of nations in territories that are ethnically mixed
eventually becomes a fight over persons and their rights to live on particufar
tracts of land. This became known to outsiders during the Serbian on-
slaught in eastern Bosnia in the spring and summer of 1992 as a policy of
“ethnic cleansing” Based on racial beliefs (in the physicalizing of ethnic
identity and prerogatives), this policy has had many parallels, such as
apartheid in South Africa or the massive population exchanges betwecn
Greece and Tarkey in 1922, or after the division of India and Pakistan in
1947 Tts immediate prelude in Yugoslavia was the exodus of Serbs and
Montenegrins from Kosovo—the result of a mixture of reciprocal fears
and political tactics during the 1980s in which both the Serbian government
and Albanian residents played their part.* Nationalist Serb extremists
referred loosely to Serb victims of ethnic cleansing and genocide,

The next phase, in 1989, used legal instruments. Republican consti-
tutions redefined citizenship in terms that distinguished between the
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majority nation and others, and effectively created semi-disenfranchised
minorities {in relation to previous rights) most explicitly in Croatia
and Macedonia.® When war came to ethnically mixed areas in Croatia,
mutual fears and local harassment, often provoked by outsiders (paramil-
itary gangs from central Croatia and from Serbia proper; returned Croat
émigrés and mercenaries of Serbian origin), turned the language of endan-
germent and politics of revenge into invitations to expel unwanted
persons.*!

As a war strategy pursued by Croats and Serbs alike in Croatia and
in Bosnia-Herzegovina, however, the association between persons and
rights to land became a deliberate policy to clear a territory of all those
who were considered not to belong in their national territory and who
might be suspected of disloyalty. In Bosnia-Herzegovina, “random and
selective killing.” detention camps as way stations with “inadequate shelter,
food, and sanitation,” and even massacres were reportedly used as “tools™
to remove populations.* -

The basis of this policy of ethnic cleansing lay not with primordial
hatreds or local jealousies, bue with political goals. According to the Ger-
man criterion on which the Badinter Commission and the EC decisions
were made, international recognition of national sovereignty required a
referendum of residents in a territory on their choice of a state; where that
choice had been ignored, nationalist leaders found their political prejudices
vindicated. Military control of territory was not safficient to recognition;
it had to be supplemented eventually by a vote. Thus cease-fires only led
to a change in the methods of cthnic cleansing. After the cease-fire in
Croatia and in towns of Bosnia-Herzegovina where fighting had ceased,
local authorities continued this process by negotiating population ex-
changes on an ethnic basis between towns. These exchanges were hardly
more voluntary because they were peaceable, but their objective—to con-
solidate ethnically pure territories that would vote correctly in a referendum
on sovercignty and in future elections and to justify government adminis-
tration by their national group—had not been fully obtained by warfare.®*

Their methods of population transfers varied. In places like the
wealthy village of Kozarac in northeastern Bosnia, members of the local
Muslim elite who might organize such opposition were first murdered or
brutally expelled. Serbs in the Croatian krajina, such as the village of Pod
Lapaca, appealed to the UN forces sent to protect them to help them leave
the area instead out of fear after a Croatian army scorch-and-burn attack
on three neighboring villages just outside the UNPA in September 1993.

Elsewhere, local rivalrics were encouraged to play out, perhaps given a
boost by the terrorizing tactics of outside extremists and then fed by a
cycle of revenge between neighboring villages. One measure of the level
of resistance by many local leaders and citizens to such cleansing and of
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the_s_trength of commitment to mixed environments and nonnationalist
political preferences is the fact that the process gained momentum in later
stages of the war. Official exchanges of minoritics between villages of
f:hffc‘:rent majority ethnicity to create overwhelming national majorities and
Ju.stlfy government administration by their national group became system-
atic after the Washington agreement for federation of March 1, 1994, was
signed by Bosnian Croats and Muslims. Local radicalization, a; those, who
opposed ethnic partition of the republic became ever weaker or had left

brought renewed expulsions in the spring and summer of 1994, such a;
the forced expulsions by Serbs of Muslims from Banja Luka and’ Bijeljina
areas or the voluntary exodus of Croats and Serbs from Tuzla the same
year. Whatever the method, however, cthnic cleansing was a particularly
extreme reminder of the conflict between the goal of national states and
Yugoslav reality.

The victimization of Muslims through ethnic cleansing was also a
result of the political contest behind the wars, not ethnic or religious
hatreds. Claiming a unified Bosnia as its base instead of a separate national
enc.la.ve, the SDA could not win with a policy of ethnic cleansing. Its
p‘ohtlcal difficulty in settling on a consistent strategy for national sc;ver—
cignty (see chapter 9)—against the two other parties, the SDS and the
I—[DZ.—extended to this tactic. A referendum confirming the national
sovereignty of Bosnia had to be supported by more voters than those who
1dent1ﬁ‘ed politically with the SDA as Muslims, and depended, therefore
on maintaining mixed communities. When relief agencies of the Office o%
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the Interna-
t.lonal Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) chose to help evacuate Mus-
!lms from towns in eastern Bosnia, such as Srebrenica and Konjevié Polje
in order.to save lives in April 1993, they were not only accused of being"
accomplices to Serbian ethnic cleansing, but were in many towns blocked
by local Muslim (SDA) officials and Bosnian government army con-
manders who knew that once people left, they had lost political control
over that territory (whatever military objectives they might accomplish).
Similarly, in withholding support from the peace plan drawn up by ti-le
Geneva international conference on former Yugoslavia in October 1992—
__]anuary 1993 based on creating mixed communities and provinces and an
%ntegral Bosnia-Herzegovina (the Vance-Owen plan}, on the grounds that
it did not guarantee enough land to Muslims and rewarded the “aggression
of Serbs,” the Clinton administration in January—February 1993 doomed
the Muslims as well to a policy of ethnic cleansing.

Whether the failure of a political agreement on the Vance-Owen plan
was a result of military gains and ethnic cleansing on the ground that were
impossible to reverse, as some claimed, or a result of U.S, encouragement
of Izetbegovié¢ to bargain for more Muslim territory, as those secing the
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parallels with the failed Lisben Accord the previous March claimed, the
appearance of ethnically based massacres and fighting between Croat and
Muslim forces in central Bosnia was not an attempt to realize the Vance-
Owen plan. Many observers argued that the plan legitimized the assign-
ment of territories ethnically and that armies were fighting between De-
cember 1992 and May 1993 to take those territories militarily, but it in fact
only acknowledged national rights to form governments and territorial
administrations over provinces that would remain cthnically mixed and a
part of a sovereign Bosnia. It was the failure of international support for
the plan—in the same manner as the EC decision in December 1991 on
recognition was made without first obtaining agreements on borders and
principles of national self-determination—that led politicians and armies
to settle the question of rerritorial rights on the ground. In the face of
territorial losses and without a political settlement, the Bosnian govern-
ment in December 1992 had begun a temporarily successful campaign to
take back areas of eastern Bosnia and to control central Bosnia. As Bosnian
Croats, through ethnic cleansing, extended their territory in the fall of
1992 beyond western Herzegovina into mixed towns in central Bosnia,
such as Prozor at the end of October, Muslim militias (not Bosnian gov-
ernment forces} also began to expel Croats.

The move from nationalist psychological warfare to nationalist war-
fare over land on territory that was multinational had predictable cutcomes
in the character of that warfare. The political goal of creating national
states made little distinction between military and civilians, either as fight-
ers or as targets.* What would seem only to be a matter of military
doctrine, in which the YPA held preponderant power with artillery de-
signed to delay an attacker and then to hit invaders’ supply routes with
ambushes, land slides, and artillery, and the TDF in rural villages would
swing into guerrilla warfare in a long war of attrition, if necessary, was
reinforced by the sharp urban-rural divide within the country’s soctal and
political structure. Heavy artillery shelled population settlements and had
to make up for the refusal of urban young people to fight. Cities were
encircled by artillery, using supply depots intended for repelling invaders.
Guerrilla warfare in urban settings comprised snipers from all political
sides and commando raids by small groups of disciplined soldiers in the
early mornings to demoralize soldiers of the other side. The objective of
such tactics and the threat of death by starvation, disease, and cold, how-
ever, was to persuade civilians of a different ethnicity to leave without
putting up a fight. Psychological and economic pressure to force capitu-
lation of cities to ethnic definition and loyalties included destruction of the
physical infrastructure on which urban life depends—electricity, heating
plants, kiosks selling newspapers, TV and radio transmitters, the com-
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munal bakery—but one of the first objects of attack in cities as well as
towns and villages was also the church or mosque of the “other” group.

The goal of national control of land meant that male civilians of any
age but of the “wrong” nationality were sent to detention camps on the
assumption that they were potential soldiers for the enemy or were forcibly
conseripted to the front line to dig trenches or initiate assaults on armies
of their own ethnicity. Bosnian Serbs in Banja Luka and Bijeljina were
accused by the ICRC and UNHCR of forcibly separating non-Serb men
from their families during waves of cthnic expulsions to do “work detail”
on the front.* Even the Croatian government—in violation of the Geneva
conventions—forcibly returned Bosnian men of all ages who had taken
refuge from the Bosnian war in camps across the border in Croatia,*”
Women of any age were victims of rape, in part for reasons always asso-
ciated with warfare and in part to demoralize armies composed not of
professionals but of fathers, sons, and brothers from the region. Because
the purpose of the warfare was largely defense of village and land, even if
a particular military engagement were classified as offensive, the armies
were largely composed of people from the region. Except for small elite
urits, army units were not mobile, were locally recruited among farmers
and villages of all ages, tended to be led by commanders from the area,
and were known to be fiercely loyal to that local commander, even if doing
so meant that they disobeyed orders given higher up the normal chain of
command.

Even if political leaders wish to reverse course and sign ccase-fire
agreements 1t good faith and citizens desperately want an end to the
fighting, the momentum of such wars becomes increasingly difficult to
stop. The limit on ethnic expulsions begun with local quarrels or as a
result of political rivalry between radicals and moderates within a political
party is only reached when there are no more people of that particular
category to be expelled. The political rhetoric that prepared the way for
war by emphasizing group danger tended to perpetuate the practice in
conditions of anarchy and ever further unraveling of legal and moral stan-
dards and stable social organization. Localized fighting for the territory
and soul of a village, and then between villages as refugees fled or as
tighting fanned out, eventually drew in villagers who had tried to stay out
of politics but found they had to fight or be killed or expelled. Those who
did not flee sought to ensure their own security by turning on those from
the threatening group and torching their homes, cultural monuments, and
places of worship to discourage their return.

Among soldiers, the horrors alone and the fact that “many of them
didn’t understand what they were fighting for, or didn’t approve of a war
in which people from two nations with the same language and origin were
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killing each other” led to the emergence of what was called the “Vukovar
syndrome,” in which psychological breakdown turned them not away from
war but into “uncontrolled killers”” The explanation offered by a clinical
psychologist for the “Bijeljina (Bosnia) cas¢”™—a twenty-three-year-old
reservist mobilized by the army who “gunned down three other soldiers
from the Bijcljina barracks and then his girlfriend’s family” on February
1, 1992—was the psychological pressure of this particular type of war:
“it’s neither war nor peace, they’'ve been living for months in trenches,
their position as well as their mission is unclear, they losc their nerves and
they drink heavily’'#*

On all sides of the war, the expulsion or execution of rival local elites
and the exodus as refugees of moderates repelled by the war meant that,
as the war went omn, an ever larger proportion of those who remained or
reappeared ready to fight in other towns were militant radicals most com-
mitted or bound to that land. By committing atrocities to clear that land,
engendering the likely revenge of the ethnic group of its victims, these
radicals had even more reason to continue fighting for fear of retribution
and no honorable exit. This was particularly the case for Serbs in eastern
Croatia and in Bosnia-Herzegovina, who aroused global condemnation
and outrage because they were accused, as a result of reports by human
rights organizations and by UN inquiries, of 4 systematic policy of gen-
ocide and mass rape and blamed for the overwhelming portion of the wars’
atrocities. In other cases, such as the fratricidal fighting in central Bosnia
in the summer of 1993 between Croatian and Muslim forces that had
remained at peace or fought side by side during the previous eighteen
months, the continuation of wat created its own momentum in the rising
numbers of displaced persons who had lost cverything (often including
families} and who had little left to do but to fight for some other land or
take revenge.

Civil War

In the course of the constitutional struggle of the 1980s, nationalist
politicians at the republic level had channeled socal unrest and economic
grievances into demands for national rights. This did not, however, remove
those grievances. As the above discussion of urban-rural differences im-
plies, the characteristics of these wars for new states owed as much or more
to the social and economic divisions that existed within Yugoslav society
before the war as to the ethnic conflict proclaimed by nationalist clites and
outside powers.
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In interrupting the process of democratization begun with the elec-
tions in 1990, the Slovene and Croatian declarations of sovereignty and the
European response in 1991 taking these declarations at face value prolonged
representation throughout the region in terms of national self-determina-
tion and ethnic political rights. Instead of a change in the organization of
economic life and interests in the socialist period toward organizations like
class-based political parties and interest groups more suited to parliamen-
tary democracy and market economics, the political organization of elec-
tions by republic and by ethnonational parties thercfore reinforced the
territorial, vertical, and state-based organization of the socialist regime.
The regionalized specializations, relative immobility of labor and capital,
and geopolitically influenced economic policy characteristic of all socialist
countries created a pattern of cconomic advantage and disadvancage that
was defined by territorial (including urban-rural) lines. Thus national
movements were subject to few if any checks and balances that might
dampen political escalation once they mobilized grievances and interests in
the political and economic transition.

When the European Community and the United States ignored the
difference between Slovenia and the rest of the country and the likelihood
of conflicts over borders and land, they exposed to territorial dispute those
very areas most threatened by the policies of the liberal economic reformers
and less privileged in economic development. In the Croatian krajina, cen-
tral Bosnia, the “Serbian corridor” of northern Bosnia, Kosovo, and Ma-
cedonia, deindustrialization and declining demand since the mid-1970s had
led to severc economic decline largely as a result of economic policy or
global change outside the immediate control of thesc areas.*” Dominated
by extractive industries (minerals, timber, transport) or military produc-
tion with uncertain demand in foreign markets and in government con-
tracts, thesc areas had been hard hit by the reform policies favoring export-
oriented manufactures to convertible currency countries. They also tended
to have declining per capita income in the 1970s and 1980s, so that local
budgets for services and welfare were increasingly dependent on federal
subsidies; they were therefore also hurt morc by the drastic cuts in govern-
ment budgets under policies of stabilization and liberalization. Local in-
dustries were more dependent on sources of investment capital that were
being sharply curtailed-—the development funds of their republican budgets
and the investment and services of the army and military industries fi-
nanced by the federal budget. Unemployment in these areas was rising and
income falling far faster than in the rest of the country.5

These were areas that traded more with the markets that collapsed in
the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (CMEA) and the Middle
East. In the line being drawn through the country’s center berween Europe
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and the Balkans, moreover, there was increasing uncertainty over the fate
of the areas of the former military border between Habsburg and Ottoman
empires, the Danubian region, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Were they West
or East? _ .
Individual prospects alse had a pronounced territorial ‘dlmenswn.
Upward social mobility in the socialist period through educanqn eventu-
ally required a move to the cities, leaving poorer irterior areas w_lth_ people
of lesser prospects, lower status, and a sense of cul_tural feriority. Al-
though poverty and open unemployment were increasingly grb_an phfenom—
ena in the 1970s and 1980s, urban areas retained their association with the
privileges of public sector employment, social wgl__fare, and opportunities
not dependent on the land. Rural communities retained a secondary status,
where those who had no opportunities to leave (whether through lack of
education, urban relatives, or cash incomes) remained tied to the rural or
semirural community of their birth. Decentralizing reforms to reduce
federal expenditures and favor the TDF in national defensc hé.ld also ‘h.ad
the effect of concentrating security forces and retired soldiers in localities
in these areas, for reasons of World War II experience and poverty.
Patterns of migration, because they followed routes laid by fam‘ily and
by schooling, also had an ethnic dimension, particularly in Bosn_la—Hc_er—
zegovina. Overall, studies for the 1960s—80s show that emigration oc-
curred in cconomically declining villages and regions, and was greatest in
ethnically mixed communes.® This pattern created more ethnmally ho-
mogeneous villages within districts {epstine/opéine) thz}t remained hetero-
gencous {a pattern more common in Croatia}. In particular, Serbs left for
other republics and cities (primarily in Serbia) and Croats most frequently
went abroad. Both poor and elite Muslims, on the other hand, _tend;d to
stay “‘at home” in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Migration and the relatlv'e differ-
ences in birth rates between these groups had reversed the numerical pre-
ponderance of Serbs over Muslims.** Bosnian Serbs and Bosnign Croats
were thus more likely to be those left behind by thetr own ethnic group.
This situation may have made these people receptive to politicians
who, in the 199093 period, encouraged resentment against new elites of
a different ethnicity, particularly Muslims, who were at earlicr, more as-
sertive stages of national consciousness. The 1990 elections ha.d not yet
replaced at the local level the single-party system of the previous forty
years, except for takeover by the ethnonational party correspor}dlng to thc
local political elite. Politicians often used the excuse of an anticommunist
purge to expel members of other political parties, but because the main
electoral victors were identified with the nation, this process had left
intercthnic emotions occasionally raw.
The actual characteristics of the fighting on the ground, however,
reflected the socioeconomic basis of these politics far more than the ethnic
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coloration and historical revenge that characterized politicians’ rhetoric.
For many, war became a rare opportunity for enrichment, through theft
or smuggling, in a period of serious economic decline. Early picrures in
the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina show soldiers looting VCRs and stereos,
urban furniture and appliances, and foreign automobiles such as BMWs—
most originally bought with the enviable foreign hard currency. Illiteracy
and mobilized resentments over who were the “rightful owners” of land
help to explain the destruction of cultural monuments, razing of prosper~
ous farms, and crowds of village women who preveneed aid convoys from
reaching their destinations.

Although soldiers were frequently paid two to three times more than
they were earning in civilian jobs, the actual pay was still meager and was
often given in alcohol and cigarettes instead of cash. The incentive for
class-based revenge was high. The recruitment of soldiers when the state
collapsed also reinforced this class division, because more urban and better
educated youth could escape the draft, often by leaving the country. The
unemployed, poorer village youth, and industrial workers, unpaid for
months, were more vulnerable to the draft and promises of pay and vet-
crans’ benefits. In the first stages of the war in Croatia, the promise in
Serbia of significant discounts on the price of electricity and fuel for house-
holds was sufficient for many heads of households to enlist.

War closed schools and factorics in many areas, either because of the
fighting or because of the interruption of transport and supplies in other
areas, compounding the mimber of people left idle. Paramilitary forces, in
particular, were filled with teenagers faced with the choice either to leave
the country or to join a military organization, but under little organized
command or adult standards of behavior. Evidence also suggests that those
who felt excluded in the socialist period, such as unskilled workers or
troubled young people, tended to volunteer to fight; war presented an
opportunity for them to achieve a certain status and honor unavailable in
peace or to get revenge for their previous impotence and discrimination.
They were also more inclined to the culture of patriarchy and protection
than to the norms defining the Geneva conventions on war 5 At the same
time, like the right-wing teenagers rampaging against foreigners in west
European countries, the war ateracted ““weckend Chetniks” from a lost
generation of educated youth with meager prospects in Serbia. These
unemployed high school or university graduates, living on the outskires of
big cities, went on shooting sprees with Kalashnikov rifles from Friday
night to Sunday in villages of little consequence to them over the border
in Croatia or Bosnia.®

As in the events leading up to war, independent forces became mu-
tually reinforcing in ways that accelerated violence. Class-based resentiment
and revenge legitimized as national liberation and anticommunism were a
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potent force. Those who took up arms to defend their land and commu-
nities were also incited and led by people who saw tht_:mselves as _01E1t—
siders—dissidents against communism (from Franjo Tudjmap to Ahjil z-
etbegovi¢ to Vojislav Seselj), urban 1n1grants_fr9m poor regions (2\.1(: as
Radovan Karad#ié), in many cascs actual cr1mmalsl (the most }n arréogls
was Zeljko Ra¥natovié, or Arkan). This self—perceptlon was re}1)n orce Zl
the language of combat, such as the labeln.lg of all Serbs as bard%_r{alt}s a}r:is
the urban professionals’ derision of Blosman Serb leader Kara 215: (;)r s
“village” speech. Given the Western judgment that Slovenes an : rcs)l
were democratic and peace-loving whereas Serbs'were aggressors in Slo-
venia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and, potentially, Kosovo and Mace—l
donia, it was doubly unfortunate that the Slovenes had capFured the l1ki§ra
space in the Yugoslav political spectrum and that Serbian nau?na ism
under Milogevié had come, accurately or not, to represent the fears or
reaction of the Jess privileged and the political forces under attack.

Dissolution of a State

In recognizing Slovene and Croatian independ'cnce,'the Eur(.)pt.::%n
Community was not only creating new states but dlssc?lv1ng an efotl;:gt
one— Yogoslavia. It approached this pr_oblepl ad hoc, .W.lth thfe result th tah
the primary mechanism became an arbitration commission of jurists wtlin
advisory authority only, set up at the request of the Slovene governmen o
August—almost ewo months before the end of the moratorium zn {nm_fth
toward independence—for an independent, European bod}y to_l.ea Wi
the economic questions of succession. Slfeptilcal about their ab11 ity to reé
solve such questions without outside arbl_tratlon, the Slovenes :ﬂ.‘ ‘s(o argllale”
that they could not participate in the setring up of some new ug(zf v
institutional forum, however temporary it first appeared. The Badinter
Commission soon found its effective mandate expanded,. unc_:ler the aus-
pices of the EC peace conference at The Hague, from ?rbl'tratmg dlsput}c:s
over the allocation of federal economic assets and lobh‘ganons among the
republics to advising on border disputes and the criteria for recognition.

Even this minimal regulation of the process of dlssolutlon_ fell victim
to the diplomatic recognitions in December, January, and April, hcéwevel;;
and the deadly pause of ten months before the second peace con crencf
was set up at Geneva in September. The Woﬂf On €CONOMIC issues o
succession was handed to one of the confm':env.:e s six stand}ng Comnréls(;
sions, which remained in Brussels for continuity. Its authorlty dcgen e
on that of the Geneva conference and its cochaurr_nen, who _rapuily l:elcarnc:
preoccupied by the work of another of its S_tandmg commissions, that }?nt
Bosnia-Herzegovina, in its efforts to negotiate a political agreement tha
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would end the Bosnian war. Like the European decision that the republican
borders were legitimate international borders, moreover, the issues of dis—
solution were also colored by their assumptions regarding economic ac-
counts—that the assets and debts of the former state belonged to the
republics and that the only issue was what proportions would govern their
distribution among the six.

The question of state succession was, in fact, decided in May 1992 by
Western policy aimed at ending the war in Bosnta-Herzegovina. As part
of its strategy to hold Serbia and the YPA responsible for the war and to
exert pressure on the Serbian leadership to end its military aid and political
support to the Bosnian Serbs, the UN Security Council denied successor
status to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (created between Serbia and
Montenegro on April 27, 1992). Declaring that it could not continue “au-
tomatically the membership of the former Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugosiavia in the United Nations,” the UN rejected the argument of the
new Yugoslav leadership that it bore the right of successor, in the way that
Russia had since been accredited the UN seat of the Soviet Union, because
the other republics had seceded. Thus the Security Council let the question
of state succession die on September 19, 1992 (SCR 777), in a way similar
to the EC’s de facto usurpation of the federal presidency and cabinet during
the summer and fall of 1991 by its mediating intercession.

But the reality was that this had been 2 country, not only a confed-
cration of states—however autonomous the republics had been. There were
not only psychological interdependencies that needed to be broken, but also
economic interdependencies and an entire structure of security—local po-
lice, internal secuarity police, territorial defense forces, federal army, and
all-Yugoslav laws and standards—protecting civil order and external de-
fense. In line with its incorrect assumption that there was no conflict
between the independence of the republics and the right to national self-
determination, the EC in particular paid no attention to the disposition of
the armed forces and security apparatus or to the consequences for the
security of citizens if it removed the last vestiges of authority from the
common procedures and guarantees of the entire structure of civil order.

The Disintegration of Internal Security and Civil Order

The country’s system of territorial defense and security could not be
rearranged neatly in accordance with the republics, as if they were already
states in which the loyalties and authority of police, TDPFs, intelligence
agencies, and army were not in doubt and the only issue was to expel
aggressors from other states. The federal army was a significant political
actor in its own right, which could not succumb to the lack of quorum
and simply disperse among republics, as the federal parliament chose to
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do after months of debate. It was not simply a body represcnting. the
republics, but an independent, coequal partner r.eprcs.cn_ting Yugoslavia as
a whole and its multinational ideal and antifascist origins. In contrast to
other federal institutions, such as the central bank, its fate and the. distri-
bution of its assets could not wait for decades of diplomatic wrangling. As
an integral part of the constitutional and then the Politic_:al—militar_y contest,
the YPA would have to undergo a process of reorientation: from its defense
of Yugoslavia, through disorientation as an army w1tho1.1t a state, to a
state-building project of its own. Moreover, mlhtary d_lstrlcts had not
coincided with republican borders since the reorganization o.f the rmid-
1980s. Just as troops in Croatia were part of the S?o_vene operation, troops
from the Banja Luka (5th) Corps in Bosnia part1c1p.ated in the Creatian
conflict over the border in Slavonia and in ¢he Dalmatian hinterland.® The
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina reflected, in part, the YPA’s division be.h.NCCn
castern Herzegovina—which fell under the command of the fourth military
district headquartered in Podgorica (Montenegro)—and_ areas of central
and eastern Bosnia, which were in the first military district hf:adq}lartered
in Belgrade and encompassing parts of Serbia proper fmd Vojvodina.®®
There was no reason, moreover, for the territorial defense forces to
become automatically national armics of the separate republics. Although
nominally under republican authority in the previous order, the TDFs were
simultaneously integrated into the central command and_ co‘ntr_ol_structurc
of the federal armed forces and under the administrative Jurlsdlct}on of the
local governments. Local politics were most.deciswc, therefore,‘ in thg role
and loyalties of TDF units. Whereas Slovenia h_ad consFruct(?d its national
army on the basis of the TDF in the course of its conflict with the fed.c-:ral
army over several years, the Croatian army evolve_d only after .the elections
held in the spring of 1990 as a result of two conflicts—one with t_he army
over federal or republican rights to TDF assets and the other w1th. local
Serbs over “national” (Croat) control of local police and TDF units. In
part because the YPA was quicker than the Croatian government to take
control of some TDF assets and in part because Serbs had sought to defend
themselves in Baranja-Slavonia and in the Dalmatian hinterland an@ around
Knin with civil defense units {and later paramilitary group's) using local
TDF weapons and facilities, Croatia built its national army 1nsteac.1 on the
basis of internal republic-level security forces called MQP and their coun-
terinsurgency activities during 1990-91. President Tudjma_n held the first
public parade of this National Guard Corps (ZNG),_ which would later
become the core of a standing Croatian army (HV), in March 1991, fmd
it had active and reserve motorized brigades poised in the field against
Serb militia by May. > .
The disposition of the TDF in Bosnia~Herzegov1na followed the same,
though more complex, political evolution: from interrupted demaocratiza-
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tion through national self-determination to armed conflict. When power
changed hands with the elections of December 1990, most local TDF units
becanie instruments of local political elites, their political ambitions, and
the consolidation of power behind their political party. Along these political
party (and therefore ethnic) lines, these units began to combine into militia
beyond the local level. TDF units in western Herzegovina were active,
through HDZ politicians, in helping form the HV, and the IV then sent
troops and equipment to organize Croat units in Bosnia {eventually the
HVO), for example. Local officials and SDS party leaders in the Bosnian
krajina lent logistical and cconomic support to Serbs in the Croatian krajina
and were aided later in tarn. The war in Croatia thus sped up the prepa-
ration for war in Bosnia-Herzegovina through these reciprocal networks
among political parties in forming armies and also through refugees who
poured over the border {both Croats and Serbs) for sanctuary and who
kindled tensions along partisan, cthnic, and military lines.* This earlier
formation of military and partisan paramilitary links between Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Croatia, among Croats and among Serbs, meant that
the Bosnian government army would be built largely on the basis of inter-
nal resources in Bosnia-Herzegovina among local SDA (Muslim party)
elites. President Izetbegovi¢ created a National Defense Council on June
10, 1991, as an arm of his party, and was tllegally purchasing weapons
from Slovenia during the fall.* Despite the political alliance between Croa-
tian and Muslim parties, in fact, a defense alliance appeared necessary
between Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia in June 1992 to gain access to
arms through HVO-controlled supply routes and Croatian ports on the
Adriatic. The Bosnian army was eventually built on the basis of TDF
units—in addition to a separate militia called the Patriotic League—Ilargely
from areas outside Croatian and Serbian strongholds where the SDA gov-
erned or the town was indisputably ethnically mixed. The continuing
predominance of the local character of military formations meant that,
while armies were primarily organized by ethnonational parties, their sol-
diers were often of a different ethnicity, such as the thousands of Bosnian
Muslims fighting in the HVO, for example, or the Bosnian Croats and
Bosnian Serbs who fought in the Bosnian army. 52
Local leaders who commandeered the Bosnian TDE with its stock-
piles of weapons and civil defense units of all-citizen training, were called
warlords after war came officially to the republic in April 1992, but they
remained preoccupied largely with local power. The system of civil order
at the local level had already begun to disintegrate as a result of the 1990
elections. The shift from Communist party oversight of judgeships and
police to that of a nonpartisan, independent branch of government had also
been interrupted—no longer communist but still controlled by the local
party or preoccupied with an intensc battle between types of Judicial
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systems. Police forces tended to take partisan.s_ides, fornfl their ?\thn“gzrsai:
military groups with criminals rejleased from jails, _and o tlen extl_)v(z bust-
ness opportunities” in league with mafia traficking in lucrati
i illegal arms. .
bandflkltl tii:u;girsntn:f thegSlovene and Croatian declarations of 11?dependence,t
the primary source of rising tensions and armed confronta_?ons Wwas l11105
the armies based in the TDF or the YPA but th.e paramilitary grzlige
formed by political parties. In Serbig the pow(irful internal §ecu1:izfiez tice
supported Milosevi¢ and the ch1a115t party.” All the gla]o; pdical o
renegades created their own armies: the Chetniks of Ser. ,1,anS z;) s I\Eove_
leader Vojislav Seselj; the Serbian Guard of Vuk Prasktov_lc s (;:r }ia More
ment for Renewal; and the White Eagles,- Dus?m Silni, and t clej gl_k
Volunteer Guard (also known as Arkanovci or Tigers) oFganlzed y Zel] c;
Ra¥natovié-Arkan, a criminal wanted in E_.urope_for political a§5as§1r(1;at12ré)
and drug trafficking. In Croatia the interior pohcle (now I\}Ilauongt olzathe
were similarly attached to Tadjman’s party, while U_stasDa me SL e
Black Legion, the Zebras, and the 5,000-strong Croatian euense :1? e
(HOS) of the Croatian Party of Right of Dobroslav Paraga a c('i);?eraG i
both Croatia and Bosnia-l—lerzegovina..““ The SDA organize itt’sc retf:ia
Berets. Five separate militia were operating in the krajina 1':le.glon o :0:1 ia
alone by June 1991, and there were twenty such paramilitary group
ia- vina.®®
BOSll”.lFahi—I f;izl(;;g;ry wings and activities of political ?arties Wel: no more
confined within republican borders than were their electoral activities.
With the internationalization of the political cont.est, howeyer, the purpose
of these military wings changed as the detefmlnat.lts of mte.rll_aarty c;_on;
petition shifted from the size of voting constituencies and ability to for y
local alliances to the willingness to use armed forlce to cor%u_'ol persons and
territories. It also gave rise to 2 new struggle within pohtlcall ]':)e-Lrt}llest Zne 1
between political parties claiming to represent t.he same nailon. t at oo
tween moderates who believed in or counted on 1n1:er.nat1onah Sltpﬁllj'or and
peaceful negotiations for their national goals and radicals.llw ) 1?vgnta—
the inevitability of an armed contest and. prepa'rt?d for mi %tarydco;. r -
tion—the diplomatic versus the war option. Cltlzegs reorx:r.lte1 t §1trher}e?“
alties from political identities and ;_)refexjc.nces to physical surv:kailn there-
fore to those parties, leaders, and identities they thought most 1f y T
in the end. The conditions of anarchy and territorial contest favore
5. .
arme’f“lfiflbc;lthe fall of 1991, paramilitary gangs, foreign melr(:tl:lnarles, an(i
convicted criminals roamed the territory under ever less civi c;:o?ltrtot.he
Shady deals between the police and black marketeers confirmed t 1?,1' he
line between what was legal and what was not had evapo.r?ted. RePu 1]§ :
intelligence agencies were offering their services to political parties. En
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gaged in their own fight for political control locally, civil authorities were
not inclined to restore order if it required collaboration with political
enemies. Rising criminality, local shoot-outs and armed provocations in
contested areas, as well as politically aroused fears about the neutrality of
the law and police and the untrustworthiness of other national groups, left
many citizens with the impression that the only true security was own-
ership of a firearm. Locals also raided army barracks. In some areas local
police and army units have been charged with distributing weapons from
official stocks to villagers and militia of the same ethnic group.®’

The Federal Army

The federal army was simaltancously engaged in this local process,
since its actual command structure was substantially decentralized, and in
the high politics of state formation taking place. While the assets of the
TDFs and arms purchases from abroad (despite the embargo) were falling
into various hands, a complex internal struggle over the YPA's political
identity, goals, and appropriate strategy was taking place, paralleling the
path of European mediation of the Yogoslav dissolution.

The army’s evolution began, as described in chapters 4 and 5, in the
contest with Slovenia. The growing antagonism between the YPA and
Slovenia in the 1980s culminated in March 1991, when Slovenia withheld
its conscripts and confirmed the impossibility of reconciliation. The Croa-
tian government paraded its new army (still based legally on the rights of
the TDF and the MUP) that month as well and, like the Slovenes, rejected
any suggestion of negotiation with the YPA. (Some generals, such as
Generals Martin §pegelj and later Anton 'Fus in Croatia, had defected early
from the YPA to command national security in their republics.) In the
view of the Croatian government’s top strategists, the sovereignty of the
republics was not achievable until the army, as the last remaining Yugoslav
institution and the one most committed to the Yagoslav idea, succumbed
to internal disintegration from the contest between what they called Titoist
elements still committed to Yugoslavia and Serbian elerents which, like
the Slovenes and Croats, were nationalists committed to an independent
state. The nationalist momentum was such, in their view, that Serb ma-
tionalists had to win and the Titoists had to concede defeat. The events of

March 1991, when the Scrbian bloc in the presidency and the minister of
deftnse pushed for emergency rule and when one section of the army
general staff agreed to assist MiloSevié by sending tanks into the streets of
Belgrade against opposition demonstrators, seemed to fit their scenario.
The fight between the army and Prime Minister Ante Markovié came to
a head in July when Markovié turned on Defense Minister Kadijevié,
accusing the army of illegal action in Slovenia. Then, in early July, with
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the collective presidency, the prime minister, and the president of Croatia
gathered in the presidential palace in Zagreb to attempt negotiation of
Croatian independence, semeone faked an air attack on the palace and
blamed it on Kadijevié¢.®® The intention apparently was to end any possi-
bility of reconciliation between the military and civilian authorities of the
federal government. Moreover, monitoring of the cease-fire negotiated by
the federal presidency in Croatia during July and August was assigned not
to the army but to representatives of the Federal Secretariat of Internal
Affairs (although by August 30, the republican governments of Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Macedonia, which had agreed to share this task with
federal authorities, decided not to participate, and they withdrew their
representatives from the monitoring groups on September 4).7°

Nonetheless, the army did not dissipate on demand. While the repub-
lican declarations of independence in June 1991 forced Slovene and Croatian
recruits and officers to choose between competing loyalties, their cohorts
from other republics continued to be conscripted and to fight into 1992.
The senior officer corps, the composition of which had followed the strice
application of the rule of national parity (the kljud), did not reflect Cr_oatian
propaganda. One of the three generals in the supreme staff at the time of
the Slovene war was a Slovene (Admiral Stane Brovet). The army was led
by the representative of Croatia on the supreme staff, Veljko Kadyevié, a
Yugoslav born in Croatia of mixed Croat-Serb parentage, minister of
defense, and commander of the army. He resigned in January 1992 when
he accepted full responsibilicy for the air force attack on an EC helicopter
monitoring the cease-fire in Croatia that killed its five crewmen {(and
which appeared to be another stage in the rivalries internal to the armed
forces). General Zvonko Jurjevié, the chief of the air force, obliged to resign
because of the same attack, was also Croatian. At the time of the Bosnian
declaration of sovereignty, in October 1991, Kadyevi¢ promised President
Izetbegovié to do everything possible to prevent war from spreading to
Bosnia-Herzegovina., This promise was honored until April 1992, when
those working throughout the fall and early winter to keep the peace (such
as Generals Nikola Uzelac in Banja Luka and Milutin Kukanjac i Sara-
jevo—both Serbs) lost to those seeking to escalate fighting {officers of
Serbian ethnicity—Ratko Mladi¢ and Momdilo Perifiéc—and of Muslim
ethnicity—Colonel Vehbija Kadié, who then left to command the Bosnian
territorial farces).”™ The purge of the Titoists, or Partisan faction, of the
YPA began only after Kadyevié’s resignation: twenty generals in February
1992, thirty-eight in March. It continued over the nexe eighteen months,
even after the army’s small residual officer corps and employees originating
from Serbia and Montenegro had been renamed the Yugoslav Army and
the internal struggle (favoring the air force) interacted with the political
struggle in Serbia.”™
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The stages of the YPA’s transformation and its reassessment of polie-
ical goals were driven, however, by international decisions. The army’s
apparent military strategy in Slovenia, to combine surprisc and over-
whelming force in a blitzkrieg assault, on the assumption that there would
be little local resistance, had no political objective other than its constitu-
tional duty to defend Yugoslav integrity. According to James Gow, a British
specialist on the YPA, the YPA’s backup strategy to begin a slow, calcu-
lated escalation was foiled by the unexpected intervention of EC mediators;
“confused and constrained,” it hesitated.”™ The Brioni Agreement of July
7, 1991, obliging the army to return to barracks and leveling accusations
from both the EC and Prime Minister Markovi¢ of illegitimate and ag-
gressive use of force, was the first step of a process by which the army
was forced to retreat, step by step, from each republic that had declared
independence. As the violence increased in Croatia, but long before the
army had adjusted politically to events, the EC and the United States began
to call it a Serbian army and to view the fight as some old Croat-Serb
conflict played out between the Croatian government and the army. The
policy question in July and early August 1991 was whether to mterpose
forces (whether Western European Union [WEU], Eurocorps, or UN)
between them or to enable Croatia to build up its army and air force legally
by recognizing its sovereignty. In fact, the army had been attempting for
some months already, and continuing into September 1991, to provide such
a neutral buffer between Serbs and Croats, particularly in castern Croatia,
s0 as to dampen the fighting and create ceasc-fires. Like Slovenia and
Croatia, the EC monitors (ECMM]) refused to speak to the army and by
early fall of 1991 had jomed Croatia in labeling the YPA an occupation
force. Still, UN envoy Cyrus Vance began to have greater negotiating
success during November 1991 than his EC counterpart, Lord Carrington,
in part because he included the Yugoslav minister of defense. When Ka-
dijevi¢ resigned, Vance considered it a serious blow to his efforts.

By the second month of the Croatian war, however, this Western
response forced the army leadership to reassess totally its political and
strategic position. Critical to this reassessment, according to Gow, was
the Persian Gulf war, which YPA analysts saw as a “true paradigm for the
use of modern technology and a credible model for the use of force in a
hypothetical war in similar military-political circumstances, something
which (with reference to our crisis and its possible mternationalisation)
cannot leave us indifferent”™ That war demonstrated the “instrumental-
isation of the UN, as a system of global security, serving to realise the
global strategic interests of the greatest world powers.’ and thus the ne-
cessity of U.S. leadership and international consensus for any armed in-
tervention in cases such as Yugoslavia. The United States at the time was
preoccupied with Iraq and thus unlikely to back the EC militarily. Con-
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sensus in the UN Security Council was also unlikely, particularly if the
fear of another Vietnam could be sown. Intervention seemed improbable
if the army accepted that Yugoslavia was no longer salvageable and moved
to sccure the strategic quadrants of a new state—what was being called,
by August-September 1991, a rump Yogoslavia (kruja Jugoslavija)—without
Slovenia and without most (but not all) of Croatia. In Gow’s estimation,
the consequences of this reassessment could be seen in Croatia by Ocrober
in the army’s participation in the siege taking place for Vokovar, on the
Danube, and the campaign in Konavli, south of Dubrovnik, in the Mon-
tenegrin mulitary district, to ensure control of the Prevlaka peninsula and
therefore its naval base on the Adriatic and the most strategic point on the
entire coastling, But Milo§ Vasi¢, the military expert of the independent
Belgrade weekly, Vreme, saw the army floundering, without “‘any proper
political aim’ and a “resulting strategic confusion,” into the end of De-
cember (and long after the “Pyrrhic victory™ of the fall of Vukovar).”™

Whether a YPA strategy existed at the time, the political path of
dissolution continued. The UN-ncgotiated cease-fire in Croatia required
the YPA to withdraw, which it did beginning November 29, and to be
replaced by UN troops. The Macedonian government accompanied a re-
quest for recognition of its sovereigney to the EC in December 1991 with
negotiations for the army to leave (redeployed to Kosovo). UN troops
would remain in Croatia, at the behest of the Secretary General and Se-
curity Council, until the rcbel Serbs disarmed and political negotiations
resolved the contest between the two in a political settlement for the coun-
try as a whole.” This agreement not only met with opposition from the
Serbian leader in the krajina, Milan Babié—against the public reprimand
of his former patron MiloSevié—but also meant a loss of territories in
Slavonia for the faction within the army fighting to create a new, smaller
Yugoslavia.”” Although it still did not include the army in its negotiations,
now over Bosnia-Herzegovina, the EC began to demand on April 11,
1992—only five days after Bosnian sovereignty was recognized—that the
army withdraw from the republic. In “alarm over the rapid deterioration
of the situation” in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the UN Security Council de-
clared in its resolution of April 10 that it would demand on April 24 that
“all interference from outside cease”” UNSCR 752 (May 15, 1992) de-
manded that “JNA [YPA] or Croatian Army units in Bosnia-Herzegovina
be withdrawn or subject to Bosnia-Herzegovina government authority
or disarmed and disbanded with weapons under international supervi-
sion.” While repeating the same demand in Resolution 757 on May 30, the
Security Coungil also imposed “wide-ranging sanctions” against the new
federal republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) because of the
“failure of Serbia, Montenegro and JNA [YPA] authorities to meet
Resolution 75277

WAR: BUILDING STATES FROM NATIONS 259

Despite this foreign view that the army was an external aggressor on
Bosnian sovereignty, a primary reason for concern if war erupted in Bosnia
was the intimate bond between the Yugoslav People’s Army and that
republic. The fate of the army would not be determined before the fate of
Bosnia-Herzegovina, for the relationship between the two was of a differ-
ent order altogether than the question of political loyalties or of obtaining
diplomatic recognition of sovereignty. For geopolitical, geological, and
historical reasons, Bosnia-Herzegovina had been the heart of the country’s
defense. Located in the interior of Yugoslavia with the natural resources of
mountainous terrain, Bosnia-Herzegovina was ideal for the location of
military production—coal, iron, timber, metallurgy, steel, hydroelectric
power, armaments, and industrial crops. The industrialization of Bosnia-
Herzegovina under the Habsburgs after 1878, the removal of strategic
industries from borderlands into the intetior after 1938 (before World War
II) and again in the quarrel with the Cominform in 1948--49 {leading the
army to call Bosnia its “Dinaric Fortress”), and the massive federa} in-
vestment in Bosnian industry in 1948-52 were all consequences of Bosnia-
Herzegovina’s military significance. Even in the 1980s, when the army was
being substantially downsized, 40 to 55 percent of the Bosnian economy
was tied to military industries; 50 to 55 percent of its industry was federally
mandated investment for that reason; and 40,000 people were employed
directly in military production. Sixty to 80 percent of the army’s physical
assets (armaments factories, supply routes, airfields, mines and basic raw
materials, stockpiles, training schools, oil depots) were located in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. On the eve of the war, 68 percent of the federal army’s
140,000 troops were stationed in the republic.” To the extent that the
Yugoslav army was fighting a war for its own integrity and state, it could
not easily be a neutral party in Bosnia-Herzegovina or abandon its own
economic foundations.

Even if the army’s identity is equated with its permanent personnel
alone, it was inextricable from Bosnia-Herzegovina. Because the primary
site of Partisan fighting against Axis powers in World War II was in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, an estimated 80 percent of the officer corps origi-
nated there. Early accusations of Serbian aggression in Croatia and Bosnia
were commonly supported with the allegation that the army was 70 per-
cent Serbian. It is not fully clear how these data were compiled, since a
large portion of the officer corps identified their nattonality as Yugoslav,
and reliable statistics on the ethnic composition of the army were not
publicly available. Moreover, the army experienced substantial turnover for
political and natural reasons. To obtain such an estimate, Serbs, Monte-
negrins, and Yugoslavs would have to be equated as Serbs; the data would
have to represent only the professional corps of officers and its civilian
employees and not the entire army or armed forces; and the differences
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between ethnic Serbs from Serbia proper and from outside Serbia would
have to be ignored. The full active component, including conscripts, re-
servists, and reserve officers, was far more representative of the ethnic
composition of the population. This was even more true if one assessed
the total armed forces, which included the TIDFs of each republic. The
senior officer corps and assignment of commands strictly followed the legal
requiremertt—the key (kljué)—of national proportionality. _

More important, the labeling of the YPA as a Serbian army, with all
its implications, accepted the nationalist argument that ethrnic origin was
equivalent to political loyalty and partisanship. In the hands of outsiders
who were 1nsisting on borders and sovereignty as defined by the former
republics, the label was also confusing, if not hypocritical, for like the
nationalists, it scemed to deny the difference between ethnic origin and
republic of origin or residence. But the army was ideologically a commu-
nist institution, dogmarically antinationalist.® To the eXtent it had a Ser-
bian “character” in terms of ethnicity, these Serbs came largely from
Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia as a result of the army’s origins during
World War I, when ethnic Serbs in the areas of the former military border
between Austria and Turkey took sanctuary with Partisan units against
the fascist Ustasha campaign of genocide against them. Along with many
officers of the royal army from Serbia proper, they chose to join the
Partisans under Tito rather than the Serbian Chetniks.®

Relations between the army and the Bosnian government nonetheless
deteriorated as the country dissolved. At the time of the Slovene and Croa-
tian independence declarations, the Bosmian government and Parliament
had made no particular effort to communicate with the army, in part
because of internal divisions among the parties. From the beginning, the
Croatian party took the position of its Zagreb supcriors that the YPA was
an army of occupation. Bosnian Serb party leaders issued calls to the YPA
as early as mid-July to protect the Serb minority, just as its other SDS
branch had done in Croatia. While preparing actively for armed conflict
like the others, the SDA leadership under Izetbegovié began to talk as a
state-building party about transforming the army within Bosnia-Herze-
govina into the republic’s national army in a future Yugoslav confederation.
The declaration of Bosnian sovereignty by the Croat-Muslim alliance on
October 15, 1991, however, was a direct reaction to the army decision to
mobilize troops in the Bosnian krajina, as part of the intensified fighting
in Croatia during September. Although President Izetbegovié ordered
draft boards to ignore the order for mobilization, he was sensitive enough
to the Slovene and Croatian precedents and to the YPA's commitment to
some form of a Yugoslavia that included Bosnia to issue a warning to all
sides not to do anything against the army. Minister of Defense Kadijevié
protnised to do everything necessary to prevent the war’s spread to Bosnia.
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Such a commitment in the midst of a rapidly deteriorating and shifting
political scene depended, however, on the ability of these two men to
maintain a consistent position and keep control over their own forces.
Izetbegovic’s mandate as president expired in November 1997 and the
means used to extend it a second twelve months were not universally
considered legitimate. Kadijevi¢ felt obliged to resign in January 1992,
Officers loyal to both the YPA and Bosnia who tried to play a neutral and
pacifying role faced a rise in incidents requiring damage control during the
fall. In September 1991, within days after the Belgrade Initiative issued its
proposal for a new Yugoslavia, reservists from Serbia went on a shooting
spree in Tuzla, the truly multiethnic city in northern Bosnia, and cross-
border raids began to terrorize citizens in eastern Bosnia into ethnic fac-
tions. Refugees from the war in Croatia brought with them the polarizing
epithets of Chetniks (for all Serbs) and Ustasha {for all Croats) and pro-
voked clashes with local army units. Officers unsure of which way the
political wind would blow maneuvered their own local alliances and prov-
ocations to test the waters, which had the effect of exacerbating tensions.*

Also during the fall, while the YPA was preparing to leave Croatia,
[zetbegovi¢ sought to negotiate a political accommodation and partial de-
mobilization, promising that officers and their families could keep their
apartments and receive their pensions, and that the government would
assist their transition to employment in the civilian scctor. Yet it was not
at all clear where he would find the funds necessary to make the promise
credible. The economy had already begun to collapse as a result of the
country’s dissolution and of an economic embargo imposed on Bosnia-
Herzegovina during the fall by Croatia (on transportation routes) and
Serbia (on most trade in food and fuel).

Izetbegovi¢ appealed to German foreign minister Genscher in carly
December to wait to recognize Croatia until Bosnia’s political relations
were more settled, but he also showed his hand by requesting UN peace-
keeping troops to guard the border on December 6. The EC, decisions on
recognition in December and the decision of the Croat-Muslim faction
within the Bosnian government to request recognition and of the Serh
party to declare in response that it would create its own republic within
Bosnta-Herzegovina appeared to force YPA units and officers toward an
alhance with Serbs wishing to remain within Yugoslavia and TDF units

“in Serb majority localities. All other territorial defense forces began to

mobilize on the side of the Croat-Muslim alliance. Yet the period between
Kadijevi¢'s resignation in January 1992 and the EC demand of April 1,
1992, that the YPA leave Bosnia-Herzegovina still presented opportunities
for reversing the polarization and for preventing open war. The confron-
tation mounted only after April 4, when the Bosnian government, assured
that recognition was coming on April 6, catled up the national guard to
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fight Serb insurrection and declared the YPA untrustwort_hy and on tk}e
side of the Bosnian Serbs. Following the tactics chosen earlier by Slovenia
and then Croatia, it blockaded YPA barracks and insisted on the army’s
retreat under UN supervision.®

Although President MiloSevi¢ had been resisting for over a year CE'IHS
from the Serbian parliament and nationalists for the formation of a Serbian
national army, he acknowledged the fait accompli on May 8 _wh_en thve_new
Yugoslav army (V] retired thirty senior officers known as TltOlStfi. Zivota
Pani¢, who had been commanding officer at Vukovar, was appointed the
new state’s minister of defense. Only a week after Panié claimed that the
YPA would remain in Bosnia-Herzegovina at least five years, he ordered
its withdrawal from the republic.®
* The YPA project for f rump Yugoslavia disappeared with the YPA.
But the retreat of the YPA from Bosnia-Herzegovina May 4-10 meant in
fact the departure of the 20 percent of its personnel who originated from
Serbia and Montenegro, the two remaining republics of the forme? feder-
ation that joined into a new Yugoslavia on April 27 Left in Bosn_la were
two-thirds of the YPA’s ammunition, much heavy artillery and equipment,
and 80,000 troops who were Bosnian citizens. These were largely trans-
ferred to the territorial defense forces of the “Serb Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina,” the core of a new Bosnian Serb army formed on May 13..*"5
Bosnian loyalist Milutin Kukanjac was replaced by General Ratko Mladié,
the openly pro-Serb militant from Bosnia who had bfaen commander of
the Knin corps of the YPA.% Mladié’s military campaign to .keep eastern
and northern Bosnia within Yugoslavia so as to create a corridor betwee_n
Serbia and the areas claimed by Serbs in the Croatian krajing and a strategic
buffer along the Drina River had become explicitly Serb natlona_hst in its
motivations, attached to the Bosnian Serb party (SDS) leadership and its
political aims. At the same time, the forced retreat of YPA ofﬁc.ers from
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina bad been to Belgrade; the senior ranks
of the new Yugoslav army were former colleagues of Mladl_c’, veterans qf
the campaigns in Croatia and Bosnia, and in many cases, e.x’ﬂes from their
origins in these republics. In contrast to the moderate Panié, for example,
was General Nikola Uzelac, responsible for arming Serb irregulars in the
Banja Luka region, who was appointed to the general staff and commander
of the third army (of three) with jurisdiction over Kosovo.®” More(_)ver, on
June 16, Bosnian president Izetbegovié announced that he had signed a
formal military alhance with Croatian president Tadjman,

The Proliferation of Weapons

In addition to the inflaence of EC and UN diplomatic negotiations to
recognize republican sovereignty and obtain a cease-fire, the UN arms
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embargo imposed in September 1991 in response to the war in Croatia
contributed to further chaos in the system of defense. It gave impetus to
political groups throughout the country to seize local stockpiles of weap-
ons and ammunition (such as the move by Croat forces in Herzegovina to
secure TDF assets and keep them from the YPA) and to plan the relocation
of assets in preparation for war (as appeared to be the motivation of YPA
troop movements out of Bosnian cities during the fall of 1991). It made
control over Bosnia and sites of domestic defense plants and installations
more critical and led governments (especially Croatia and Serbia) to begin
war production from the substantial domestic arms industry.** Such pro-
duction, however, did not mterrupt cooperation between Croatian and
Serbian tank and arms producers even while Croats and ethnic Serbs were
at war in Croatia.

The embargo gave an initial advantage to those who had built up
armies during 1990-91, those who had taken the carly initiative over TDF
assets, and those aided by the army from existing stocks. Slovene territorial
defense forces used Armbrust rocket launchers and antitank weapons from
Germany in the ten-day war; in Croatia and Bosnia, Serb irregulars used
new German submachine guns and sniper rifles sold to an arms buyer in
Belgrade; and the Croatian government had litele difficulty purchasing
west European antitank weapons, cast German AK-47 and Argentine self-
loading rifles, Stinger missiles, and west German light arms and, appar-
ently, even Leopard tanks.® The initial disproportions in access to domestic
stocks and the uncertainty and higher risks and cost attached to foreign
supplies encouraged a local arms race. Croatia captured arms in September
1991 by blockading YPA barracks and by seizing about thirty ships and
all bases of the former Yugoslav navy.* The YPA supported some Serb
groups in Croatia. Slovene war booty was transferred to Croatians, and
YPA equipment, including heavy artillery and planes, to Bosnian Serbs.
This led to the development of new arms industrics, such as Croatia’s
construction of a fully equipped army, navy, and air force of 110,000 troops
by November 1992 from its own plants-—the Djuro Djakovi¢ tank factory,
Zmaj aircraft center, and shipyards.

- +The ptimary source of continuing disadvantage, in fact, was physical
location and the dependence of some areas—above all, central Bosnia—on
others within the former country for access to supply routes and transport.
The UN cmbargo thus reproduced the effects of economic reform and
westernization and the EC decisions on recognition and aid. In its early
stages the embargo largely affected the Bosnian army, Muslim paramili-
taries, and special forces created by Albanians in Kosovo. Able to purchase
or receive from foreign patrons, émigrés, and arms markets abroad sub-
stantial imports of light arms and ammunition, they could not overcome
their disadvantage in access to heavy weapons (artillery, tanks) and aircraft
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of the Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs, because supply routes were controlled
by their potential or real enemy Thus President Izetbegovié's military
alliance with Croatia aimed to gain access to the sea for arms, fuel, and
supplies. When Croatian war aims extended beyond their political strong-
hold in western Herzegovina, during the fall of 1992, Croatian forces that
controlled those routes began to insist on a 50 to 70 percent cut of all
weapons traffic, if they let any through at all {which they did less and less
after September 1992). _

The Bosnian government’s dependence on Croatian cooperation to
allow arms and refugees to flow prevented President Izetbegovid, in fact,
from calling for international sanctions on Croatia, even when it was clear
that the allance meant little to the fighting on the ground and that the
Croatian army (HV) was an active participant against Bosnjan forces.
Indeed, it led Izetbegovid to protect Tadjman by muting international
criticism on numerous occastons. At the same time, the borders between
Scrbia and Montenegro and areas of Bosnia-Herzegovina claimed by Bos-
nian Serbs were so permeable and its legitimacy as an international border
so rejected by locals that Serbian assistance of weapons, fuel, supplies, and
“weekend warriors’” were casily provided and ditficult to interdict. Land-
locked Bosnian forces and Albanians in Serbia thus had to rely more than
the others on attracting international sympathy to obtain the foreign mil-
itary assistance, such as air cover for their ground troops or actual attacks
on enemy heavy artillery, that the cmbargo was designed to make unnec-
cssary.

Economic Disintegration and the Collapse of Trade

Inseparable from the collapse of civil order and the protracted process
of transformation from a single Yugoslav to many separate armies and
paramilitary groups that characterized the fighting was the dissolution of
their common economy. Also not obedient to republican borders, eco-
nomic relations and the flow of goods and transport necessarily were
casualties of the political conflict—in part, a spontaneous breakdown and,
in part, deliberate destruction of the economic interdependencies of the
former state. Bue the fact of these interdependencies also provided weapons
of war. Thus the Serbian attempt to boycott Slovene goods after December
1990 had little effece on the Slovene cconomy. But when Serbia and Croatia
both imposed an embarge on goods going into Bosnia—Herzegovin:% c.iur—
ing the fall of 1991, in order to sabotage the Bosnian economy and facilitate
their respective war aitns, the effect was devastating.® The economy of
Bosnia-Herzegovina not only was fully integrated mto the Yugoslav econ-
omy, but also particularly depended on the import of food. While BOSHI&}HS
reeled from the inflationary effects, the arcas claimed by militant Bosnian
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Croats (their state of Herzeg-Bosnia) had an important buffer of stability
from their early economic incorporation into Croatia proper, Croatian
currency, and Dalmatian trade routes. This also helped to facilitate the
payment and therefore loyalty of soldiers and local administrations that
werc critical to the Bosnian Croats’ war aims.

The persistent efforts during 1991 and again in mid-1992 by the lead-
ership in Montenegro to distance itself from Serbian policies and be more
independent werc also futile without international support, because Maorn-~
tenegro’s transportation routes, energy grids, and similar lifelines were
connected to Serbia and because the republic’s dependence on federal bud-
getary subsidies had been transferred to Serbia after the collapse of Yu-
goslavia. The Croatian decision on September 11, 1991 to shut off the
Adria oil pipeline feeding Serbia (and central Europe} and the war’s dis-
ruption of links with Croatia and Slavonia meant that Serbia could not
casily afford to losc its access to the sea through Montenegro. Each Mon-
tenegrin move, therefore, was met by some form of economic pressure,
such as an overnight risc in the cost of clectricity or a blockade of fuel oil,
from Serbia. Unable to gain even international acknowledgment of its
separate intcrests, the Montenegrin liberals had nowhere to turn, and the
Montenegrin government had to find accommodation with MiloZevié (par-
ticularly after December 1992, when its sapport for the campaign of Yu-
goslav prime minister Pani¢ to end the war was defeated along with Pani¢
in the Serbian presidential election). The UN economic sanctions on Serbia
and Montenegro after May 30, 1992, imposed to stop the war in Bosnia,
not only made Serbia’s alternative routes in the east niore risky, but also
caused serious hardship for Macedonia. Macedonia was landlocked and
nearly all of its road, railway, encrgy, power, and telecommunications links
went through Serbia. Macedonia sold about two-thirds of its agriculeurat
and manufactured goods to Serbia.”?

The actual path of the dissolution of the state had a direct consequernice
on the character of those wars. The first stage of fighting (scen in both
the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, when the world was least
attentive or prepared to react) was not a calculated military strategy be-
tween contending armies or between the Yugoslav army and republican
militias. The situation was, instead, chaotic. Competing militias and
gangs marauded, only loosely linked to centers of command and control
or fully freewheeling, and paramilitary extremists escalated small con-
frontations to force political leaders to greater militancy. The declining
number of regular troops and difficulty finding conscripts willing to fight
led to supplementation with militant extremist volunteers and criminals
released from jails, who were more often motivated by the invitation to
loot and plunder than nationalist fervor. The worst excesses of reported
massacres, rape, and mutilations emerged because of such conditions.
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Local interests and alliances predominated, giving a very different char-
acter to warfare in different regions and municipalities. To the extent that
battles had a strategic character, cach commanding officer also faced
a choice among competing loyalties (based on a calculation of the prob-
able fate of the army itself as well as personal sentiments and bonds of
obligation).

The political conflice within national and military organizations over
political goals and strategy, the absence of appropriate equipment for com-
munication among local units, and the continuing domunance of local
foyalties interfered throughout the period with efforts to impose central
control or enforce negotiated agreements. Events such as the shelling of
Dubrovnik at the end of October 1991 and the attack on an EC menitoring
helicopter that killed five airmen in January 1992 appedt to have been the
result of policy disagreements within the YPA senior commind and the
branches of the armed forces. It remains unclear whether there would have
been a three-month siege (August 24—November 17, 1991) and destruction
of Vukovar, the worst battle of the Croatian war, had rencgade forces from
the Croatian National Guard {called the Wolves of Vukovar) and neofascist
Ustasha bands such as the Zebras, who were loyal to local peliticians
(particularly the right-wing radical in the HDZ, Tomislav Mercep), not
chosen to ignore Zagreb autherity and put up a stiff resistance—in order
to draw the government into a more aggressive strategy. > They succeeded
in escalating the war because they were matched on the Serb side by right-
wing radicals from Serbia, such as Seselj, who had attempted to make
eastern Slavonia a Chetnik base through radicalizing campaigns during the
spring. In similar fashion, these irregulars were also outside much control
but had allies within the army among officers who were attempting to
drag Belgrade into the war.® The army, for its part, faced increasing
problems of recruntment and desertion. Two units of the TDF refused to
fight; morale was declining and there were insufficient soldiers in a location
of major geopolitical significance. The commanding gencral, Zivota Panié,
asscssed that there would be ne YPA left within two months unless he
turned to artillery. Each fighting their own battles as much as each other,
they continued until there was nothing left to destroy.*

In Bosnia-Herzegovina, lack of communication affected the command
and control of both the Bosnian Serb and Bosnian governtment armies and
emphasized the dominance of local territorial forces in their origins and
the psychology of defending home territory. The Bosnian government
tended to fight many battles with small units of 1,000 to 2,000. Even after
December 1992, by which time the organization of 2 new army made it
possible to launch serious campaigns, they continued to have difficulty
concentrating forces and creating mobility. Local alliances and local com-
manders held sway for the Croatian HVO and even the Bosnian Serb army,
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despite the Serbs’ mobile elite units and slightly higher proportion of
former YPA officers.

Moreover, the dissolution of the country erased the security guaran-
tees for most individuals and families. The bases of selferestraint and
mutual trust that make civil order possible without massive coercion were
already fragile after a decade of economic depression and social disintegra-
tion. The tactics of outside terrorists, the mass media propaganda, and the
political interests of ethnically pure local administrations or police were
additional assaults. The many recorded examples of heroic neighborliness
across ethnic lines and in village solidarity against outside radicals could
only provide for many a temporary protection against displacement or
voluntary exile once the last vestiges of trust were destroyed by the unex-
pected hostility of other neighbors. #

State-Building

Perhaps the most negligent element of the European policy to recog-
nize the republics of the Yugoslav federation as separate nation-states was
its disregard for the characteristics of states, as opposed to nations. States
are more than communities of political identity. In addition to legitimacy
and citizens, they require strategically defensible borders, economic assets
sufficient to survive against external threats, and a monopoly on the use
of force over territory claimed. The borders of the republics had never had
to satisty the needs of independent states. Once nationalists turned to state-
building, there was an additional reason on many sides for contesting
existing republican borders. While political rhetoric and propaganda con-
tinued to emphasize ethnic criteria, the actual goals of military activity
would be driven by strategic objectives.

Therefore, although Europeans had argued that recognition of Slovene
and Croatian sovercignty—and the invitation to recognize Bosnia-Her-
zegovina and Macedonia—would stop the use of force, its consequence
was to up the ante instead. Once it was clear that Yugoslavia was no longer
salvageable and that separate states would ensue, the strategic requirements
of statehood fueled war.

In this aspect of the Yugoslav conflict, too, the Slovene case deceived
those who thought that the creation of new states, state powers, and
foreign relations would be unproblematic and peaceful. Its economy had
long been more integrated internationally (especially with Western mar-
kets) than domestically. Slovene firms adjusted rapidly to war and inter-
national sanctions, maintaining their contracts and markets in Serbia by
redirecting routes, through friendly Hungary where necessary, in spite of
the UN embargo.”” The availability of Austrian capital and the central
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FEuropean trade and tourist organizations such as Alpe-Adria provided
Slovenia with a buffer, in the short run, against the collapse of the Yagoslav
market. Because Slovenia had the highest proportion of export producers,
it could reassure international financial organizations and credit markets
that it could reliably assume its portion of the Yugoslav foreign d.ebt and
guarantee new loans. Membership in the United Nations for Slovenia came
easily and quickly, in May 1992. By December .1992, long before there was
any hope of discussion over the economic questions of the Yug951av succes-
sion, Slovenia had been admitted to the IMF and to the Council of Europe.

Slovenia’s Alpinc terrain provided a natural line of defense as long as
the policy it chose during the 1980s to repopulate th% uplands cogl_d be
maintained. It had succeeded in taking control over most of the military
assets of the Yugoslav army, establishing a national monopoly over the use
of force, and gaining foreign assistance in purchasing supplementary arms
even before its declaration of independence. Reconstruction of war damage
was minor, in contrast to the effects of the war on its border, With borders
and international relations stable, a parliamentary vote of no confidence
aver failing economic policies brought down the center-right government
that had waged the war, and an election six months later resumed the
prewar trend back to the liberals. . .

In contrast to Slovenia, war in the other republics reflected, in part,
the process of creating the cocrcive instruments and borders of states.
Armed clashes began when police forces moved in to challenge 10.(:a1 contrF)l
by national minorities, as in Glina, Plitvice, and Borovo Selo in Croatia
in 1990-91. A critical moment in the consolidation of control over I—Ierzc.:g—
Bosnia, the state within Bosnia-Herzegovina being created by the Bosmgn
Croat branch of the HDZ, occurred when its armed forces succeeded in
assassinating BlaZ Kraljevié, the regional commander of rival Croatian
forces, the right-wing HOS, in Trebinje in August 1992. Although the
military alliance between the Croatian and Bosnian governments had bro-
ken down after September 1992, it did not Icad to open warfare betwc::cn
Bosnian Croats and Muslims until the end of January 1993, when Bosnian
Croat leader Mate Boban began to disarm Bosnian government police and
army personnel in areas of central Bosnia that he c]al_med _for Herzeg-
Bosnia. Brutal massacres carried out by both forces in mixed Croat-
Muslim towns of central Bosnia beginning with Vitez in April 1993 were
triggered when Croatian defense minister Gojko Susak visited Bosnia and
ordered the Croatian state flag raised over these towns. _

War in the other republics also concerned strategic assets, in contrast
to Slovenia’s natural, and largely uncontested, borders and its linkup with
Furopean transportation and communication routes. Ethnically defined
territories are not by and large defined by natural borders, and the fact of
war between ethnically defined armies heightened sensitivity to the need
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for defensible borders between national seates that might be hostile. ™ Ac-
cess to the sea, ports, and international transportation routes became ne-
cessities for landlocked areas which aimed to become independent states.
One aspect of the fight for Vukovar was geopolitical, made more imme-
diate by the increasing importance of the Danube River as an international
waterway for commerce and defensc in the continental expansion of Eu-
ropean trade with the end of the cold war.* Although Croatia claimed
western Herzegovina on both historicist and ethnodemocratic principles,
Its importance was strategic: as an essential cordon protecting the Dal-
matian coast tourist trade and its thin, long, vulnerable line of north-south
communications of an independent state of Croatia. ™

Montenegro (and therefore Serbia, with which it was allied in one
state) could not defend itself without control over the Previaka peninsula,
and the fishing industry that was critical to its economy could not afford
the Croatian claim of territorial waters that it extended from the Prevlaka
it controlled. Regardless of international recognition for the former repub-
lican borders, the strategic significance of the Previaka peninsula for Mon-
tenegro, of the Drina and Danube rivers for Serbia, and of the Dalmatian
hinterland for Croatia required subsequent negotiation,

Perhaps the greatest confusion for foreign observers was the debate
over maps that scemed to derail all political negotiations over Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The more war continued in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the more
armies fought for routes, defensible corridors, and contiguous territories.
Outsiders continued to talk of perceniages of territory in ethnic terms and
of what they considered to be a just solution, including their aim of not
“rewarding aggression”” Neither had much resonance in the behavior of
military forces, whose leaders were thinking in strategic terms of indepen-
dent survival and natural lines of defense and stable borders. Although
leaders continued to lay claim to territory on national grounds, including
the criterion of the majority ethnic identity of residents in the 1991 census,
claims to territory on grounds of national rights did not mean they would
be limited to ethnic-majority or historically national territories.

When international mediators, for example, ignored Karad#ié’s in-
sistence on the cantonization of Bosnia, with his claim of Serbian rights
to 65 percent of Bosnian territory on the grounds that Serbs held legal title
to this much land in Bosnia cven if their percentage int the popualation was
lower, the Bosnian Serb army under General Mladi¢ pushed instead to fill
in the patchwork quilt of these landholdings to make contiguous, statclike
territory and to build a land corridor between Serbia proper and the Ser-
bian-claimed areas in the Croatian krajina that was intended to ensure the
survival of Serbs as a nation in this area. ™! Even cities that were considered
clearly Muslim territory by population and historical tradition became
military targets because of their military assets (airfrclds, oil depots, hydro-
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electric power plants, armaments factories, communicatfnljlne;fforiigz
plies)."* Similarly, when Bosnian government forces took the offens '
the end of 1992, some of the most vicious fighting of the_ war (in terms o
atrocities and ethnic cleansing) occurred in cen.tral Bosnia. Whn}reas _]OU.I.’(;
nalists argued that this fight between predominantly Mu'shm orces ant
their former Croatian allies occurred because the Bosnian gox_/ernﬁen
could not penetrate Serbian-held territory, the fact was that Bcifnﬁm Ht;sl:
Jim goals were strategic: the industrial heartland and above all the ar
ments factories in towns such as Vitez.

The importance of economic assets to new states, mo;eover, wai
behind the prolonged refusal of Bosman_ Serbs to sign on to the map péI‘d
of the Vance-Owen plan. Whereas the .mtc.frnauonal co_mmunLty a(:?us.i
the plan of appeasing aggression (for assigning the Bosnian Ser 750major1 };
control over 43 percent of the territory—a r(_)ll‘{_)ack from the X perclzlerll
they held milicarily at the time of the negotiations bl:lt néor}eJ t ar;etczﬁ
approximately 33 percent of the populaFlon), t.he Bosrllian erbs V\;enation
culating not only the percentage of territory given each constituent nz 1
in relation to its percentage of the population, but also the prop(frtmna;
value of industrial and mining sources, eNEIgy SOUICES (thlc;rrlna, coal,
hydroelectric power), and railways per province and_ per ethnic group.
In this calculation, the Vance-Owen map was leading ’Eo the ecgn(?}lglc
destruction of their territory “with thelstroke .of the pen becaus; it 5 e-
prive[d] them of energy sources and mdu.stnal plants an'm’? e RA Ersri
“dependent in energy and therefore economically submitted [sic] o s
lim and Croat provinces and ““condemned to permanent ecor}omlc1 in c; -
ority and dependence””'™ The same calculation of cconomic va 1\2651' nwi
nationality became a key bargaining. document _of the Bosmz;n uls t1ed
leadership in the summer of 1994 When the map at issue was 0[1136 ormu athe
by the Contact Group. A stumbling block in the one in tlé_then, e
Invincible plan, was the Bosnian government and Bosnian Muslim dema
for access to the sea and to the Sava River.

Conclusion

Had the Western view that Yugoslavia was an artificial creatlonfof
separate nation-states been correct, there Wo}lld have been no reas?bn or
war. Moreover, the characteristics of the ensuing wars were defined by its
causes rather than by some historical predilectu_)n to war and to the };ar_-
ticular form of brutality witnessed in Yugosla\rl_a. Becagsc the EC lfe tit
up to partisans in Yugoslavia to decide which Justlﬁcatlor_}s fgr tclrntc;;}i
would prevail in defining new states a%'ld borde.rs, the constitutional me :
ods of combat during 1989-90 (national claims through constitutiona
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preamble, citizenship rights, and loyalty oaths) were replaced by the meth-
ads, social organization, culture, and weapons associated with land and
its defense. 194

Regardless of ethnic differences, the process of justifying a nation’s
soverelgnty over territory became embodied in persons and their rights to
live on that land. It was this association, of this link between particular
persons and land with past wars, that made historical memories relevant
to the conflict and opened thoughts of revenge that had been laid aside.
And the EC’s insistence on referendums to legitimize these rights, while
accepting the validity of only some, provided the impetus—whatever the
spontancous reasons (envy, hatred, competition)—to expel people from
their homes and jobs on the basis of their ethnicity and to create ethnically
pure areas through population transfers and cxpulsions as a prelude to a
vote. The goal was not territorial acquisition but statehood. For that, only
international recognition would complete the task.

Contrary to the distinction made by the international comimunity
between humanitarian and political objectives, there can be no distinction
between soldier and civilian in such wars. The goal is to claim territories
Jor a particalar people and to resolve questions of membership and political
loyalties through war. As in a referendum, the size of the turnout is as
important as the size of the vote—but neutrality is even less of an option.
Whatever the methods used, the fight to establish national rights to Jand
has a genocidal aspect. According to the myth of right-wing nationalism,
ethnicity is pure and a natural basis for state rights. Those who refuse to
accept an ethnically defined political loyalty are reclassified as enemics of
their people. The conflict is not ethnic, in other words, but national: ethnic
Croats who protested exclusive Croatian nationalism or President Tudj-
man’s policies, ethnic Serbs who opposed Slobodan Milodevi¢ or argued
for intellectual dissent, Serbs and Croats in Bosnia-Herzegovina who iden-
tified themselves as Bosnians rather than side with Bosnian Serb or Bos-
nian Croat nationalists were all classified with the enemy and vulnerable
to treatment as traitors.

Moreover, contrary to those who arguc that these wars represent a
clash of civilizations-——between civilized and barbarian, Western and Bal-
kan, Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox, Christian and Muslimn—the
real clash is social and economic. Territorial war for new states does not
put an end to the political, economic, and social conflicts raised by the
policies of global integration but that lost out to the nationalist juggernaut;
they are simply played out under the guise of ethnic conflict. The war
became an opportunity for a revolt of the disadvantaged, for individual
enrichment, for political aspirations, and for revenge against the commu-
nist regime. The character of the fighting itself is best explained by the
socioeconomic background of those leading the fight and doing the sol-
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diering. Thus the element of revenge is far more social and generational
than historical, although the two can come together. Right-wing nation-

alists in Serbia and Croatia did revive the names, symbols, and cven

uniforms of righe-wing nationalists from World War [I—the monarchist

Chetniks and fascist Ustasha—for their paramilitary forces.

The description of the Yugoslav wars as ethnic conflict is most mis-

leading, however, as a predictor of military activity. Military strategy in

this case was not driven by ethnic hatred, class conflict, or historical

aspirations for territory, but by the geopolitical and insticutional precon-

ditions of sovereignty: obtaining the strategic and economiic assets and

borders of a sccure future state, destroying thoge of one’s enemies, and
building (in the course of war) the armies and foreign alliances of a new
defensc. Strategically defensible territories may have little relation to the
borders defined by medieval states {as proclaimed by the historicist prin-
ciple of a nation), by the patterns of migration and settlement of mdividuals
and households (leading to the claim of the democratic principle), or by
the administrative units of a former state {and the Helsinki principles); but
short of such security, a state is incomplete. Like the social conflicts defin-
ing loyaltics and fighting, this strategic objective is part of the longer
process of the disintegration of one state and transformation of its assets
and institutions to new states in the process of formation. The local or-
ganization of territorial defense in the previous Yugoslav system, the mas-
sive stockpiles of weapons, the armaments factories, and the organization
of the federal army contributed substantially to the pattern of fighting.
And as an actor in its own right in the constitutional battle, the army also
had a political project: first, to hold a Yugoslavia together and to protect
its particular asscts and people, and then, as the political reality shifted, to
create a state {a different state, depending on which officers and conscripts)
to serve. Because the multiple elements and conflicts creating the wars in
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina were part of a prewar and postwar po-
litical continuum encompassing all of former Yugoslavia, however, they
also characterized politics and calculation in areas that were not yct at war.

Chapter 9

Stopping the
Bosnian War

he war %n Bosnia-Herzegovina posed a severe test for the
o which 1 mnternational community. It di.d not fit any of the categories
ich international and regional organizations were desigied. Two sets
of pljoblems were overriding in revealing this fack of fit and 1:(: i
and in thwarting a more adequate response. preparson
The first was the dilemma posed by the decision of the major power
on the one hand that Bosnia-Herzegovina had no strategic signifjlcar?cc a dS
the ability of the republic and its people on the other hand to mobil'n-
nearl_y contintous pressure on the major powers from the global s
media 'and international public opinion to act. The absence of fital imﬁzi
for major powers meant that they would not become engaged militarily in
the war, but the pressure from the media and the public acted as a er I
campaign, reminding the world that international conventions and mo 31
la\y.w::re be%ng violated and demanding that the major powers take decisira
military action. This dilemma made concrete the proverbial identificati o
of Yugoslav_ia—and particularly Bosnia-Herzegovina—as a “crossroadls?’
It was, but it also was not, a part of Europe. The compromise was to sen&
UN Pcacckecping forces to deliver humanitarian assistance to civilians j
“the m.Idst of a multisided war. The predictable effect of such a olicy w )
to satisfy no one, to build in constant pressure for more asscrtlijve aZt' .
and to endanger seriously the credibility of the United Nations and e,
keeping in general. e
‘ The second set of problems, arising from the issue of national sover-
eignty, plagued the multiple rounds of political negotiations aimed at
bringing an end to the war, The European Community’s willingness ta
break up _multinational Yugoslavia on the principle of national sovegrci tO
showed I%ttle regard for the consequences for multinational Bosgl? ¢
Hcr?e.govma. This mistake was compounded by U.S. insistence on ?a—
ogmzing Bosnia’s sovereignty before its ties with other parts of the for r
country (particularly Croatia and Serbia) were clarified and before s: e
Eegqtmted artangement had been reached among the three eth o
national” political parties (each claiming the status and rights of “CI;‘;:
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