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1. Introduction
Yugoslavia, roughly seven times the size of the Netherlands, about half the size of France, and formerly inhabited by approximately 24 million people, no longer exists. After an in many ways difficult and turbulent development of less than 75 years as a relatively autonomous state-society, it has definitively disintegrated in only a few years. The process of disintegration did not start exactly in 1985, since important roots of it stretched back to earlier times, nor was the process finished in 1995 - in fact it is still going on at present, with Bosnia's future highly uncertain, the future of Kosovo undecided, the conflicts in Macedonia largely unresolved, and a probable split between Montenegro and Serbia foreseen in the coming years. But the decade between 1985 – when the threatening disintegration became more and more apparent – and 1995 – when the Dayton Agreement was signed on 21 November, which ended the three and a half years of fighting in Bosnia-Hercegovina – was of decisive importance. During that decade the fate of Yugoslavia was sealed. 


In this second part of the present report the main outlines of the development of the Yugoslavian crisis between 1985 and 1995 will be sketched in broad outline, using some of the ideas and insights developed in the first part. It seemed desirable to present the reader with a short general overview of events and developments which were in reality extremely complicated, moving fast, and often quite confusing to outside observers. In the third and last part of the report these main outlines will then subsequently be treated in greater detail, and other important issues and relevant developments will be added which are not treated in this second part or only touched upon. So this second part may be considered as forming a bridge between the first and the last part of the report.

2. Civil war, war, casualties, victims, material damage
In 1990 and the first months of 1991 there were already quite a few indications that Yugoslavia might be heading for civil war. In August 1990 groups of Serbs in and around the city of Knin in the Croatian Krajina, led by radical Serb nationalists, had risen against the Croatian authorities, declared their own ‘autonomous Serb region’, and started to force Croatian inhabitants out of the area. Their example spread to areas in West- and East-Slavonia in Croatia where Serb inhabitants formed a (sometimes small) majority. In March 1991 the regime in Belgrade used heavy police and military force against initially largely peaceful demonstrators. And several interested parties in Slovenia and Croatia were already more or less secretly arming themselves.
 However, at the time these events could still be considered as developments which could and would be somehow contained, and which were indeed dangerous and deplorable, but perhaps inevitable in a country entering an uncertain period of transition from a communist system towards, hopefully, a more democratic system and a market economy. 

But what really shocked European television audiences were images broadcast in the days after 25 June 1991, when the small (formerly) Yugoslavian republic of Slovenia announced its sovereignty and independence. War planes of the Yugoslavian national army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, JNA) were shown in full action: firing missiles at some of the new border posts just set up by the Slovenian government. Young and unsure recruits of the JNA were shown across a field while armed older men, apparently of the Slovene Territorial Defence Force (Teritorijalna Odbrana, TO), were firing at them, and calling out to them to surrender. Some fired back, a few were hit, others indeed surrendered in utter confusion. These images suddenly made clear that real war was imminent, and moreover that a change was taking place from incidents of civil war to real war between different states. Slovenia and Croatia had declared their secession on the same day, they considered themselves no longer republics within the Yugoslavian Federation, but newly independent states. How would the remaining rest of Yugoslavia, and especially Serbia, the most dominant, the largest and most populous republic, react? Although the war with Slovenia lasted hardly ten days, only a few got killed and not much material damage was done, war quickly spread to Croatian territory where the JNA, Serbian and Croatian forces became involved in fierce fighting which lasted from June till December 1991 and resulted in the death of an estimated 20,000 people. 

A few months later, in March/April 1992, war came to Bosnia when JNA and Serbian forces attacked several cities, close to the border with Serbia – Zvornik and Bijeljina were the first – in the north of the republic, which at the time also tried to turn itself into an independent state. At the beginning of March 1992, the government under president Izetbegovic had proclaimed Bosnia an independent state. Soon after, fighting also broke out in and around Sarajevo, the capital of the republic turned state. The war lasted for three and a half years, till November 1995, it was at times a bewilderingly complex, and mostly an intermittent conflict, which, moreover, ran a sometimes different course in different areas and regions within Bosnia-Hercegovina. It reflected the complicated ethnic structure of the population of former Yugoslavia, especially in Bosnia, as well as the differentiation in interest and ideology between and within the parties involved, and the at the time very advanced fragmentation of the monopoly on violence. Recalling Charles Tilly's conceptualization, the situation was preeminently one of 'multiple sovereignty'. At least ten armed factions, some in shifting alliances, participated, although one can maintain that for most of the time three parties, each however consisting of various armed groupings, were involved: Serbian, Croatian, and Muslim Bosnian.
 The war led to the death of many people, it strongly contributed to the development of large streams of refugees, and it caused enormous material damage. It is, however, not so easy to attain more precision on these points, a problem frequently encountered in cases of war, civil war, atrocities, massacres, and genocide.


To start with, it seems sensible to heed a remark made by the historian and anthropologist Jan Vansina with regard to the war and the genocidal process in Rwanda in 1994: ‘Since accurate head counts could not be taken in most cases, none of the contradictory numbers concerning the victims are substantiated; nonetheless numbers parade as indisputable facts’. According to René Lemarchand, a well-known specialist on Central Africa, from whose recent comparative article about the killing fields in Rwanda, Cambodia, and Bosnia, this quote is taken, Vansina’s observation may apply equally well to Bosnia-Hercegovina. Lemarchand notes that the figures for Bosnia are ‘the least reliable’, and cites several estimates for the number of victims in Bosnia, which according to him vary between 25,000 to 200,000, including an estimate by the historian Noel Malcolm ‘of 150,000 people (largely Muslims) massacred by Serbian troops over a three-year period’. Thereafter, he asserts twice that the number of victims in Bosnia ‘pales in comparison’ to the numbers of victims in Rwanda and Cambodia (800,000 (mostly Tutsi) out of a total population of 7 million, and 1,5 million out of a total of 8 million people, respectively).
 Although Lemarchand, for good reasons, probably worries about the indifference of a large part of the world to the catastrophic bloodletting in Cambodia and Rwanda, while comparatively speaking a lot of attention was given to Bosnia (although in that case also years of stalling by the international community passed), such a comparison seems to have as its primary aim to belittle and disparage the ‘seriousness’ of the Bosnian case. As such it is rather gratuitous and pointless, as argued in the first part of this report. 


A U.N. Commission, led by M. Cherif Bassiouni, a professor of international law, estimated that by late 1994 200,000 people had been killed, and approximately 50,000 tortured in as many as 800 prison camps and detention centers in Bosnia.
 Since then, the figure of 200,000 casualties and victims of the warfare in Bosnia and the large-scale ‘ethnic cleansing’ which formed the core of it, has also been mentioned by other scholars as maybe the best estimate. In itself, this is a quite substantial number. When it is furthermore supposed that every victim had on  average five direct relatives, a million Bosnians have at least lost one close relative through violence. If the figure of 200,000 dead is indeed correct, that would mean that a little under 5% of the total population of Bosnia-Hercegovina perished during the war (reckoned against a total of 4,3 million inhabitants of the republic according to the 1991 Census).


According to the same census, the population of Bosnia-Hercegovina at the beginning of the war consisted of 31% Serbs, 17% Croatians, and 44% Muslim Bosnians, each of whom predominated in some areas and localities, but who also lived conspicuously intertwined across large parts of the republic’s territory.
 Naturally, one would for instance like to know more about possible differences in losses between the three ethnic categories. In a recent study Eric Weitz sheds some light on this question. After noting that the number of dead and wounded remains disputed, he states:

‘In November 1995 the CIA estimated 156,600 civilian deaths in Bosnia, which did not even include the more than 7,000 men still missing from Srebrenica and Zepa, and 81,500 combatant deaths (45,000 Bosnian government, 6,500 Bosnian Croat, and 30,000 Bosnian Serb). Others contend that these numbers are much too high, but a figure of around 200,000 deaths, around 50 percent Muslim, 30-35 percent Serb, 15-20 percent Croat, is probably correct. The number of rapes is even harder to determine. The UN Human Rights Commission found evidence of approximately 12,000 rapes, the majority committed by Serbs. (..)’[ Others consider this figure a ‘conservative estimate’. The European Union estimates that some 20,000 rapes took place; the Bosnian government claims that the number is closer to 50,000.
 TZ] ‘(..) The CIA estimated that 900,000 to 1,2 million refugees had fled Bosnia for other countries, and an additional 1,3 to 1,5 million within the country, almost half of whom were Muslim, had also been forced out of their homes. Nearly 500,000 Serbs and 150,000 Croats had also been made refugees.’ (..) ‘[ and] the World Bank estimated that war damage in Bosnia amounted to $ 50 billion and includes half the capital stock.’ 
 

As Weitz rightly adds: ‘these are staggering figures’. Taking the lower estimate (200,000 deaths in all, instead of the 238,100 victims and casualties mentioned by the CIA) as the point of departure, it might be stated from a statistical perspective that in absolute numbers the Muslim Bosnians have undoubtedly suffered the most, they lost about one and a half times as many people as the Serbians, and about two to three times as many as the Croatians, although the losses of the last two population groups are certainly not negligible. Looking at the same figures proportionally and in percentages the differences in losses between the three categories seem less divergent. Of the roughly 1,89 million Muslim Bosnians around 100,000 died, which amounts to slightly more than 5%. Of the 1,36 million Serbians in Bosnia 60,000 to 70,000 died, which puts their losses between a little under 4% and roughly 5%. For the Croatians in Bosnia approximately the same percentages apply, out of a total of 0,73 million they lost 30,000 to 40,000 people. Overall it seems that at least as many non-combatant civilians got killed as combatants, and possibly twice as many. Although men from all three sides were guilty of raping women from the ‘enemy group(s)’, only on the Serbian side does the rape of Muslim women appear to have been a sustained tactic of war and ‘ethnic cleansing’.

With regard to the numbers of refugees one may state generally that probably one-half of the total prewar population of Bosnia-Hercegovina in one way or another became uprooted and displaced. For the Muslim population in Bosnia the total figure of refugees may well lie around 60%. It is impossible to say how many people fled before their localities were actually attacked,  how many fled, or were forced to flee, immediately after being attacked, and how many were forced out later on. It has been said of the first category that they were practising ‘ethnic self-cleansing’, this seems however to be a complete misnomer against which it should be emphasized that practically no refugees left of their own free will. Moreover, very many refugees had to leave most of their personal belongings and valuable property behind, especially houses, which were quite often ransacked, burnt down, blown up, or simply handed to others after their departure. Many were also harassed and plundered during their flight by hostile troops, regular and irregular. 

Naturally, these are only general statistical statements, based on estimates whose reliability is, and will probably remain, disputed. A closer look at what really happened in specific regions, areas and localities in Bosnia-Hercegovina between April 1992 and November 1995 is therefore absolutely indispensable for a more precise and clearer picture.
 However, the following general conclusions can be drawn.


First, all parties to the conflict have suffered serious losses in people, property, and other material goods. Second, they have all, albeit in different ways, contributed to the development of the war and thereby to their own and to each other’s losses, and as part of their actual warfare they all have committed various atrocities and massacres.
 It follows, thirdly, that any view in which one side, party, ethnic or population group is predominantly seen as ‘the perpetrators’, while another is in the same one-sided way depicted as ‘the victims’ will simply not do. On the contrary: within every ethnic category involved there are perpetrators and victims. 

These conclusions however do not imply that all sides are equally responsible for all that happened. Many different authors have pointed out that actual warfare was begun by the Bosnian Serbs, with decisive aid by military and paramilitary forces from Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) proper. Although Bosnian Serbs formed barely a third of Bosnia’s population, they aimed at conquering about 70% of the whole territory. Therefore they fought a ruthless war of agression of which deliberate and premeditated ‘ethnic cleansing’ of Muslims in the conquered territories formed an integral part. As, for instance, Lord David Owen, closely involved for a long period,has noted: ‘(..) there is and remains a quantum difference between the horrors perpetrated by Bosnian Serb leaders and acts committed or authorized by the Bosnian Croat or Bosnian Muslim leaders’. Likewise, Thomas Cushman and Stjepan Mestrovic have concluded in their study of the conflict ‘that the vast majority (..) of the crimes committed in Bosnia were committed by Serbian forces’.
 Samantha Power in her book quotes from a CIA study of 1995, which found that Serbs were ‘responsible for the vast majority of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia’. The Croats and Muslims had certainly committed ‘discrete’ atrocities, but theirs lacked ‘the sustained intensity, orchestration, and scale of the Bosnian Serbs’ efforts’, according to the CIA. While Power points out that the CIA was hardly a partisan of U.S. intervention, the study concluded that ‘90 percent’ of the atrocities committed during the three-and-a-half-year war were the handiwork of Serb paramilitary and military forces.
 And, as a last example, the historian Norman Naimark has recently written that: ‘The ethnic cleansing carried out by the Serbs against the Bosnian Muslims was unmatched anywhere in the Balkans in its extent and intensity. Pointing out that Croats also engaged in ethnic cleansing against Muslims (and Serbs) or that Muslims committed violence against Serb and Croat civilians does not in any way diminish the criminality of the Serbs. We are not dealing with equally destructive phenomena.’ 
 It is very well possible that future research will lead to a further nuancing and qualification of these statements, but it seems unlikely that the facts and broad conclusions outlined here will undergo fundamental revision in the coming years.

Looking at the main facts and interpretations one naturally wonders how all this could happen, so fast, and in so short a period of time. To understand that better, one should remove oneself as far as possible from questions of guilt. Such questions belong primarily to the domain of juridical specialists, lawyers, and judges, and are not central to the approach of historians and social scientists. The questions they pose are usually more impersonal and of a different nature. In the present case the most important historical-sociological questions seem to be the following. What forces caused the demise of the Yugoslav state? How did the process of disintegration of the federal state, accompanied by the formation of newly independent states within the old territory, develop? What were important consequences of this process for the pacification – the level and pattern of violence control – of Yugoslav society as a whole? If the central authority weakens and the monopoly of physical force fragments within a relatively short period of time, collective violence increases and previously existing chains of interdependencies and interaction break apart on a considerable scale, what happens then to large groups of people? How do their ways of feeling, thinking, and acting change? In the following sections an attempt is made to sketch answers to these questions.

3. The crisis and disintegration of the Yugoslav state-society
After the death of Marshall Tito, ‘president for life’ of Yugoslavia, who passed away in 1980 at the age of 88, the country was faced with a set of serious problems, which all had interrelated domestic and international dimensions, although some were more internal and others more external. 

A first problem was the emergent power vacuum, closely connected to the question of continuing the legitimacy of the prevailing political order in Yugoslavia. Tito had effectively ruled the country for nearly 35 years, his power and authority had rested partly on his personal charisma, partly on his ‘iron fist’, and he had not provided a successor. On the contrary, on several occasions he had pushed aside possible successors as dangerous rivals. Although this was in principle a short term problem, it was intimately related to two long term problems, which had troubled Yugoslavia right from the beginning and were in fact never solved in a satisfactory way.

One was the desirable degree of political centralization of the Yugoslavian state: should political power be concentrated at the level of the federation, or was it preferable that the six republics were granted a considerable degree of political autonomy? The other, closely intertwined, had to do with the question of the ‘nationalities’: how much autonomy should be awarded to the different ethnic categories, and how could their various interests be balanced against each other? 

A fourth problem was primarily economic, and partly long term, partly short term. Compared to other European societies, the transition from an overwhelmingly rural peasant society to an urban-industrial society in Yugoslavia had set in late, developed slowly, and had been accompanied by various structural problems. There were, for instance, considerable differences in wealth and prosperity between the north (especially Slovenia and Croatia) and the poorer south of the country. There were grave problems of un(der)employment, during the ‘60’s and ‘70’s partly and temporarily mitigated by migrant labour to North-European countries, especially Germany. Productivity was generally low, efficiency limited, large foreign loans had been and were made, hence indebtedness emerged, and inflation became more and more serious. 

Managing these four problems, interrelated in various ways, was by itself already a formidable, complicated and difficult task. It became even more difficult when during the ‘80’s two additional problems emerged: internally, rising demands of various groups and parties for more political and economic autonomy, and, externally, fast changes in international relations, mainly as a consequence of the crumbling of Communism in Europe and the end of the Cold War. Looking back from the present, the conclusion can hardly be escaped that the majority of the leaders of Yugoslavia, especially in Croatia and Serbia, were not only not equal to the tasks at hand but that most of their policies actively brought about the destruction of the country.          

The crisis and disintegration of Yugoslavia during the ‘80’s, which came to a head in the first half of the ‘90’s, has not been an inexorable fate, but was indeed caused primarily by the actions and political behaviour of the country’s own intellectual, political, and military elites. They were variously supported by quite considerable parts of the different population groups, which thus, albeit in a more secondary role, also contributed to the demise of Yugoslavia. In a way, Yugoslavia went under for lack of Yugoslavians.


Against the background of the problems just summed up, the crisis started to develop because (parts of) the elites became more and more entangled in increasingly fierce competition. Initially, this competitive struggle – constantly driven on by the ambitions of the various elite groups to maintain, and if possible strengthen, their own positions, and realize their political programmes – followed the rules of Communist-Titoist political and administrative practice, and remained within the institutional order and context of the central federal state and the six constituent republics, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia. However, as the different factions and parties were increasingly influenced by the resurgence of ethnic-nationalist ideas and started to use nationalism to mobilize considerable sections of the population to strengthen their respective positions, competition radicalized, destabilization became more serious, and polarization increased. Tensions between different republics and between the various ethnic categories, which, as noted before, had never been absent in Yugoslavia, became more and more prominent. The institutional structure of the Yugoslav state now came under increasing pressure and the federal centre of power functioned with more and more difficulty – which also had a temporarily paralyzing effect on the central high command of the armed forces of the JNA, which at the time considered itself in principle subordinate to the federation. Inevitably, the ‘logic of nationalism’, increasingly followed by the different elites, subsequently resulted in a further intensification of the political struggle, a decreasing willingness to compromise and increased intransigence. It finally resulted in separatism, especially on the part of the leaderships of Slovenia, Croatia, and Serbia. The decision to start using violence against each other, especially by the Serbian and Croat leaders, proved to be fatal. The republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina, with its ethnically mixed population and without a nationalism of its own that encompassed all the population groups, ended up the victim of these developments.


During the course of the crisis the political struggle turned, furtively, falteringly, and incidentally at first, more openly, faster and more massively later on, into a violent military conflict. This brought about a decisive turn in the process of destabilization, polarization, and disintegration, from a very tense but hardly openly violent situation to a state of domestic war. In view of the preceding political escalation, the nationalistic programmes of the Serbian and Croat rulers in particular, and the fact that ethnic-national dividing lines within the population rarely coincided with the borders of the republics, this turn was almost unavoidable. In the first half of 1991 one possibility after another of ‘a way back’ was blocked by the main actors themselves, and when the violence started in the summer of that year, the process of disintegration accelerated considerably and Yugoslavia effectively came to an end.

The fact that over the course of a few years the centrifugal forces in Yugoslavia gained the upperhand over the centripetal forces was not only an internal, domestic development, but should, as noted, also be viewed in the light of fast changes in the system of states Yugoslavia belonged to. Despite the exceptional position of the country within the power block of communist states – for instance expressed in its ‘deviant’ foreign policy, the sometimes slightly more liberal domestic climate, and the pretension of pursuing more internal democratization – Yugoslavia was unmistakebly a part of this power block. The end of Moscow’s supremacy within this block, the coming collapse of Communism in Central and Eastern Europe, and the end of the Cold War, which all became more apparent in the second half of the ‘80’s, and by 1989 were visible for everybody, heralded a time of increasing uncertainty, growing political confusion and disorientation, and of destabilizing interstate and intrastate relations, especially in Eastern and Southeastern Europe. Long established and powerful Communist elites saw themselves threatened by sudden and considerable loss of power. Over a short period of time, circumstances altered more or less drastically in four of the seven states on Yugoslavia’s borders: Hungary, Rumania, Bulgaria, and Albania. Not much farther away, Communist establishments in Poland, East-Germany, and Czechoslovakia, were dethroned within weeks. 


For the majority of the Yugoslavian elites these rapid developments seem to have had two major consequences. On the one hand external pressures ‘to keep Yugoslavia together’ diminished. Since Tito broke off relations with Stalin in 1948 the fear of military intervention by the ‘fraternal community of socialist peoples’ had been as strong, or even stronger, as the persistent anxieties about ‘Western imperialism’, and now this fear suddenly seemed no longer founded in reality. On the other hand, internal pressures to seek more and different (no longer ideologically Communist) legitimation of their own positions of power became stronger. Although the situation varied from republic to republic, the four problems, outlined at the opening of this section, were basically still unsolved, and, moreover, during the ‘80’s real living standards began to stagnate and then decline. In some areas unemployment had risen to nearly a quarter of the workforce, and average real income in the whole of Yugoslavia probably declined by one-quarter over the period from 1979 to 1985, by one-third in the decade from 1979 to 1988.
 Political leaders, old and new, urgently needed new ideological underpinning for their power. As it turned out, for the most important among them ethnic nationalism seemed a worthy successor to Communism. Without this combination of external and internal circumstances the Yugoslavian elites probably could not have afforded the far-reaching radicalization of their quarrels and conflicts after 1989. The fact that they could, was in a later stage of the Yugoslav drama also promoted by the divided and inconsistent actions of the European Community, some larger West-European countries, Russia, the United States, the U.N. and NATO.
 

The rapid disintegration of Yugoslavia, that had existed from 1945 for over four decades as a state-society, and had also undergone considerable internal development during that time, also raises the issue of the actual degree of integration and cohesion of this state-society before the current crisis started. It is unlikely that this question will ever be answered in any definitive way, but some historical-sociological considerations seem relevant nevertheless.


Originally, the new state of Yugoslavia – under the name of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes – was formed at the end of World War I. The new state encompassed a hybrid whole of territories and populations with diverse ethno-cultural and political traditions.  Considerable parts of the newly formed kingdom had almost up until that time been part of two disintegrating empires, the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman empires, and, furthermore, parts had lived on a war footing between 1914 and 1918. Several contemporary observers therefore questioned the viability of the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, which right from the start also included approximately two million people of different origins. The preceding kingdom of Serbia –  which had only conquered its southern territories, including Kosovo, during the Balkan Wars of 1912 and 1913 – acquired a dominant position in the new state. The Serbian dynasty became the dynasty of the new kingdom; its capital, Belgrade, became the capital of the kingdom; and Serbian troops, only marginally assisted by Croatian and Slovene soldiers, occupied in 1918 and 1919 the whole territory of the new kingdom. For understandable reasons considerable parts of the non-Serbian population, especially in Slovenia and Croatia, which since the end of the 17th century had belonged to the Austro-Hungarian empire, got the impression that they had been annexed by Serbia. Heavy handed Serbian policies contributed further to the development of deep feelings of enduring resentment among Croats and Slovenes, who moreover often felt themselves to be culturally more advanced than their Serbian brethren. Serbs, in their turn, were often disappointed by what they saw as ‘ingratitude’ and ‘arrogance’ of their new co-citizens. They had fought heroically during the war, they had suffered huge losses, and now their liberated Slav brothers did not seem to enjoy their liberation.
 It contributed to Serbian resentment towards Croats and Slovenes.


Thus for large groups of the population the design of the new state was felt to be fashioned largely from the ‘outside’ and not as the result of relatively autonomous ‘internal’ developments. It was supported only by parts of the then elites, while other parts immediately went into fundamental opposition. And right from the start of the new state there was a very important axis of structural tension between the two largest population groups – Serbs and Croats – and their respective nationalisms, which both dated back to the 19th century. To some authors this tension and the problems that it produced have seemed so fundamental that they hardly perceive any change since the first formation of Yugoslavia. As one of them, Ivo Banac, has written: ‘Indeed, despite dictatorships and attempts at democratic renewal, occupations and wars, revolutions and social changes, after 1921 hardly any new elements were introduced in the set pattern of South Slavic interactions’.

The organization of the new state was initially conceived as a weak democracy but quickly developed into an authoritarian monarchistic-militaristic dictatorship. While the involvement of the majority of the population in the formation of the state had been very limited indeed, later on they had very little opportunity at all to exert any notable influence on the structure of rule. This development of the state in the interwar decades provided it with quite a strong authority, the so-called ‘political autonomy of the state’ was extensive.
 It meant that the state elites had considerable power of decision and latitude, and it did not make them accountable to the population. Another very important consequence of this pattern of state formation was a severely limited identification with the new state on the part of large groups of the population, and also a limited identification of the different ethnic categories with each other. The ruling apparatus was perceived by many as unwanted outside coercion, that was not in line with the problems and interests of the population, and could therefore barely develop into accepted and internalized authority. As open political opposition was not tolerated, it took the shape of secret societies, violent political assaults and terrorist attacks, and a few peasant uprisings. Thousands were imprisoned for political reasons. Although from the end of the 1920’s the regime tried to enhance a Yugoslav patriotism, nation formation at the level of Yugoslavia as a whole remained very weak and the political balance fundamentally unstable. When the German invasion of April 1941 disturbed this unstable balance from the outside, the violence used by the occupying force was accompanied by years of bitter internal conflict and violence. It has been estimated that a total of around one million people perished, possibly 300,000 of them in Bosnia-Hercegovina.
 Individual and collective memories of that time have in various ways played a very important role in the current crisis.


The fact that the integration and cohesion of the new Yugoslav state-society was profoundly problematic during the decades between the wars, was also intimately related to the economic circumstances at that time. Around 1920 the country was one of the least developed regions of Europe. There was almost no industrial development, and over 80% of the population was directly engaged in the agrarian sector – 75% in 1935, diminishing to 50% in 1960 – in which productivity, apart from a few areas, was extremely low. Yugoslavia was in fact a pre-capitalist country of mainly poor and illiterate small peasants, who were primarily involved in subsistence agriculture – in the 1930s almost 70% of all farms was smaller than 5 hectares. Also partly due to demographic growth, rural unemployment was high and especially in the 1930s there was grinding poverty for many. Yugoslavia was then only at the beginning of the transition from a rather undifferentiated, predominantly agrarian society into a more differentiated urban-industrial society. It can be characterized as an agrarian society with the usual low degrees of differentiation and integration, in which many chains of interaction and interdependency were short and mainly limited to the local and regional level. In keeping with this stage of development the integration and cohesion of the society as a whole were structurally restricted, there was no strong urban bourgeoisie, no large middle class, no ‘civil society’ to speak of, and there was a very substantial ‘peasant problem’.
 


Finally, integration was also hampered by the violent history of the Balkans, which also contributed to the generation of what one could call a ‘culture of violence’. What became ‘Yugoslavia’ was for many centuries a pre-eminent example of a disputed frontier territory. In addition to the original ethnic-cultural variety in the region, Islam and Christianity encountered each other here, and the dividing line between western (Roman-Catholic) and eastern (Orthodox) Christianity cut clear across the country between the two largest sections of the population, the Croats and the Serbs. Moreover, in this region ‘Europe’ gradually changed into ‘the Orient’, and the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman empires fought each other frequently and over long periods. Between the late 14th and the late 15th centuries the Ottoman empire conquered a large part of the Balkans – including Macedonia, Serbia, part of Montenegro, and Bosnia-Hercegovina, but in the end not Croatia and Slovenia. Although a certain modus vivendi was found between the Turkish rulers and the various local peasant populations after the conquest, the Ottoman regime remained externally military expansive and in many ways also internally violent, as so many other military-agrarian regimes. In the intermittently flaring battle between the Habsburg and Ottoman empires, both frequently recruited soldiers and irregular militias from the local peasant population. The process of driving back the Ottoman Empire from the Balkans took as long as the entire 19th century, culminated in the wars of 1912 and 1913, and was accompanied by extensive violence, not only between armies but with great regularity also against civilians on the different sides. In addition to all this, the peasant population, especially in the more mountainous areas, traditionally depended on self-help with regard to the preservation of their physical security, their property, and their honour. Often lacking the protection of a reliable state authority, they had not much choice in this either. Blood feud, vendetta, and extensive banditry were also part of this tradition.
 As, for instance, Milovan Djilas wrote in his autobiography Land without Justice (1958) about his ancestors in pre-World War I Montenegro: ‘Though the life of my family is not completely typical of my homeland, Montenegro, it is typical in one respect: the men of several generations have died at the hands of Montenegrins, men of the same faith and name. My father’s grandfather, my own two grandfathers, my father, and my uncle were killed, as though a dread curse lay upon them (..) Generation after generation, and the bloody chain was not broken. The inherited fear and hatred of feuding clans was stronger than the fear and hatred of the enemy, the Turks’.
 


So from generation to generation large parts of the population, especially in the rural areas, had to live under rather violent circumstances, and if one looks from a long term perspective at the last 150 years in the region there has been no considerable period of really and fundamentally pacified conditions. Therefore a ‘culture of violence’ was reproduced over and over again. It manifested itself, among other things, in certain romanticized ideals of manliness connected with warrior notions, in a predilection for weapons and the skill to use them, in a certain proclivity for revenge and counterrevenge between families, neighbours, villages, clans, and sections of the population, in a willingness and ability to use physical force, and, for many, in a relatively limited sensitivity to violence. 

The circumstances and conditions just outlined do not explain the collapse of Yugoslavia. They do, however, shed light on the weak and difficult integration of the Yugoslav state-society in the first phase of its existence, from 1919 to 1939, and they had all kinds of effects on post-1945 Yugoslavia. Bearing them in mind to some extent explains why in the past decades almost no political movement in the country ever opposed the threatening disintegration and pleaded for the preservation of Yugoslavia. The federal and Communist ‘people’s republic’, which was heir to the pre-war kingdom, in fact continued much of the old state structure, notwithstanding much revolutionary rhetoric. Yugoslavia did not become a pluralistic democracy, nor a constitutional state, but rather a Communist-militaristic dictatorship in which the party – later called the Communist League – dealt with real and imagined opponents thoroughly and violently. Let it be recalled here that right after the victory of Tito’s Partisans – and with military assistance from the British army which drove many Ustashe out of southern Austria back to Yugoslavia – large scale genocidal massacres were carried out by them against Ustases and Chetniks, and in the first few years tens of thousands of others were more or less arbitrarily executed.
 Within a few years the new Communist state built an extensive repressive apparatus with an all powerful secret service – modelled on the Soviet NKVD – a large police force, and a massive army. These were used to maintain the supremacy of the party and the monopoly of coercive force of the party-state. The old royal court was replaced by a more centralized and initially through and through Stalinist court in which one man – Tito – ruled supreme. Not surprisingly, the new state managed to get a far tighter grip on society than the pre-war ruling structure. Again, the now Communist political-administrative elites obtained great power of decision and latitude without real accountability to the population. Their possibilities of exerting any political influence were extremely limited, very little opposition was allowed, and it was more effectively repressed than before the war.


Tito himself and most of the other central and republican leaders in the new Yugoslav federation were very much aware of the precarious ‘nationalities issue’. After the first years of bloody and severe repression of ‘collaborators’, ‘fascists’, ‘royalists’, ‘nationalists’ and ‘counter-revolutionaries’, they mostly pursued a cautious and ambiguous policy. On the one hand supposedly ‘national’ sensitivities of the most important ethnic categories among the population were taken into account, as, for instance, in the composition of various government, administrative and other organizations, in the distribution of jobs, in cultural activities, and in the concept of ‘dual sovereignty’ which was assigned to the different republics as well as to the individual ‘nations’.
 On the other hand, political or cultural manifestations of group nationalism other than the officially permitted expressions (traditional costumes, music, songs, etcetera) were strictly taboo, and any politically nationalist (or liberal for that matter) activity was out of the question. The rather nationalist ‘Croatian Spring’ of around 1970, for instance, ended in a thorough ‘purge’ of the regional party elite.
 Officially, the slogan was ‘Unity and Brotherhood’, in reality the situation was one of divide et impera, and a careful balancing act between the many perceived ‘national’ group interests.


Although in the 1981 Census 1,250,000 people, mostly in the larger cities and towns, stated they considered themselves ‘Yugoslav’, which certainly indicated a slowly growing Yugoslav national consciousness, this was still only a little over 5% of the total population. For official purposes in Yugoslavia, individuals were free to choose their own ethnic and national identity, and the overwhelming majority still tended to define themselves, as well officially as in daily life, primarily as for instance ‘Slovene’, ‘Serb’, ‘Croat’, or ‘Muslim’ (officially recognized as an ‘ethnic’ category in 1961, and also as a ‘nationality’ in 1971).
 So the conclusion must be that the process of nation formation at the level of Yugoslavia as a whole remained quite weak, and the population’s identification with the state and the identification of the ethnic-national groups with each other was limited. Moreover, due to the great lack of political, cultural, and intellectual freedom the whole ‘nationalities issue’ never became a subject of public debate, and not even a start was made to cope realistically with the very considerable collective and individual traumas from the recent war past. At the end of the 1980’s the repressed would return with a vengeance.


Under the Communist regime Yugoslav society was further modernized: industrialization and urbanization were pushed through – by 1971 the percentage of the population still active in the agrarian sector had dropped to a little over 36% - and education and the infrastructure for transport and communication were drastically expanded and improved. Despite the structural economic problems noted earlier, prosperity increased gradually from the beginning of the 1960’s, and a new urban middle class started to emerge, which was generally, however, only one generation removed from the agrarian past. Society  became differentiated, and many more people than previously became involved in lengthening chains of interaction and interdependence across larger areas. Could Yugoslavia have been successful in the always risky transition from an agrarian to an industrial society, following this path of more industrialization, growing prosperity, and, who knows, in time perhaps also more democratization? This question will always remain unanswered in view of the disintegration that has now taken place.

It is beyond the scope of this part of the report to describe in detail the complex process of disintegration from the second half of the 1980s – although more will be said about it in part III – but two important aspects can be further outlined here. First, in section 4, the revival of nationalism, especially in Serbia and Croatia, and its adoption by parts of the formerly communist establishments, and second, in section 5, the turn towards the collapse of the central monopoly of violence, accompanied by the formation of several new states and monopolies, and the parallel increase of collective violence in various parts of the country. Both developments have been of crucial importance in the disintegration process.

4. Mutually reinforcing nationalisms
One of the first signs of the coming crisis of Yugoslavia in the post-Tito era after 1980 was a rising demand for more autonomy on the part of the Albanians in the southern province of Kosovo. The new Yugoslav constitution of 1974 had caused a considerable degree of decentralization: the six constituent republics had acquired more authority, the federal centre less, and the northern and southern provinces of Serbia – Vojvodina and Kosovo – had also been given more autonomy, which also meant that Serbia’s predominance within the federation had been somewhat curtailed. This development was in line with a general policy of devolution of power, which Tito and the central leadership around him had adopted earlier in an effort to solve the two long term problems of Yugoslavia, noted at the beginning of section 3. Kosovo was already effectively governed by a largely Albanian Communist elite – Albanians made up roughly 90% of the population of the province – but now they demanded independence from Serbia and a status equal to that of the six republics. Many Serbs, however, regarded Kosovo as an integral and unalienable part of Serbia. It housed the patriarchate of the Serbian Orthodox Church and was considered, in mostly mythical terms, as the native soil of the Serbian people and of Serbian culture. Moreover, in neighbouring Macedonia, with a large Albanian minority, alarm bells started to ring in the ears of the republican leadership at the prospect of a possibly independent Kosovo. In the autumn of 1981 the Albanian movement for more autonomy, which was supported by large groups of the Albanian population in the province, was violently repressed by the police and the federal army.
 It was a foretaste of the extremely repressive regime that the by now nationalistic Serbian leadership had pushed through since early 1989 in Kosovo, after the previously still existing autonomy had been completely abolished. It also showed that the dominant Yugoslav and Serbian leadership in the early eighties lacked the courage and imagination to handle the rising demands for more freedom in any other way than through repression.


Meanwhile, a movement of Serbian nationalist activism had emerged among the small Serbian and Montenegrin minority in Kosovo, partly as a reaction to the Albanian pursuit for more autonomy. In the propaganda of this movement Albanians were depicted as primitive barbarians who bred too many children in an effort to outnumber others. Moreover, they were accused of wanting to kill upright, hard-working Serbian and Montenegrin peasants, take away their land, and rape their women. Furthermore, they wished for Kosovo’s secession from Serbia and unification with Albania. Although these statements had no ground in facts, they were partly in line with existing feelings of tension, anxiety and threat among local Serbs. They also generated such feelings where they did not yet exist, and incited an attitude of aggressive self-defence.
 One sees here on a small scale an important mechanism of a polarization process that would often repeat itself in the next decades in Yugoslavia, on a macro-level as well as on meso- and micro-levels. Under certain circumstances, a group of people comes to perceive another group as a potential threat and feel they might become victims. Once they start to believe this, it may become a mind-narrowing and self-fulfilling prophecy: members of the other group are increasingly seen as ‘enemies’. One step further in this process, deep distrust may lead to efforts to forestall the expected active hostility of the other group, by ‘preventive’ aggressive action or ‘pre-emptive strike’. When two (or more) groups start to feel and act in similar ways, they will affirm each other’s expectations, and may then enter a cycle of possibly escalating violence which, because of its largely self-sustained character, may become very hard to stop. In Kosovo at the time the influence of the Serbian/Montenegrin nationalist movement remained marginal for some years, and was moreover more or less under the control of the secret police, but starting halfway through the 1980s the movement grew considerably, especially because of the support of a few influential nationalist-communist intellectuals and politicians from Belgrade, notably Dobrica Cosic. Within the framework of mutually reinforcing nationalisms, the Serbian nationalist backlash began to spread to Serbia proper.


At about the same time, a group of Serb intellectuals and writers, Cosic among them, from the Serbian Academy of Arts and Sciences in Belgrade, had drawn up a document, the so-called Serbian Memorandum, that presented a radical nationalist view of Serbia’s position in Yugoslavia. Under Tito’s rule, according to the report, Serbia had always been treated ‘stepmotherly’ and unjustly. It had made the largest military contributions during the World Wars, it had suffered most, but it had always been neglected in times of peace. It had won the war but lost the peace: Serbia was considered the victim of ongoing Slovenian and Croatian negative political and economic discrimination within the federation, and the situation of Serbian population groups outside central Serbia, especially in Croatia and Kosovo, was rated as exceptionally poor. These groups were considered to be in immediate mortal danger and to be under the threat of total genocide. In this context the authors referred to the genocidal attacks on Serbians during the 1940’s by the fascist Croatian Ustase regime. Resolution of the Serbian ‘national question’, which the Communists were said to have bargained away in 1945/46, needed to receive absolute political priority, or the consequences would be incalculable. According to the document, the old ideal of an independent Greater Serbia had not lost any validity, and achieving the ‘territorial unity of the Serbian people by uniting all Serbs in one Serbian national state’ was considered the only means of securing ‘the survival and development’ of the Serbs. ‘Establishing the full national integrity of the Serbian people, irrespective of which republic or province it inhabits, is the Serbian people’s historical and democratic right.’ This classic nationalist credo of national unity, political autonomy, and one supposedly homogeneous cultural identity, complemented with partially correct historical observations, myth-making, nationalist alarmist rhetoric, and nefarious and grave accusations directed at other groups within the Yugoslav population, was to have an explosive effect on Yugoslavia’s internal relations. It was a direct attack on the foundations of the Yugoslav state-society and any lingering idea of ‘Yugoslavism’: it implied a complete breach with the practice of political and social life in Yugoslavia over the last forty years, and it was a complete denial of any further viability of the multi-ethnic and multi-cultural society Yugoslavia was.
 


When the main points of this document were published in September 1986, there were emotional responses throughout the country. Everyone with some political experience and imagination could foresee that realization of the programme outlined in the document would bring about the end of Yugoslavia, and carried a high risk of internal war, especially in Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, and Kosovo where considerable minorities of Serbs lived. Initially, the party-directed media in the various republics condemned the ideas as ‘dangerous chauvinism’, Serbian president Stambolic referred to the Memorandum as an ‘In Memoriam’ for Yugoslavia, in conflict with the real interests of the Serbs, and influential factions in the party pressed for complete rejection of the ideas contained in the document. 

None of this, however, changed the fact that the document articulated thoughts and evoked feelings that were shared by considerable numbers of Serbs from all layers in society, within as well as outside the party, and within as well as outside Serbia. Serbian party leader Milosevic was probably acutely aware of this. He largely adopted the ideological diagnosis and direction of the Memorandum, and made it his own programme, initially rather covertly, later on more publicly. He was subsequently able to bring down other communist leaders in Serbia, strengthen his own power base and that of his lieutenants and allies, and initiate in Serbia a process of nationalist reorientation, unitarism and renewed centralization. Few means were shunned, ranging from political intrigue within the party to ‘purges’, from press campaigns to television manipulation, and from public speeches to carefully stage-managed mass demonstrations, in which ‘the masses’ were transported across Serbia on buses and were brought into action for manifestations in other republics by the same means.
 


By adopting such aims and using such methods the central political leadership in Serbia, increasingly grouped around Milosevic, violated two fundamental principles of Yugoslav domestic politics during Tito’s reign. Instead of carefully curtailing ethnic nationalism, it was more and more openly proclaimed a political priority. Communist ideology was by and large exchanged for a variant of radical Serb nationalist ideology. And instead of largely excluding the population from political participation, it was now mobilized en masse in a pseudo-democratic, populist way. These were two very large steps towards more polarization, and in its wake further destabilization and disintegration of the Yugoslav federal state. By their policies the central political leaders of Serbia did not contribute to more control of the ongoing crisis, but deepened it. Although there was some moderate and liberal opposition in Serbia against the increasingly nationalist course, it proved itself too weak to stem the swelling nationalistic tide.

Serbian nationalism as sentiment consists of a jumble of historical experiences, myths, symbols, and collective and individual memories. It is characterized by a certain contrast between a claim to superiority, often propagated in a bombastic tone and frequently coupled with strongly denigrating remarks about other groups in society, and a gnawing doubt about that same superiority, indicating a threatening awareness of possible inferiority. This complex, the extremes of which at first sight may seem to conflict but are in reality intimatedly related, can manifest itself in a patronizing national magnanimity, as well as in a sharp sensitivity to potential slight and discrimination. This Serb nationalist self-image has a counterpart in the habitus and behaviour of many a Serb, and understandably the nationalist mobilization among the largest ethnic category in Yugoslavia generated feelings of fear and threat in other ethnic groups in the country. The more so since Serbs were strongly represented in the JNA and also formed a notable presence in the police forces in the various republics. The ongoing activation of Serb nationalism contributed directly to a further intensification of national consciousness among other ethnic categories, especially in Slovenia and Croatia. The respective nationalisms now became more and more mutually reinforcing. 


Slovenia, the small, northernmost and most prosperous republic, shared no borders with Serbia and did not have a sizeable Serbian minority. Since 1986 it was led by a predominantly reformist Communist political elite, the cultural climate was relatively liberal, it had a youth movement focused on more democratization (although some flirted with National-Socialist symbols), and some dissident intellectuals pressured the regime. Shortly after the Serbian Memorandum was published, the ‘Contributions to the Slovene National Programme’ appeared. The document called for closing the Slovene ranks, criticized communism, denounced the large economic and financial contribution of Slovenia to the federation, and suggested that perhaps Slovenia would do better to withdraw from Yugoslavia. Partly due to heavy pressure from Belgrade and the JNA, the Slovene Communist leadership initially rejected these ideas publicly, but growing Serb nationalism led to a rapprochement between the Communist establishment and the dissident elite. In rapid succession the leadership decided upon a multi-party system, free elections, a thorough and largely covert preparation for national independence, the proclamation of sovereignty in September 1989 and, after many political entanglements that led to a further radicalization of points of view, independence in June 1991.


In Croatia the response to Serb national mobilization was slow to get going. As noted, a previous revival of Croatian nationalism within the party and in cultural organizations had been forcibly repressed around 1970. Part of the political and intellectual party officials had been ‘purged’, some had fled, others, including former partisan leader, JNA general and military historian Tudjman, had been imprisoned. Differing from Slovenia, Croatia bordered on Serbia, there was a sizeable Serbian minority of more than half a million, and Serbs were well represented in the government, the administration, and the republican police force. However, as Serb nationalism appeared to become increasingly radical, a development accompanied by sharp campaigns in the mass media against Muslims, Croats, and with the spectre of the fascist Ustashe regime of the 1940’s, parts of the Croatian elite became more and more worried. In 1989 the nationalist-oriented Croatian Democratic Union, HDZ (Hrvatska Demokratska Zajednica), was founded, and headed by Tudjman. This was a similar development to that in Serbia: ethnic nationalism was no longer restricted, and the population was politically mobilized with populist slogans. The response of the Croatian Communist establishment was ambivalent: one part wanted to repress the reviving nationalism, another part, increasingly anxious about Milosevic’s regime in Serbia, sought reform and alliance with the nationalists. Following Slovenia’s example, a multi-party system and elections were decided upon late in 1989, and subsequently the HDZ started a Croatian nationalistic campaign. This campaign quite purposefully linked up with old Croatian symbols, dreams of a Greater Croatia, and the past of the Ustashe movement, both before and during World War II. Also, a lot of attention was given to the potential Serb threat and the imagined barbaric nature of the Serbs. During mass rallies Tudjman permitted himself remarks like: ‘Thank God, my wife isn’t Jewish or Serbian’, and: ‘Bosnia-Hercegovina is a national state of the Croat nation’, which were warmly applauded. Furthermore, communities of Croatian emigrants abroad, partly going back to Croats who had taken flight in 1945, partly to Croats that had fled around 1970, were mobilized. Serbian observers were deeply disconcerted by what they thought was the resurrection of ‘Croatian fascism’. In this way the polarization process was propelled forward. The irony is that Croatian and Serbian nationalism closely resemble each other. Croatian nationalism is also characterized by a claim to superiority and an imminent awareness of inferiority, by rancour and resentment towards others, and by a considerable aggressive potential. In April 1990 the HDZ won the elections by a wide margin, and in May Tudjman became president of Croatia. The declaration of independence followed in June 1991.
 

One very important consequence of the intensified competition between the elites and the accompanying cycle of mutually reinforcing ethnic nationalisms was a growing disidentification of the different ethnic categories with each other. In view of the rather weak nation formation on the level of Yugoslavia as a whole this identification was in any case problematic. But due to all the populist-nationalistic campaigns on the different sides, the frequent propagandistic dragging up of very grave and painful issues from the past, the selective and one-sided interpretation of present events in terms of this past, and the outright encouragement of increased mutual group hate, especially on the part of the Serbs and the Croats, the ethnic-national dividing lines became sharper and considerable parts of the different population groups within Yugoslavia started viewing each other more and more as enemies. While members of the different elites still ate, drank, consulted and negotiated together, albeit in an atmosphere of increasing tension, suspicion, distrust and fear, sinister preparations were made at various levels to start treating each other as enemies as well: with violence.

5. The turn towards violence 

The disintegration and fragmentation of a state’s monopoly of violence, eventually accompanied by the formation of newly independent states with their own monopolies of violence, is always quite a complex process. On the one hand, it is purposefully launched by interested parties, whose preparatory actions are usually surrounded by secrecy and only become visible when they are executed publicly. On the other hand, such a process may, once launched, quickly acquire its own unintended dynamics which are then no longer completely controlled by any of the parties involved, and which may subsequently carry along all parties towards an uncertain future and outcome. Basically, this is what happened in Yugoslavia after 1989.


Yugoslavia was not a democracy nor a constitutional state. Therefore the guardians and the forces of the monopoly of violence – the police, the army, and various secret services – could only to a limited degree be considered more or less neutral institutions that lawfully maintained order without respect of persons. Nevertheless, the country had by and large been pacified fairly successfully for decades, in the sense that individual and collective violence in daily life was relatively limited. For instance, the average number of homicides per 100,000 inhabitants per year was in Yugoslavia in the 1980s almost six times lower than that in the United States (2,4 versus 13,7) and still slightly lower than in Sweden and Finland.
 


The national army, originally stemming from Tito’s Partisan army from the 1940s, was a conscript army, had headquarters in Belgrade and was spread out over the entire territory in barracked garrisons, each with their own weapons, other equipment, and arsenals. It counted some 70,000 officers, approximatedly 70% of whom were Serbs and Montenegrins. They enjoyed the usual privileges but also lived quite shielded in their own military universe. The great majority of the officers corps considered the JNA predominantly as the national guardian of the Yugoslav federation and of Communism as it was epitomized in the party. The national strategic doctrine did take into account the possibility of hostile attack from all sides, and as Bosnia-Hercegovina formed the central part of the country, large military installations and supplies were concentrated there. The same strategic reasoning had resulted in the maintenance of large numbers of reservists, who had had military training, and in the building of a parallel semi-military organization, the so-called territorial defence forces (TO). These forces were organized per republic and consisted in each case of several tens of thousands of workers, peasants, and civilians from the area. Trained and equipped, they could be called up quickly in case of enemy attack and could then operate as guerilla troops. The TO had its own command structure, its own, mostly light, arms and supplies, and was recruited from the regional male population. These circumstances implied that many Yugoslav males had military training and experience, that considerable stocks of weapons and ammunition were available everywhere, and that basically many people had or could rather easily gain access to these stocks.


The police, which in terms of training, equipment, and internal organization had, as usual in Communist societies, a military rather than a civil orientation, was also organized per republic. Serbs were well represented in the police, especially in the higher ranks, just as in the army. This was largely the result of a party policy, by which Serbian Yugoslavs were as it were ‘compensated’ with government jobs for the relative weakness of Serbia within the old federation, but was also connected with a long Serbian tradition of martiality.


As noted, this apparatus of the monopoly of violence had functioned quite effectively for decades, but as nationalistic political tensions mounted within and between the different political elites, the republics and the different ethnic categories in Yugoslavia, this became more difficult. Pressures on the whole military and police structure of the country increased. If the army and the police had been able to preserve their central structure of command and control, their unity, and their discipline, they would undoubtedly have been able to contain any upcoming collective violence and to maintain public order, but this was exactly what was lost.

The temporary paralysis of the central staff of the armed forces was of fundamental importance. Although there was much speculation about the possibility of a coup by the JNA up to the declarations of independence of Slovenia and Croatia in June 1991, the high command of the army continued to consider itself subordinate to the central collective presidency of the federation. For this presidency – consisting of representatives of the republics, who took turns as president – however, it became increasingly difficult to arrive at decisions, due to increasingly conflicting interests and mutual strife (as is shown in detail in part III). That is why the JNA repeatedly attempted, also with the use of flagrant intimidation, to exact decisions on how to act in the deepening crisis. But this failed, and independent military intervention, without preceding political support, was deemed too great a risk, even when, for instance, it became clear that the new authorities in Croatia were engaged in secret weapons imports, on which military intelligence faithfully reported.
 The lack of resoluteness and direction of the central command has possibly also contributed to the mounting internal tensions within the officers corps. Due to the ongoing political destabilization and polarization, mistrust grew between officers from Serbian, Slovene and Croatian origins, which also caused politically inspired promotions, demotions and transfers. Lastly, among the higher Serbian officers the formation of different factions also increased. Initially, the majority remained loyal to the national mission of the JNA, the preservation of Yugoslavia as a whole, but a growing minority oriented themselves more and more on Serb nationalism. As will be shown in more detail in part III, this also partly explains the inconsistent and from a military point of view sometimes irrational actions of the JNA when it became engaged in the open hostilities that broke out in June 1991, and also later on from spring 1992 in Bosnia. In the course of time desertion of officers and conscripted soldiers also became quite a problem, as did massive evasion of national service, which also occurred on a large scale in Serbia proper. In this way the main guardian of the monopoly of violence in Yugoslavia as a whole, the national army, became subject to the forces of disintegration. This development in its turn contributed to the falling apart of the federation.


Another important development was the disintegration between the army and the TO-units in Slovenia, Croatia, and, later, Bosnia-Hercegovina. The army command had realized in time that the TO forces in Slovenia and Croatia would formally fall under the command of the newly elected regimes in those republics. Furthermore, in the case of Slovenia the forces consisted almost completely of Slovenes, and in Croatia for a large part of Croats. They quickly started to disarm the TO-units, but in Slovenia the new regime discovered and reversed this operation before it was successfully completed. The remaining Slovene TO played a major part in locking the JNA garrisons in Slovenia into their barracks, and in stopping the (lightly) armoured JNA column that invaded Slovenia from Croatia during the ten-day-war that followed the declaration of independence. However, as will be further explained in part III, the relatively non-violent and successful separation of Slovenia from the federation did not stem from its military strength, but primarily from political decisions in Belgrade permitting Slovenia to secede from the federation. It showed that even under conditions of grave and potentially quite dangerous crisis, moderate and rational decisions of political elites could lead to a fairly peaceful separation between the republics, as was also done a few years later between Czechs and Slovaks. But in the cases of Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina political moderation turned out to be hard to find, with disastrous consequences. In Croatia the disarming of the TO-units was largely successfully completed, but subsequently many TO-members joined the Croatian police and together with called-up Croatian reservists they formed the Croatian National Guard. This guard would become the core of the Croat army in formation, was actively involved in immobilizing the JNA garrisons in parts of Croatia, and took part in the fighting against the irregular Serbian troops and JNA-units in East-Slavonia.


The police, the second mainstay of the monopoly of violence besides the army, also became increasingly politicized, subject to the forces of disintegration, and therefore disrupted, especially in ethnically mixed areas in Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina. The new Croat regime, for instance, decreed new Croat nationalist inspired insignias and uniforms that were in every sense unbearable for many Serb policemen in Croatia. Furthermore, many of them were threatened with dismissal or actually replaced by Croats. As usual in (post-)Communist societies the political and economic spheres are closely intertwined, and in many other companies and services Serbs ran increasing risks of losing their jobs. The Serb uprising in Knin as well as in some other areas in Croatia was partly unleashed by armed (ex-)policemen, who also started to arm ‘reliable’ locals from their own supplies and other arsenals they knew about.
 Serbian communities in Croatia were definitely manipulated by radical local Serb nationalists, who were also partly directed from Belgrade, but the initially largely moderate majorities among the Serbian population in Croatia were also given no room by the radical nationalist Tudjman regime in Zagreb. It did everything to alienate the Croatian Serbs and nothing to guarantee them their civil rights and citizenship in the newly independent Croatian state. In this way moderate Serb leaders lost ground to radical Serb-nationalist leaders. Perhaps a ‘policy of provocation’ should be added to the previously mentioned policies of ‘preventive’ aggressive action, and ‘pre-emptive strike’, partly adhered to by the regimes in Zagreb and Belgrade. As polarization went on, police officers who still tried to control the deteriorating relations in ethnically mixed areas, keep order on the local level, and insist on moderation on all sides, lost their grip on the developments and in a few cases were murdered by radical nationalists. It illustrated the advanced undermining of the maintenance of the monopoly of violence and the rapid spread of the actual depacification of the public order over considerable areas of Yugoslavia.


As will be extensively illustrated and explained in part III, the emergence of paramilitary armed groups or gangs, and of local warlords in some areas, either in close collaboration with more regular forces of the JNA, the Croatian, or later the Bosnian-Serb army, or more independently, played an important role in the turn towards violence. Once the chain of decisions of the various political elites in Belgrade, Zagreb, and later also Sarajevo, had opened the way to war, first in Croatia and subsequently in Bosnia, the paramilitary groups could become active, and they were responsible for many of the most extreme atrocities committed in Yugoslavia in the first half of the 1990s. In Serbia the strong revival of Serbian nationalism by the central leadership had created political space for various kinds of nationalistic parties and groupings, of which some identified strongly with the Chetnik resistance movement of the 1940’s. Following that example, a number of paramilitary groups were formed. They were partly organized, trained, armed, and financed by some smaller nationalist parties, the JNA and the Serbian Ministry of the Interior. They also had the blessings of the Serb Orthodox Church.
 They operated from Serbia proper, moving in and out of Croatia and Bosnia depending on the circumstances, and although their violent activities were soon widely known, and also published in the world media, they were never hampered by the regular authorities or the police in Serbia. In Croatia similar paramilitary groups had arisen in the shadow of Tudjman’s HDZ and from the ranks of extreme nationalist groups. They in their turn identified themselves with the Ustashe movement of the 1940’s, and they also mostly enjoyed great latitude for their activities. Eventually, in Bosnia-Hercegovina a few similar Bosnian Muslim groups were formed. The emergence of these paramilitary groups also illustrates how the disintegration of the Yugoslav federal state and its monopoly of violence from the top-down was accompanied by various bottom-up initiatives that contributed to a further decentralization and deconcentration of the means of physical force, and how this undermined and harmed the previously more pacified relations. 

In this context the emergence of local warlords or ‘autonomous areas’ can also illuminate the larger process. As political tensions on the federal level intensified and the overall situation in Yugoslavia became more and more threatening, increased feelings of insecurity were experienced by many at the local level, especially in ethnically mixed areas. Where, for instance, in Serb communities in Croatia the Serbian police was threatened with dismissal and replaced by Croatian police units, many local Serbs felt the institutional protection by the state apparatus slipping away from them. They started to look for protection among each other and by ‘strong’ local figures, with a certain reputation for violence. Around these figures a core of armed men would then crystallize that could offer protection, take on guard duties, start to man road blocks, and the like. Some of them developed into local warlords who controlled a limited territory, could make ‘law’ there, levy ‘taxes’, and terrorize, drive off, or kill allegedly hostile others. In this way, ‘autonomous areas’ grew bottom-up, that were sometimes managed but certainly not always completely controlled from top-down. 

By wilfully furthering radical nationalism, by purposefully unleashing internal war, by neglecting military discipline, and by permitting, if not actually promoting and encouraging, sizable paramilitary units to participate, the central political leaderships in Serbia and Croatia also unleashed forces they could barely control anymore. In a few years time this resulted in an outcome they could hardly have wished for. 

6. Consequences  

Basically, mutually reinforcing nationalisms and the massive use of violence have caused the demise of the Yugoslav state and the destruction of Yugoslav society. The various nationalist ideologies which the respective leaderships, especially in Serbia and Croatia, but up to a point also in Slovenia and Bosnia-Hercegovina, espoused and propagated were extremely exclusivist and intolerant. These ideologies found, fairly quickly and easily, a broad response among the different ethnic-national population categories in Yugoslavia. In these nationalisms the own national ‘we-group’ was invariably portrayed as essentially good but variously threatened by other national ‘they-groups’, who came to be considered as essentially evil. From a Serb radical nationalist perspective, for example, (Kosovo) Albanians and Muslim Bosnians were seen as reprehensible, despicable and scarcely human enemies. From a Croat radical nationalist point of view especially Muslims were seen as evil, and president Tudjman regularly referred to them as ‘dirty stinking Asians’.
 Once such collective representations of ‘others’ were officially supported and became wide-spread, they could also function as beliefs which legitimated policies and practices of war and violence against these others. And not only against their military forces but equally against their whole civilian population. A Russian mercenary, for instance, who went through the training of Arkan’s paramilitary group, reported later that he and other Russians were surprised to learn that ‘a Serbian patriot is merciless toward the enemy’ and [that] ‘he does not have the right to spare the latter’s children, women, or the aged’.
 According to Bosnian Serb leader Karadzic the fight against the Muslim Bosnians was a  fight against ‘Asiatic darkness’ and ‘Islamic fundamentalism’. The combination of such views with an absence of sanctions against violence, killing, and the systematic uprooting and ousting of non-combatant civilians, has resulted in so-called ‘ethnic cleansing’. Because this term is a malicious euphemism invented and used by perpetrators to hide their real intentions and practices, it is well to remember that such practices imply sustained, hostile and violent activities by an organized actor against a largely defenseless population group, whose members are targeted because they are perceived to belong to the group. Anything may be done to them with impunity, including torture, rape, and murder, and such acts can never be considered unintentional. As argued in section 4 of part I, political and military authorities who allow the development and continuation of such policies and practices are also responsible for them.

The outcome of the Yugoslavian drama so far has resulted for the large majority of the population in overall conditions of living which are hardly enviable and for many far worse than around 1985. The destruction of the old federation has led to the formation of four new states – Slovenia, Macedonia, Croatia and Serbia/Montenegro – and two deeply divided territories, Kosovo and Bosnia-Hercegovina, with a higly uncertain status and future. Of the new states only Slovenia can be considered to have escaped relatively unscathed from the whole conflict, but it will remain a statelet, unable to guarantee its own safety, and with an economy which will remain vulnerable. The same applies to the far poorer Macedonia in the south which because of the whole conflict moreover suffers from increased tensions between the Macedonian majority and the Albanian minority, tensions which at present can only be contained by intervention and close supervision from outside. Croatia also has a vulnerable economic situation, has moreover  suffered considerable losses of life and material goods, and has a sizeable refugee problem. The politically nationalist dream and (shifting) war aim of a Greater Croatia has not come true. Although the Croatian part of Bosnia-Herzegovina (Herceg Bosna) is at present in many ways connected with Croatia proper, it is not likely to formally become an integral part of Croatia in the near future. The equally nationalist dream of a Greater Serbia has not been realized either, but the contrary has happened. The areas within Croatia formerly for a large part inhabited by Serbians have been lost to Croatia, and their inhabitants largely forcefully driven away by the Croatian army in two campaigns in May and August 1995, thereby pushing an estimated 180,000 to 200,000 Serbs as refugees over the border with Serbia. In the south the province of Kosovo has been lost, and it seems highly unlikely that it will ever return to Serbia. The chances that the Bosnian Serb Republic in Bosnia-Herzegovina will be united with Serbia in the near future are, just as in the case of Herceg Bosna, deemed very small. Serbia has suffered great losses of life and goods, the economic situation is extremely difficult, it has a large refugee problem, and the polity is deeply corrupt and criminalized. When Montenegro – by itself hardly a viable political and economic unit –  opts out of the present union, a smaller landlocked Serbia will remain behind, largely isolated, and with poor relations with nearly all its neighbours. Serbian policies of the years between 1986 and 1999 have largely brought about desastrous results for the country and the population at large. Not inappropiately, these policies have been called the ‘politics of self-destruction’. Kosovo will not be able to survive politically and economically on its own. Lastly, Bosnia-Hercegovina, although formally one, is as a matter of fact split into three largely separate units, and its future is bleak. As noted, its largest population group, the Bosnian Muslims, has suffered the most, and survives at present on about a third of the territory of the former republic.

At the time of the second Croatian offensive in August 1995 television images were broadcast of fleeing Serbian civilians. One could see a Serbian peasant family in flight, the father grimfaced at the wheel of his tractor, pulling a waggon with a few visibly anxious women and children, and some household goods. They were speeding down a narrow road along a wood. Standing in front of her house at the side of the road an outraged middle-aged Croatian woman shouted abuse at the top of her voice and threw big stones at the passing refugees. These images perhaps symbolize the greatest damage of all: instead of the formerly multi-ethnic and multi-cultural Yugoslavia in which people could move about more or less freely, most of them are now locked up in their own ethnic-national groups and small territories, hemmed in on all sides by borders and frontiers, with bitter memories, and frequently still fearing and hating each other. It will take generations before that damage can be repaired.  
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