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Probably the most vivid images in
Western minds of the wars in Croatia
and in Bosnia-Herzegovina are those
of columns of people marching away
from their burned-out villages, or of
children leaving their parents and
boarding buses to escape from their
war-ravaged cities. These images are
more than merely symbolic. Indeed,
the massive movement of citizens of
the former Yugoslavia away from their
homes—whether a farm in a village
caught in the crossfire, or a city apart-
ment located on the wrong side of a
bridge—is the central feature driving
the war brought on by the collapse of
the former Yugoslavia.

One of the common features of the
many political crises of the post-Cold
War era has been intense conflict be-
tween members of ethnic groups that
had formerly lived together in the
same state. With the disintegration of
the federal states of Czechoslovakia,
the Soviet Union, and Yugoslavia, the
idea of re-associating populations with
territories seems to have remarkable
appeal. Indeed, each successive war in

Edith S. Klein

Europe has shifted boundaries slightly
in favour of conterminous territorial
and demographic units. Thus, while
there is nothing essentially new in the
ideaitself, it has managed in an unusu-
ally short period of time to launch

newly formed political parties into
power and armies into war. Observers
of these crises, as well as participants,
debate the reasons for the dramatic
resurgence of ethnic antagonisms, but
on one point there would surely be
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agreement: the redrawing of borders
to accommodate ethnocultural com-
munities, or the accommodation of
ethnocultural communities to existing
borders, will in either case require
massive population movement. At
present, these alternative scenarios are
being fought over in the regions of
former Yugoslavia.

While all wars produce refugees,’
the displacement of civilians in the ter-
ritories of the former Yugoslavia has
reached massive proportions. By the
end of 1993, it was estimated that ap-
proximately one in five persons had
been displaced by the war (4.2 million
people out of a prewar population of
22 million), with the largest displace-
ment occurring in the first six months
of 1993, i.e., in the wake of intensifica-
tion of the Bosnian conflict.2 Yugoslav
refugees, civilians forced out of their
homes at gunpoint or through depri-
vation of life-sustaining needs, or es-
caping before the onset of direct
combat, fled in many directions: some
to Serbia, some to Croatia, others to
third countries (abroad), while many
were displaced within Bosnia itself—
to “safe” areas or regions controlled by
their own ethnic group. Itis difficult to
say with any precision who the refu-
gees are, why they left, what the cir-
cumstances were like in which they
departed, what they left behind, how
they made their journeys, what
awaited them in their destinations, and
how their lives have been irreparably
damaged. Transformed and trauma-
tized by the experience of war, they
were traumatized once again through
the process of becoming refugees.

The characteristics of the refugee
population on the territories of former
Yugoslavia (and beyond its borders)
are now the subject of extensive re-
search efforts by a number of scholars,
some of whom have contributed their
work to this issue of Refuge. This area
of research is more than descriptive,
however; these scholars understand

the refugees produced by these wars
as symptomatic of violent social up-
heavalin its post-cold-war rendition—
the shifting of the burden of conflict
more directly onto civilians, the crea-
tion and reinforcement of ethnic or
national identity by efficient and effec-
tive media in service to the state, and
the rapid fragmentation and shatter-
ing of individual life histories.
Itshould alsobe noted that this refu-
gee population is the target group of
what may turn out to be the largest
humanitarian effort of its kind ever
undertaken by the international
community. In an era when the rela-
tionship between humanitarian inter-
vention and military conflict is
becoming increasingly nebulous, it is
vital to understand more about the
target population and the impact of as-
sistance from a material, psychologi-
cal, and political (including logistical)
perspective. The Guest Editor of this
issue of Refuge, Maja Korac, has drawn
together a number of papers that shed
some light on the internal and interna-
tional facets of the conflict on the terri-
tories of the former Yugoslavia. By
way of background, I offer some brief
notes on the context of this research so
that the reader may have a better ap-
preciation of some of the obstacles
placed in the path of such inquiries.

Reconstruction of Identity

Inmodern-day warfare, the distinction
between civilian and non-civilian
groups in battle zones is becoming in-
creasingly blurred, to the extent that
principles of international humanitar-
ian law seem irrelevant. Within the
logic of this stance taken by bel-
ligerents in ethnic conflicts, civilian
populations are legitimate objects of
violence, either in direct combat or
through forced expulsion. Thus, the
civilian’s ethnic identity becomes the
involuntary equivalent to a marker of
military allegiance. In itself this might
not be so unusual were it not for the
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fact that refugees from the Bosnianand
Croatian wars became, for all practical
purposes, “internal” refugees.

This state of affairs had several im-
portant ramifications. Above all, it
threatened tohomogenize ethniciden-
tity by making it a paramount category
for the individual, who might in nor-
mal circumstances be indifferent to,
vaguely aware of, or generally unin-
terested in that identity. Serbs, Croats,
and Muslims became undifferentiated
groups. At the same time, individuals
whose ethnic identity was unknown,
unclear, or had been relinquished ex-
perienced an unwanted identity cri-
sis.3 This reconstruction of identity is
also defined in terms of the “other”—a
neighbour, close friend, or even family
member, whonow becomes an enemy.
Atthelevel of theindividual, aswell as
of the state, the future is hostage to the
past, as the redefinition of one’s na-
tional group (a process which in nor-
mal circumstances might take
generations) happens overnight, and
is accompanied with much uncer-
tainty. Croatian and Serbian scholars
have already begun to document the
traumatizing impact of such identity
crises among refugees.* In their contri-
butions to the present collection,
Slobodan Drakulic addresses the com-
plex political backdrop that set the
stage for these crises; Zarana Papic
examines the dynamic development of
nationalism, particularly in Serbia,
while Zdenka Milivojevic analyzes the
role played by the media in triggering
ethno-national consciousness and
interethnic conflict. Nergis Canefe
Ginliik provides a broader theoretical
interpretation of the development of
nationalismin the geopolitical space of
former Yugoslavia.

The traumatizing experience of de-
parture was compounded by the re-
ception of refugees in their places of
destination. Here we must consider
the most important actors on the scene:
humanitarian assistance organizations
(United Nations agencies, interna-
tional NGOs, domestic NGOs, and
various ad hoc groups and individu-
als), the international diplomatic
community, as well as the host govern-

ments of Serbia (and the Federal Re-
public of Yugoslavia) and Croatia.

Response to the Refugee Crisis

The uprooting of the civilian popula-
tion in various parts of Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina posed a great
many dilemmas for the humanitarian
assistance organizations designated to
deal with refugee problems.? For con-
textual purposes, itis necessary mainly
to point out that humanitarian assist-
ance organizations have been faced
almost from the onset of the conflict
withmaking choices between assisting
in the removal of civilians to fulfil their
humanitarian mandate, or protecting
civilian populations from forced ex-
pulsion, but at great risk to themselves
and their beneficiaries.®

UNHCR, the designated “lead”
agency in the field, along with the In-
ternational Federation of the Red
Cross and Red Crescent Societies, have
been particularly vulnerable to the
charge of assisting with the process of
“ethnic cleansing.” The international
diplomatic community, struggling
unsuccessfully to find political settle-
ments to this ethnic conflict, has also
been regarded as contributing directly
or indirectly, through such devices as
the establishment of “safe” zones, to
population shifts and to placing popu-
lations at risk. It has been further noted
that international posturing on the
conflict in ex-Yugoslavia has been in-
fluenced by Western reluctance to re-
ceive refugees. Lack of inspiration on
the diplomatic front, and failure to
grasp the political, as well as the
humanitarian, repercussions of misin-
formed decisions, has had con-
sequences that lend some credence to
these charges. As the UN and NATO
presence evolves in Bosnia-Herze-
govina, the mandate for humanitarian
intervention threatens to include mili-
tary force, shifting the framework for
settlement from the political to the
military, and more than likely escalat-
ing the already dramatic and tragic
population shifts. The impact of inter-
national posturing on the plight of
refugees from the wars in Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovinais addressed here

by Michael Barutciski and Albrecht
Schnabel.

The governments of the two major
neighbouring host societies, for their
part, were quick torecognize the influx
of refugees into their territories as both
a political asset and a liability. An es-
sential element to the contextis the fact
that the governments of both Croatia
and Serbia, since the collapse of the
federation and its Communist regime,
had been reconstructed as quasi-
democratic multi-party systems with
extremely problematic human rights
agendas of theirown, while at the same
time militarily engaged, with funda-
mental interests at stake in the
Croatian and Bosnian wars. Within the
domestic frameworks of the two host
societies, which were to a significant
degree war-driven, refugees were not
only the tangible consequence of an
unjust and violent political conflict,
but also had significant impact on the
social order.

For the Milosevic regime in Serbia,
refugees represented living proof of
the victimization of Serbs. Very much
a patriarchal society in many respects,
as Zarana Papic notes in her contribu-
tion, Serbia absorbed more than 90
percent of its estimated half million
refugees into private accommodation
withrelatives and friends. The inevita-
ble tensions that arose within these
arrangements, as temporary stays ap-
peared likely to become long-term if
not permanent, have been docu-
mented by a number of observers; to
be sure, the widespread belief that
refugees were living much better than
the host population, thanks to humani-
tarian assistance, had some credible
basis.

Serbian government authorities,
however, exploited these tensions for
the purpose of keeping the Serbian
agenda within the conflicts of Croatia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina at the fore-
front of the popular imagination, and
to strengthen their case for the lifting
of sanctions. Antiwar groups and in-
dependent assistance organizations
have made extraordinary efforts to aid
in the adjustment and support of refu-

gee groups.
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For the Tudjman regime in Croatia,
refugees (who numbered more than
half a million) were a symbol of the
struggle to return contested territories
to Croatian control (indeed, refugees
of Croatian nationality are usually re-
ferred to as displaced persons). As in
Serbia, asignificant percentage of refu-
gees were privately housed, with simi-
lar consequences for the social order.
Particularly problematic for the
Croatian government were the large
numbers of Muslims, whose mistreat-
ment from time to time at the hands of
Croatian authorities has been the pri-
mary concern of opposition and anti-
war groups in that republic.” Any
efforts to facilitate Muslim refugees’
departure to third countries have been
interpreted as simply another form of
“ethnic cleansing.”

While both governments have ma-
nipulated the social tensions aroused
by the presence of large refugee popu-
lations, they have also from time to
time made use of various strategies to
reverse population movements, expel-
ling refugees and returning them to
their homes (or in the case of men of
military age, to the front). Such actions
were intended to earn credit among
the host population by giving the ap-
pearance of alleviating the burden of
support, shifting the blame for the con-
flict onto the target populations, and
distancing the regimes’ constituents
from the responsibility for conflict. The
manipulation of figures pertaining to
the influx and outmigration of
refugees also disguised the accelera-
tion of the “brain drain,” as many
individuals with sufficient resources
were able to leave their country with
fewer difficulties.’

Postwar Prospects

As prevailing social policies change
according to the availability of re-
sources and the degree of fit with the
political agenda of the day, the situa-
tion of refugees in Croatia, Serbia, and
Bosnia-Herzegovina is by no means
static. What is even more uncertain is
the long-term prospects for these up-
rooted individuals, many of whom
simply may never be able to return to

their homes. Refugee populations—
made up largely of women, children,
and the elderly—are by definition ex-
tremely vulnerable, and will face tre-
mendous obstacles once they are in a
position to rebuild their lives. Wher-
ever they finally settle, however, they
have every right to expect credible
human rights protection from the state
in which they reside.

Even a cursory survey of the recon-
figured territories of the former Yugo-

‘slavia and their neighbouring states

suggests that it may be some time be-
fore this expectation can be fulfilled.
The current regimes in Croatia and
Serbia are consumed with the tasks of
nation-building and of sustaining mili-
tary projects, tasks that do not appear
to include emphasis on development
of an ethos of pluralism and tolerance.
Other host countries, such as Ger-
many, face increased domestic resist-
ance against any further influx of
refugees, as noted in Albrecht
Schnabel’s piece. Wherever they find
themselves, refugee populations are
regarded as asocial and economicbur-
den whose tenancy is hoped to be as
short as possible. When this kind of
upheaval occurs as a result of the fail-
ure of old states and the creation of new
ones, the prospects of bringing secu-
rity to the victims seem very dim
indeed.

A ten-year-old boy displaced by the
war in Bosnia, who was a guest at one
of the Soros Foundation’s camps for
refugees, recently pondered his fate: “I
was a refugee last year, and a refugee
before that. I think I am going to be a
lifelong refugee.” A first step in pre-
venting this kind of tragic destiny from
materializing is to determine, through
a clearer understanding of the contrib-
uting circumstances, how states, na-
tions, and individuals can manage
these traumatized populations, and
preventrefugee-producing conflictsin
the first place.

Notes

1. A useful survey of current refugee-produc-
ing ethnic conflicts canbe found in Kathleen
Newland, “Ethnic Conflict and Refugees,”
Survival, Vol. 35, no. 1 (Spring 1993): 81-101.

2. Larry Minear, et al., Humanitarian Action in
the Former Yugoslavia: The U.N.’s Role, 1991~
1993 (Providence: Brown University,
Thomas J. Watson Jr. Institute for Interna-
tional Studies, Occasional Paper No. 18,
1994), pp. 11-17. By this calculation, indi-
viduals displaced by the wars in Croatiaand
Bosnia-Herzegovina constitute more than
20 percent of the present world population
of refugees.

3. RuzaPetrovicestimates that approximately
13 percent of marriages in Yugoslavia (and
as high as 27 percent in Vojvodina) were
between members of different ethnic
groups (1981 figures); accurate estimates of
the numbers of children of mixed ethnic
background were not available at the time
of writing. Ruza Petrovic, Etnicki mesoviti
brakovi u Jugoslaviji (Belgrade: Institut za
socioloska istrazivanja Filozofskog
fakulteta u Beogradu, 1985).

4. See, for example, Nada Korac, “The Confin-
ing of Children’s Minds: Cognitive-Devel-
opmental Effects of War Atmosphere,”
unpublished manuscript (author’s files);
Maja Korac, “Women Refugees from the
Former Yugoslavia: Problems of Disinte-
grated Identity,” paper presented to the
Conference on Gender Issues and Refugees:
Development Implications (Centre for
Refugee Studies and Centre for Feminist
Studies, York University, May 9-11, 1993);
and forthcoming work by Mirjana Mora-
kvasic-Muller and Zdenka Milivojevic. In
Zagreb, the Institute for Migrations and
Nationalities has been established by Silva
Meznaric within the University of Zagreb;
works by Zagreb-based scholars can be
found in issues of Migracijske teme; see also,
for example, Dean Ajdukovic (Ed.),
Psiholoske dimenzije progonstva (Zagreb:
Alinea, 1993).

5. These dilemmas are dealt with extensively
in Minear, op. cit.

6. A rather typical statement concerning the
priorities of humanitarian organizations in
decision-making with respect to this di-
lemma can be found in UNHCR/UNICEF
Joint Statement no. 2, “Further Considera-
tions Regarding the Evacuation of Children
from Former Yugoslavia,” 16 December
1992, in Everett M. Ressler, Evacuation of
Children from Conflict Areas: Considerations
and guidelines (Geneva: UNHCR and
UNICEF, 1992).

7. For an example of the type of work being
carried out by independent organizations
in Croatia, see Centre for Women War Vic-
tims, Interim Report, compiled by Martina
Belic and Vesna Kesic (Zagreb: August
1993), section IV, “Report on the Work in
Refugee Camp ‘Studenski grad’.”

8. Komesarijat za izbeglice republike Srbije,
Izbeglice u Srbiji (Beograd: Sept. 1, 1993), a
periodical publication issued by the Com-
missariat for Refugees for the Republic of
Serbia, gives sample figures.0
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Pandora’s War: The Multi-Dimensional Nature of the Yugoslav Conflicts

This paper is an attempt to define the
general nature of armed conflictsin the
former Yugoslavia. First, is there a sin-
gle, and then perhaps polycentric
Yugoslav war, or several successive or
concurrent wars? Second, is that war,
or those wars, civil, international, eth-
nic, religious, or something else—a
combination of two, three, or all four of
the above characteristics? Third, why
did the war break out? And fourth,
who was right and who was wrong in
waging it?

The answer to the first question de-
termines the answer to the second one.
If there is only one war in the former
Yugoslavia, then it should be viewed
as a polycentric armed conflict. That
premiseleadstothe conclusionthat we
are dealing with a Yugoslav civil war
fought between several antagonists,
and assuming different forms in di-
verse parts of that multicultural
country.

Such interpretation establishes the
interconnectedness of the successive
armed conflicts in three out of six
former Yugoslav republics. It high-
lights the conflict as war of all against
one—predominantly Croat, Muslim
and Slovene against the mostly Serb
forces. At the same time, it reduces the
significance of local, autochthonous
factors, picturing them as derivatives
of the Yugoslav federal politics. Iteven
maintains an illusion that Yugoslavia
may still exist somehow—perhaps as a
commonwealth of battlefields.

The Yugoslav republics were dis-
tinct and even partially separate ethnic
societies and states even before the
outbreak of the war. The only excep-
tion was Bosnia and Herzegovina, that
miniature Yugoslavia which encapsu-
lates the very core of the contradictions
that ripped Yugoslavia apart—ethnic-
ity based upon religion that produces

Slobodan Drakulic is a PhD candidate in the
Department of Sociology, University of
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an ethnic society governed by an eth-
nic state guided by the political doc-
trine of ethnocracy.

At the end of the eighties, Yugosla-
via was loose even by the confederal
standards, and it entered the nineties
as a disorderly society and a disar-
rayed state. Thatlooseness of Yugosla-
via opened sufficient space for
autochthonous movements and ten-
dencies to develop in the federal re-
publics, and at once reduced the
degree to which anything, including
war, could be Yugoslav in nature or in
scope.

The series of armed conflicts in the
former Yugoslavia could not be de-
fined as a Yugoslav civil war. There
simply was not enough Yugoslavia—
in terms of both state and the people—
for a Yugoslav civil war. The only
Yugoslav state institution left in place
was the moribund Yugoslav People’s
Army, and the only people ready to
fight for Yugoslavia were the Serbs of
Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
backed by the Serb nationalists of
Serbia. . .

Yugoslav federal army soon was
reduced to one of the Serbarmiesin the
former Yugoslavia, composed mostly
of the Croatian, and Bosnia-Herzego-
vinian Serbs (Kruselj, 32). By the
Spring of 1992 it was entirely replaced
by the local Serb armies, whose politi-
cal leaderships neither could nor
would fight for Yugoslavia. They had
to chose between fighting for a Greater
Serbia, or for their separate statelettes.
They immediately opted for the first
goal. Serbian leaders could not dare to
accept invitations from their western
cousins to annex their lands to Serbia,
because of the severe opposition of the
mainly Western foreign powers.

The image of Serbs fighting the rest
of the former Yugoslavs tends to over-
shadow the existence of a number of
other conflicts that happened within
the heterogeneous anti-Serb camp. In
one such episode Slovenian troops oc-

cupied two small areas of Croatia in
1991, and it took a while before they
pulled out (Tudjman, 36). In Bosnia
and Herzegovina, a vicious war took
place between the Croat and Muslim
armed forces in 1993-94. By the time it
was stopped by a resolute diplomatic
intervention of the belligerents’ inter-
national patrons, Croat forces were
defeated in Central Bosnia, and Mus-
lim forces in the old regional capital of
Herzegovina, Mostar, were reduced to
an enclave between the Croat forces to
the west, and Serb forces in the east.
Beneath the dividing lines marked by
ethnicity and religion, the Croatian
Council of Defense militia (the
Bosnian-Herzegovinian  Croats’
armed force) ambushed and killed
members of the Croatian Defense
Forces (the party militia of the extreme
nationalist Croatian Party of Rights).
On the Muslim side, a civil war still
goes onbetween the (Muslim) Army of
Bosniaand Herzegovina and the (Mus-
lim) People’s Defense Force of the au-
tonomous province of Western
Bosnia—led by Fikret Abdic, based in
the provincial capital of Kladusa, and
the government in Sarajevo accuses
the Serbs of backing the West Bosnian
Muslim rebels.

Since ethnic lines are not the only
lines of division, the number of mili-
tary formations exceeds the number of
major ethnic groups everywhere ex-
cept in Slovenia, where only two po-
litical subjects and two armed forces
involved in the war: Slovenian and
Yugoslav states and armed forces. In
stark contrast to that; there were three
major political subjects and about a
dozen armed forces involved in the
war in Croatia: the Republic of Croatia,
Republic of Serb Krajina and Yugoslav
Federation, with their assorted armed
forces and militias (Gow, 18). The
number of major political subjects rose
to six in Bosnia and Herzegovina: Re-
public of Croatia and the Croat Repub-
lic of Herceg-Bosna; Republic of
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Bosnia and Herzegovina (Izetbegovic)
and the autonomous province of West-
ern Bosnia (Abdic); Republic of Srpska
(SerbBosniaand Herzegovina) and the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Ser-
bia and Montenegro). The number of
armed forces went down, indicating
certain stabilization of various state
authorities on the ground. Five armed
forces confront each other in Bosnia
and Herzegovina: two Croat, two
Muslim and one Serb.!

Warin Slovenia is therefore the clos-
est to being a civil war—an ethnic-civil
war, the Slovenian war of secession
from Yugoslavia. Religious hues were
present but not prominent. Slovenia
claimed that it was invaded by the
Yugoslav People’s Army.2 The
Croatian war is a mixture of the
Croatian war of secession from Yugo-
slavia, and Serb war of secession from
Croatia: it thus started as a Yugoslav
civil war, but ended as Croatian. As it
was fought among ethnic societies
governed by ethnic states and inspired
by anideology of ethnocracy, that war
took the form of an ethnic war. And as
the embattled ethnicities are entwined
withreligion in those parts (Smith, 27),
their war became an ethno-religious
war.3

War in Bosnia and Herzegovina
started as the joint Croat-Muslim war
of secession from Yugoslavia, coun-
tered by the Serb war of secession from
Bosnia and Herzegovina. An addi-
tional momentum was the Croat war
of secession from Bosnia and Herze-
govina—opposed by the Muslim
forces. Western Muslim war of seces-

“sion from Kladusa came as a final
stroke on this chaotic martial canvass.
Ironically, the almost surrealistic re-
bellion against the state thatisnomore,
actually provides the only possible di-
mension of a truly civil war in the
whole conflict. Namely, that Mr.
Abdic’s faction politically disagrees
with the pro-Islamic faction of Mr.
Izetbegovic, in spite of their common
ethnic identity; all other sides in the
Yugoslav conflicts politically disagree
because of their ethnic differences.

A civil war waged between differ-
ent ethnic groups in a multi-ethnic so-

ciety would end up being an ethnic
war. Similarly, every would-be ethnic
war fought between opposing ethnici-
ties based on religions would end up
being religious war—at least to some
degree.> To summarize briefly: first,
the armed conflicts in Yugoslavia do
not constitute a single Yugoslav civil
war; second, those wars are a complex
mixture of ethnic, religious, civil, and
international armed struggles. Far
from being a specie of Clausewitz’s
kind of war as continuation of politics
by other means, they are a series of
chaotic martial ruptures—Pandora’s
wars.

Why did these wars break out? The
first and most obvious reason is that
the moribund nature of the Yugoslav
regime of the time—product of dec-
ades of ethnic squabbles and divisions
thatbegan in the late sixties. Those eth-
nic squabbles and divisions in turn
promoted internal ethnic homogeniza-
tion. This process was particularly in-
tensified after the death of the late
Yugoslav President Tito, in 1980. By
1990, all ethnic groups were virtually
transformed into separate political-
military camps and coalitions of such
camps. The level of the political con-
sensus within them was expressed in
the series of plebiscites, referenda,
elections, and the population census.

Ethnic Serbs of Croatia sought to
pre-empt the Croat secession from
Yugoslavia with their own separation
from Croatia. At their plebiscite in
August 1990, the results were as fol-
lows: “for autonomy 567,127; against
114; 46 ballots were spoiled” (Bisic, 63).
Croatian Serb consensus around the
issue of separation from Croatia, if
Croatia were to separates from Yugo-
slavia, was the highest of all ethnic ho-
mogenizations at the time.

Slovenian government proclaimed
independence from Yugoslavia fol-
lowing a popular plebiscite on the is-
sue, where 86 percent of voters
supported the idea of an independent
Slovenian state in December of 1990
{Nakarada, 136). By that time, homog-
enization of the ethnic Slovene public
opinion as anti-Serb and anti-Yugo-
slavhad reached the pointof noreturn.

In May of 1991, Croatian government
made its final move before the act of
secession, calling a referendum. More
than 93 percent of all Croatians who
cast their ballot, voted for their repub-
lic’s sovereignty and independence
from Yugoslavia (Separovic, 115-17).6
Seven percent more than the ethnically
far more homogenous Slovenians had
cast in December 1990.

On February 29 and March 1, 1992,
“some sixty-eight percent of all eligi-
ble voters voted in favour of independ-
ence,” (Fogelquist, 26), at a plebiscite
suggested by the European Commu-
nity and called by the Croat-Muslim
coalition’s leadership. Most Serbs ab-
stained, obviously. If their numbers
were to be subtracted from the total,
virtually all adult Croats and Muslims
voted for secession. Taken on their
own, virtually all Serbs voted against
secession.

Finally, on March 1, 1992, “in the
referendum in Montenegro, the major-
ity of the people came out for aunion of
Montenegro and Serbia” (Djuretic,
445). The cycle of ethnic homogeniza-
tion was thus completed.” As the pas-
sions ran high for years before, the
assorted Yugoslav political-military
camps and coalitions were ready to
clash. Pandora’s box was brimming
with wars.

At that point in time, there was no
major ethnic group left in Yugoslavia
which was not politically homog-
enized around an ideological political
consensus already established by the
ethno-nationalist Communists, and
hardened by the new political elites
that conquered the state power in
1990.8 All those elites were leaning to-
wards pronounced ethno-nationalist
stands that were about to throw the
country into war.

All that was needed by the begin-
ning of the nineties, was someone to
merely touch upon someone else’s sore
psychohistoric spot, and things would
take the course towards confrontation.
No such thing happened in Yugosla-
via. Nobody touched anybody’s sore
spot: they trampled upon them when-
ever and wherever they could, with
both feet stuck into military boots.
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Take for example the phonogram of
a secret meeting held on July 23, 1990,
of the President of Croatia, Franjo
Tudjman and his advisor, Slaven
Letica, with the leader of Croatian
Serbs of the time, Jovan Raskovic. At
one point, Raskovic says: “I have also
pleaded to you to mention the
sovereignty of the Serb national being.
That is not a state sovereignty of any
kind, when you say that sovereignty of
the Serb national being is being
recognized ....” President Tudjman re-
sponded: “Those are legal formula-
tions.” His advisor Leticaadded: “That
cannot be improvised. Croatia is the
national state of the Croats” (Letica,
154), (Raskovic, 312).

Gypsies and Jews (mostly), and Serbs.
This was one of the particularly sore
spots of both Serbs and Croats, repeat-
edly entered by Mr. Tudjman in his ca-
pacity of a revisionist historian of the
World War II horrors (Babic, 79).°
Croat propagandists retorted by
means of books like the one edited by
Boze Covic and titled The Origins of the
Great-Serbian Aggression, proving that

Serb intellectuals and politicians had

aimed to attack Croatia ever since 1844
(Covic, Izvori).10

In Bosnia and Herzegovina, Alija
Iztbegovic’s Islamic Declaration was
published in 1990 (two odd decades
after having been written), subtitled
“ A Programme for the Islamization of

Why did these wars break out? The first and most obvious reason
is that the moribund nature of the Yugoslav regime of the time—
product of decades of ethnic squabbles and divisions
that began in the late sixties.

The issue at stake was definition of
the state of Croatia in the new Consti-
tution that was then being prepared.
Croat ruling party wanted to define it
in Letica’s terms. Most Croatian Serbs
insisted that they should be mentioned
as a co-sovereign people of Croatia.

Letica’s blunt definition of Croatia
did not enter the Constitution (Consti-
tution, 31), but it entered the corpus of

the casus belli. About a month earlier, .

Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic of-
fered his contribution to the brewing
war: “Serbia should let it be clearly
known that it takes its present admin-
istrative borders only in connection
with a federally constituted Yugosla-
via,” and “in case that such a Yugosla-
via is not wanted, the issue of Serbia’s
borders is an open question” (Cavoski,
136~37). What was not accomplished
by the politicians had been achieved
by the propagandist intellectuals. In
the first half of 1991, before the Slov-
enian and Croatian declarations of in-
dependence, Petar Dzadzic published
the third expanded edition of his book
The New Ustasha State?, relating Franjo
Tudjman to the Nazi Croat Fiihrer in
1941-45, Ante Pavelic, responsible for
the deaths of hundreds of thousands of

Muslims and the Muslim Peoples”
(Izetbegovic, 3). I am not sure that Mr.
Izetbegovic’s political theology could
have impressed very many largely
religiously indifferent Bosnian Mus-
lims. I do know that its publishing was
successfully used for the Serb ethnic
mobilization against the Islamic
fundamentalist revival of Alija

. Izetbegovic, promoted by the Serbian

media.

Slovenian media churned their own
“flowers of political and intellectual
evil,” like everybody else. One of the
protagonists of the Slovene new social
movements, Tomaz Mastnak, an-
nounced:” I see no solution and have
ceased looking for one,” (Mastnak, 48)
in a situation where Yugoslavia was
split into “two opposing models of so-
cial and political development ... one
Slovenian and the other Serbian”
(Mastnak, 46). The period of 1989-91
could be defined as one protracted
psychosocial preparation for war—on
all sides without exceptions.

The remaining question is the one of
right and wrong involved in these
wars. By late June 1991, when war
erupted in Slovenia, a low-level war-
fare was already going on in Croatia

since August of 1990. According to the
local ethnic Serb sources, it all started
on “August 17, 1990 [at the Northern
Dalmatian municipality of] Benko-
vac,” after the “Ministry of Internal
Affairs of Croatia sent its special troops
to prevent the plebiscite,” due to be
held within two days. “Serbs re-
sponded by erecting barricades,” and
the “war for Krajina started” (Bisic,
63).11 Another Serb source from Bel-
grade states that “the ‘Serb uprising’ in
the Knin Krajina!? practically started,”
as a “response to a night attack of the
‘specials’’? against the militia! station
in Benkovac” (Nakarada, 135).

The ethnic Croat sources reported
the same event very differently. Well
known Croat writer Dubravko Jelcic
wrote in his diary that “military planes
intercepted the official helicopters of
the Ministry of Interior of Croatia, forc-
ingthemtoreturnto theirbase,” which
is how “an open attack on Croatia
started.” (Jelcic, 254-55). Another
Croat writer maintained that the

Serbo-Croat standoff in the area of

Kninwas “planned in the Serbianideo-
logical centres;” local Serbs, “encour-
aged by two MIGs in the sky and
meetings of support in Serbia, actually
declared war on Croatia” (Cuic, 9).

That was a fact confirmed by the
other side in the conflict as well. On
August 17, 1990, the President of Knin
municipality, Milan Babic, proclaimed
the state of war on the local radio. The
last President of Yugoslavia and
Croatian separatist Stipe: Mesic
cracked a joke about this incident, say-
ing that “Mr. Babic must be a big joker
when he thinks that President of a
municipality can proclaim the state of
war.” Dubravko Jelcic who preserved
Mr. Mesic’s pun for posterity, com-
mented about his own reaction to the
joke: “I laughed from my heart and
immediately felt the power of humour:
what has once been ridiculed, cannot
be serious, let alone lofty, any more”
(Jelcic, 255).

On the contrary, something can be
deadly serious, regardless of how
much it may have been ridiculed by its
opponents. Mr. Babic’s declaration of
war may have been pathetic, but the
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fact remains that the President of the
thinly inhabited badlands which is the
municipality of Knin, was right: the
war in former Yugoslavia started on
August 17, 1990 in Benkovac, Croatia;
if one prefers to talk about more than
one war, than this was the first in the
series, and it started with Mr. Babic’s
proclamation of the state of war in
Knin.

That initial stage of the armed con-
flict is marked by the Croatian seces-
sion from Yugoslavia, and Serbian
resistance to it, which manifested itself
as the local Serb secession from
Croatia. As two sides in this conflict
were indigenous to Croatia, theirs was
a civil war. Furthermore, as Croatia
and all participants in the Croatian
conflict at least formally belonged to
Yugoslavia, that war was not ethnic,
butcivil as well. After the international
recognition of Croatia as an independ-
ent state, that war became interna-
tional and remained such until the
Yugoslav Army’s pull-out from its
territory.

The Slovene state leadership hence

faced a situation where an armed con-
flict was already in full motion in
Croatia, involving ethnic Croat-led
and dominated forces on one side, and
equally ethnic Serb forces on the other.
Slovenian leaders watched the federal
army as it vacillated between an
untenable neutrality and growing
sympathies with the Croatian Serbs by
most of its mostly Serb and Monte-
negrin, as well as mostly pro-Yugoslav
federalist Communist professional
military officers. They should have
had no illusions about the side that
those same officers would chose in an
armed conflict in Slovenia.

One should bear in mind that Slov-
enia was the primary battleground
between the increasingly ethno-na-
tionalist and separatist Slovenian new
social movements, and the steadfastly
federalist Yugoslav People Army’s of-
ficer corps. Slovenia’s Minister of De-
fence since 1990, Janez Jansa, was one
of the four people put on tried for trea-
son in 1988, by amilitary tribunal, after
rendering public some military docu-
ments of highly disputable impor-

tance, to say the least, that were
stamped as “strictly confidential” by
some anonymous and probably un-
concerned military bureaucrat.

That trial seems to have been the
breaking point in the relationship be-
tween the mainstream ethnic Slovene
population and the Yugoslav regime,
and particularly its military authori-
ties. Thisis was indicated at the time by
the Slovene political analyst Darko
Strajn, who asked whether any change
atall could be affected within the exist-
ent framework (Grakalic, 146—48). The
implication is obvious: if no reform
was possible, the Slovene new social
movements would have to give up
their aspirations, or make a dash for
the political revolution. They opted for
the latter, backed by their state and
party apparatus during the Commu-
nist regime. Their struggle was contin-
ued by the new separatist regime that
bore even some clericalist-nationalist
hues.

With such sharply antagonistic
forces dominating their respective ar-
eas of the political spectrum of the
former Yugoslavia, war became in-
creasingly unavoidable. The spark was
purposely provided by the Slovenian
government, and set to the Yugoslav
tinderbox by its Ministry of Defense
(Jansa, 155).1% Mr. Jansa’s passionate
struggle to start a war in Slovenia met
an equally zealous response from his
government’s opponents in Belgrade.

Consequently, when the Slovenian
Tertitorial Defence units took Yugo-
slav border crossings to Italy, Austria
and Hungary by force, federal Prime
Minister Ante Markovic responded by
ordering the federal army to retake
them by force. The army rolled out in
its armour—but with a vastly insuffi-
cient infantry of less than two thou-
sand soldiers-—and swept the lightly
armed Slovene militias aside. Most
border crossings were back under the
federal government’s control within
days. In the meantime, nine Slovenian
militiamen were killed in the clashes
(Jansa, 5); somescores of federal troops
died on the other side (Bandi, 202);
some foreigners were drawn into the
maelstrom by the Slovenian troops—

used as a human shield of a kind—and
were killed by the federal forces
(Molinari, 50), their number of ten be-
ing only somewhat lower than that of
the ethnic Slovenes (Bandi, 202).

Within days, foreign powers inter-
vened, offering mediation and asking
for the cessation of hostilities. A stand-
off followed, with Slovenian inde-
pendence being suspended no more
than the federal control over Slovenia
evaporated into thin air. On July 1
1991, the Serbian side was pressured
by international factors to accept an
ethnic Croat secessionist, Mr. Stipe
Mesic, as the President of the Yugoslav
federal Presidency. He thus became
the head of the highest instance of state
power in the country—formally a head
of the collective supreme commander
of the Yugoslav People’s Army.

Several days later, an accord be-
tween the belligerents was signed at
the late President Tito’s resort at the
Islands of Brioni (later on renamed by
the Croatian state into Brijuni). The
war in Slovenia was over—if it ever
happened. What did happen, how-
ever, was a series of low-scale clashes
of no tactical significance, not to men-
tion any strategic importance.

An intensive propaganda war hap-
pened instead, with Croatia and Slov-
enia on one side, and the federal
government, Montenegro and Serbia
on the other. Croatian and Slovenian
propagandists claimed that their coun-
tries had suffered an aggression of the
Yugoslav federalarmy, while the same
army accused their Slovene antago-
nists of high treason.}? Both arguments
were vacuous from the other’s point of
view, and, needless to say, both pro-
tagonists practised an autistic form of
political behaviour, utterly oblivious
to anything beyond their obsessive
goals.

The fundamentally identical politi-
cal process that led to the war in
Croatia, was repeated in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. First Serbo-Muslim
clashes occurred in the town of Foca,
on September 11, 1990, less than a
month after the first armed standoff in
Croatia. For as long as the ethnically
tripartite Presidency, Parliament and
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government of the republic were in
place, the balance of power kept the
situation from a precipitous deteriora-
tion. Gradual worsening of ethnic rela-
tions continued nonetheless.

The first free elections held in No-
vember of 1990, confirmed the process
of ethno-political homogenization.
Electoral results actually looked likean
ethnic census data: Muslim Party of
Democratic Action won 86 seats in the
new Parliament; Serb Democratic
Party 72; Croat Democratic Commu-
nity 44 (Nakarada, 136).

By April of 1991, predominantly
ethnic Serb region of Bosnian Krajinal”
founded its own Assembly (Parlia-
ment (Nakarada, 139). In late October
of 1991, an Assembly (Parliament) of
the Serb people of Bosnia and Herze-
govina was founded (Bisic, 66), in
response to the mid-October Memo-
randum on the Sovereign Bosnia and
Herzegovina, adopted by the Croat-
Muslim majority in the Parliament
(Bisic, 65). In November, Serb people
of Bosnia and Herzegovina held a
plebiscite, expressing their intention to
remain in Yugoslavia (Nakarada, 146).
A month later, Government and Presi-
dency of Bosnia and Herzegovina de-
cided to seek recogmtlon from the
European Community as an inde-
pendent state. Serb representatives
were outvoted again, by the Croat-
Muslim coalition (Bisic, 66).

Then came the Croat-Muslim
backed declaration of independence,
wide international recognition, and
breakup of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
allin the Spring of 1992. What followed
was a maelstrom of war, where yester-
day’s allies cut each others’ civilians’
throats or burned them alive in their
homes.

The lust of war.was on the loose as
villainy marched under the ethnic
flags, torturing, slaughtering, faping,
plundering, wrecking, even head-
hunting.!® All in the name of the
people, nation, gods, history,free-
dom-—one vast collective endeavour
inspired by ethnic hatred, and dedi-
cated to the joy of wanton destruction.
In a way, this Pandora’s War is indeed
beyond good and evil. It is insane. @ -

Notes

1. Ifwe discount the Croatian Defence Forces,
which may have no future, especially hav-
ing in view that several political and mili-
tary leaders were already killed by other
Croat forces under questionable circum-
stances.

2. Such claims were made by all sides, includ-
ing the Serbs. For the Slovene story see
Jansa; Croatian story can be found in Covic;
Muslim story is told by Fogelquist; Serb
story is in Djuretic; for Yugoslav federal
story see Kadijevic. These are just examples,
of course. )

3. I will leave alone the international dimen-
sions of the Balkan conflicts, because such
an attempt would require a comparative
assessment of not only Yugoslav (Serbian
and Montenegrin) role in them, but also the
arming of Croatia and Slovenia by Ger-
many, Austria and Hungary in 1990/91, or
the recent American and British involve-
ment in the Balkan conflicts on the Muslim
side, which is far too complex an issue for
the scope of this paper.

4. Iam taking ethnic difference in the sense of
subjective self-understanding, although I
am fully aware of their concrete material
and historical vacuousness.

5. The issue of faith and religious sincerity is
another matter whichIcannot pursue in this

" paper.

6. Let me note that the voting slip for sover-
eignty and independence wasblue, and rep-
resented as a Croatian-Slovenian position;
the other voting slip was red, it asked the
voter to be for a “single federal country of
Yugoslavia”-—suggesting union instead of
federation—and it was represented as aSer-
bian-Montenegrin proposal.

7. Here we encounter the much disputed issue
of ethnicity of the Montenegrins. It seems to
me that most of them were leaning towards
closer ties with Serbia, ever since the mass
uprising against the local Titoist epigonesin

1988-89 (Strugar, 41). To counterbalance
Strugar’s Serb nationalist views, one can

consult a Montenegrin independentist like
Brkovic, for example.

8. Montenegro and Serbia went through a dif-
ferent process, wherein former Communists
quite swiftly converted to Serb nationalism in

1987-89. Slobodan Milosevic is certainly the -

most famous example. Expounding anti-na-
tionalist political viewpoint as late as Decem-
ber 1986 (Milosevic, 126-28), he was a
national-communist leader of Serbia by the
Spring of 1987 (Milosevic, 147-48, for exam-
ple). His Montenegrin counterpart is Momir
Bulatovic, who was pro-Yugoslav in 1989
(Bulatovic, 37), but ended up clashing with
Sloveneleadershipin 1991, as we can see from
his letter to the Slovenian Presndent Milan
Kucan (Bulatovic, 214-15).

9. Itwas his historical revisionism and nation-.

alism that turned Tudjman into a dissident,
_ not his rather nebulous democratic orienta-
tion (Babic, 83).

-10. Although terribly slanted, this is a valuable
- sourcebook of Serbo-Croat ethnic relations,
nonetheless.

"'11. Militdrgrenz, Vojna Krajina, Military Frontier

against the Ottoman Empire, demilitarized
in 1881 and annexed to Croatia and Slov-
enia. Namely, Croatia was a “triune” king-
dom at that time, composed of Croatia
(North-West), Slovenia (North-East), and
Dalmatia (coastal regions). Dalmatia went
from being a Venetian possession for centu-
ries, through a short French rule during
Napoleon I, to being an Austrian territory
until 1918, when it entered the Kingdom of
the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, which in
turnbecame Yugoslaviain 1929. A goodand
fair short history of the Military Frontier can
be found in Roksandic.

12. A medieval toponym referring to the area
around the municipality of Knin, in North-
ern Dalmatia, presently capital of the self-
proclaimed Republic of Serb Krajina.

13. Commando units of the Ministry of Interior

- of Croatia.

14, Militia in this instance means the police.

15. That “highest state secret” was “known by
only a few people (expanded Presidency [of
Slovenia], some members of the govern-
ment, and the key operative personnel”
(Jansa, 155).

16. As both ministers of defense—Slovenian
and Yugoslavian—have published their
memoirs, one may find it useful to compare
their accounts of the events. See ]ansa and
Kadijevic in references.

17. Western Bosnia, with the regional capntal of
Banja Luka.

18. See Amnesty International and Helsinki
Watch reports on the war crimes in Croatia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina. About head-
chopping, see Soldo.
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From State Socialism to State Nationalism:
The Case of Serbia in Gender Perspective

Zarana Papic

A Belgrade journalist once said: “We
are living dream of our nationalists
that has come true.” Modifying his
statement it could be argued that in
Serbia we are living the dream of state
nationalism “our Leader” dreamt of. It
isnotto say thatin Serbia thereis “one-
man-nationalism,” made by one per-
son, nor one could leave out all the
other important, historical, cultural
factors that led to it. Among those in-
stigators, the most prominent one is
the nationalistideology, dominantand
shared among seemingly different, or
antagonistic, ideological and political
groupings: 1) the great majority of Ser-
bian political (even Leftists) dissidents
of Tito’s Yugoslavia, 2) the Serbian
anti-communist and nationalist liter-
ary intelligentsia which found the way
to express its feelings only through the
“fine arts” of writing, painting, etc., 3)
the major opposition parties which
emerged later on, and, 4) the new ide-
ology of the converted Communist
Party of Serbia (“transformed” into the
Socialist Party of Serbia by decree, in
one day in 1990), which put the Serbian
national(ist) interest above all, but kept
the'socialist “screen” in order to main-
tain its former control over the state,
media and cultural life.

Slobodan Milosevicis paradoxically
or not, a unique and very complex
“product” of all these factors and ten-
dencies. He introduced nationalist
mythology, which was the strongest
anti-communist legacy of dissident
nationalist literary intelligentsia, as the
crucial, but neatly veiled substance of
his “socialist” ideology. At the same
time, while converting the ex-commu-
nist party into nationalist-covered-by
socialist party, he also introduced, or
more precisely, revived totalitarian
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socialist ideology as Stalinist-Bolshe-
vik ideology, which in former Yugo-
slavia had disappeared long ago,
abandoned after Tito’s break with Sta-
lin in 1948. The former Yugoslav “way
to socialism” in many ways departed
from this practice: in liberalization of
the market economy, party decentrali-
zation, self-management ideology,
and openness to the West, to name a
few. Although many of former Yugo-
slavian social, cultural and economical
advantages over other Eastern coun-
tries may now seemonly asa “cunning
of the totalitarian communist spirit,”

-which was well hidden in these liber-

ated forms, still it is possible to argue
that the former Yugoslavian socialist
reality was not, and could not be re-
duced only to “pure” totalitarian-So-

-viet-Bolshevik-Stalinist type of legacy.

But, this “post-socialist” conversion
of the Serbian Communist Party into
the (nationalist) Socialist Party in fact
brought back to life the totalitarian-
Bolshevik-Stalinist party ideology and
practice. It is important to stress here
that at the famous 8th Conference of
the Communist Party of Serbia, held in
October 1987, Mr. Milosevic success-
fully defeated the whole bunch of lib-
eral but not nationalist party
functionaries, and all those in control
of media, culture, education, etc. who
were liberal and not nationalist.1 By
succeeding in making the “coup de
partie;” the leader had the open space
and free hand to extend it to the real
“coup d’état,” as party structure, al-
though in its liberated form, actually
dominated and governed all spheres
of public life. That is how the liberal
form of former Yugoslav socialism in
Serbia was transformed (by regres-
sion) into a State Socialist regime,
which relied dominantly on national-
ist ideology and its nationalist “activ-
ists,” and actually became a mixture of
state socialism and state nationalism.
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The reason why
“our leader” is the
“right” person to have
this above mentioned
nationalists’ dream
come true is the fact
that he actually em-
bodies both regimes:
the State Socialist one
which was dear to him
in his “aparatchik”
past, and the State Na-
tionalist one which is
now his “Czarist”
present. And, also, due
to the effects of his
“transformation” of
former (one of the
more liberal) Commu-
nist Party of Serbia into
state-socialist-plus-na-
tionalistregime, we are
now living in a state
nationalism which is a
twin, a duplicate of
state socialism. As a
matter of fact, under
Milosevic’s reign one
can easily find the fun-
damental elements of
state nationalism——so
similar to those of state
socialism—only under
different names. Table

Table 1: State Socialism vs. State Nationalism

What did we have in state socialism?
The leader of the Communist Party.

Who were the subjects?
The mass of the “working people.”

Who were ideologically correct people?

Faithful, “true” communists, obedient to
the sacrosanct Party “line” under the

leader.
leader’s leadership.

What was the struggle against?

Traitors of the Communist ideology.

Who was the enemy?
The class enemy.

What was the goal of state socialism?

The victory of the working class; equality

among all people and social justice.
When will this goal be achieved?

In faraway,

but sure tome—"bright future.”

What do we have in State nationalism?
The leader of the nation.
Who are the subjects?
The mass of “true” Serbian people.
Who are ideologically correct people?
Faithful, obedient to the great national
cause, and to the “line” of the great

What is the struggle against?
Inside traitors of “true” Serbianhood.
Who is the enemy?
The enemies of the nation—other
nations, and inside traitors.

What is the goal of State nationalism?
All Serbs in one country.

When will this goal be achieved?
In heaven, because Serbs as such
are “heavenly people.”

And what about the categories of person and citizen?
What did we have then, and what do we have now?

In state socialism we had:

The good person: man-comrade and
woman-comrade faithful to communism

The bad person: non-Communist or
anti-communist.

“True” citizen: Mr. and Mrs. Communist.

" In state nationalism we have:

The good person: Mr. and Mrs. Good
Serbian, faithful to “true” Serbianhood.

The bad person: “bad” Serbians,
traitors of “true” Serbianhood.

“True” citizen: Mr, and Mrs. Serbian,

1 shows a list of paral-
lel elements essential to both state so-
cialism and state nationalism, by
answering a few questions:
As we can see, both in Serbia’s State
Socialist past and State Nationalist
present we did not, and do not, have
a civic definition of the citizen, but
only the narrow, ideologically and
instrumentally defined one.

Keepingin mind these rather appar-
ent similarities between state socialism
and state nationalism in Serbia it is
possible to stress two points: first, that
nationalist ideology in Serbia has been
introduced and established within,
and on the basis of previous Commu-
nist Party ideology, structure, charac-
ter of leadership, the obedience
demanded of its members, etc.; sec-
ond, that Serbian state nationalism,
just as state socialism had been, was

brought from above, as the “official”
policy, and highly recommended
“party” line.

In that sense one could argue that
Serbian nationalism in fact was not,
and is not, grassroots nationalism, but
nationalism “activated” and “born”
from above. That would be, in my
opinion, only one side of the matter.
The basis for Serbian nationalism, of
course, did exist among anti-commu-
nist nationalist dissidents, asIoutlined
at the beginning of this text, and in a
significant manner it actually pre-
pared Milosevic’s rise to power. But,
when nationalism became a part of the
official ideology, it was then further
intentionally provoked, instrumen-
tally constructed, programmed,
cemented, and with constant media
propaganda even forced upon people.

Therefore, Serbian nationalism has its
very specific features. It did start long
ago as the oppositional, nationalist “-
alternative” to communism, but—
thanks to Mr. Milosevic’'s sudden
“conversion” from communism into
nationalism—became amalgamated
with the previous (maintained intact)
Party structure. Instead of communist
ideology, the newly born Socialist
Party ideology was then thoroughly,
sometimes even brutally, permeated
with aggressive and officially sanc-
tioned nationalism.

But, one could rightly ask how did all
this come to be possible? First, of all, in
the East, socialism lost almost all cred-
ibility as a social project for a “just” so-
ciety. Due to the exclusive and
unhappy experience of socialism as to-
talitarianism in Eastern and Central
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Europe, the swing of social processes
is now going~i1}to another extreme di-
rection—towafd the conservative, tra-
ditional, nationalist, patriarchal and
simple minded concept of democracy.
Eastern countries are now going
through pdinful (and dangerous: the
best example is Yugoslavia) processes
of liberation of many suppressed di-
mensions, which had been forbidden
or restricted under socialism. These
suppressed dimensions are complex
and, as a rule, they are double-faced,
containing, at the same time, normal
and extreme shapes such as: national
in the extreme shape of aggressive na-
tionalism, religiousidentity as extreme
fundamentalist inclination, liberal un-
derstood only as anti-communist,
democratic as primarily anti-Socialist,
etc. Frequently these new ideologies,
in which nationalism is predominant,
represent, in fact, a reversed mirror of
the ex-socialist style. These new de-
mocracies and ideologies are as au-
thoritarian, rigid, intolerant of any
difference, and totalitarian as social-
ismitself—its great enemy-—had been.

That is why, it seems to me, it is im-
portant to reverse the prevailing opin-
ion and perspective of past socialist
realities. The real issue is not what the
totalitarian socialist regime had done,
but quite the opposite—what this re-
gime had not done. The question is not
purely rhetorical, because the way one
posits the critical perspective on the
experience of the socialist past is the
crucial factor leading to possible ways
of seeing and recognizing its alterna-
tives. It simply means that any (anti-
communist) alternative to totalitarian
communism does not necessarily have
to be a democratic one. Of course, no
one is denying that totalitarian social-
ist regimes did suppress and oppress
all the “antisocialist” tendencies:
democratic as “bourgeois,” religious,
national, ethnic, cultural, historical,
etc. But, moreimportant is the fact that
socialism did not in any way help tu
build the complex social fabric which
could serve as the basis for democratic
alternatives. With such totalitarian
practices, socialism consequently pre-
vented the rise and growth of the con-

ditions necessary for the construction
of the democratic character of people.

Because of that, the collapse of com-
munism resulted in an opening of the
dangerous (deadly dangerous in the
case of former Yugoslavia) civic void—
the absence of democratic substances,
values, institutions, patters of behav-
iour, etc., as the possible means and
criteria for the way out of the totalitar-
ian order. We are simply, faced with
the fact that we want to change the to-
talitarian East into “new democracies”
with unchanged people, whose per-
sonality structure is far from being
democratically oriented. So, due to the
opening of thiskind of civic void it was
possible for all sorts of overt undemo-
cratic “alternatives” to find their place,
and in which aggressive nationalism
and chauvinism found perfect soil to
grow.

The most striking example of this
civic void which was filled with anti-
democratic “solutions” is the case of
former Yugoslavia. Because of its mul-
tinational multi-ethnic structure
post-ex-Yugoslavia witnessed enor-
mous growth of nationalisms and
chauvinisms. The very specific feature
of Yugoslavia, which to many of us
seemed (naively?) as a richness of pos-
sibilities—its multinational and multi-
ethnic structure—is now used (that is,
abused ) as the perfect instrument of
hatred, the constant reason for and
cause of war, and the main obstacle to
democratization. Instead of having a
plurality of, previously suppressed
cultural, historical and national demo-
cratic solutions for such a multi-ethnic
and multicultural country, asex-Yugo-
slavia was—we are now facing, and
terribly suffering from an aggressive
plurality of nationalisms and chauvin-
isms of nations which have no mercy
for anything, such as cities, or for any-
body, such as innocent people whose
only fault is that they happen to live
where guns are firing. Now, every na-
tion is losing its dignity committing
unimaginable atrocities against the
other enemy nation. But, aside from all
previous or “historical” reasons, no
one can deny the fact that Serbs, not at
all in their own interest (but precisely

the opposite), pulled the trigger, and
started this tragic and disastrous
“game.”

The effects of this nationalist plu-
ralization are, in fact, non-pluralist
atall. Although there are many surface
differences between new states—this
non-pluralist element is their common
denominator. The reason this is so lies
in the very concept of the (post-
socialist) political transformation, ad-
vocated by the majority of new
post-communist political parties. The
strongest (and winning) parties, in
particular, in republics or new states,
had in their programmes and objec-
tives the extreme expression of nation-
alist ideologies. They were as
nationalist and exclusive of other na-
tional identities, as much as they were
traditional, militant, patriarchal, sex-
ist, in their programmes, types of or-
ganization, their symbolic order,
language, accents, omissions and
blind-spots, etc.

Briefly, the main problem and the
most tragic result of the disintegration
of former Yugoslavia is the dominant,
manipulative operation of purpose-
fully provoking, constructing, and
“producing” nationalisms and chau-
vinisms—mythological, narcissistic,
non-reflexive, aggressive, hateful to-
wards other nations, as the main and
only guilty party for its sufferings and
“historical losses.” For the ruling par-
ties, the nation is above everything,
above everyideology. Itis above every
possibility of diverse political orien-
tations within the very same nation—
which are an obvious and necessary
precondition of democracy. Nation is,
therefore, above democracy.

The aim is not to equalize and flat-
ten all nationalisms (because they as-
sume different forms according. to
historical and cultural backgrounds,
and different ways of expression), nor
to negate the values of affirming
emerging national and confessional
values and identities, which were
deeply suppressed in socialism. What
I am trying to say is that when the
chance of democratic national emanci-
pation loses or abandons its tolerant
and multi-ethnic possibility (being in-
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stead aggressive and revengeful), it
becomes deadly dangerous in fanatic
hate of other nations as the eternal his-
torical enemy, as the target on which
all aggression is focused. Now we can
see that itis above every human life, or
any other decent human interest.

Moreover, with media-war-propa-
ganda (going on endlessly, “bombing”
people’s minds every night), each side
producesits “reality”—amodified and
instrumentally adapted truth. In such
a divided country in which travelling
is no longer possible, not to mention
security of existence and residence in
one’s own home, media-manipuldted
messages of these closed “entities”
cuts the truth in order to prove one
point—that “We,” our nation, and
“our Cause” for war is so justified that
there should not be any doubt in the
“heavenly”? righteousness of “our”
eternal historical rights and in the war
in defence of them.

With this totalitarian domination of
nationalist ideologies the first and

the Serbian leader once clearly put it.
Nation is, accordingly, and undoubt-
edly, above democracy. Democracy is
the traitor of the nation, because it
brings with it “disunion,” and ques-
tions the “rightness” and “rationality”
of its goals and means.

Furthermore, one of the most perti-
nent features of all these new post-
Communist democracies is the fact
that they are male dominated, overtly
patriarchal, traditional, and conserva-
tive regarding the position of women,
their social role and significance. In the
Eastern former socialist countries the
new patriarchy is now the prevailing
social reality for women, as well as for
men. This is also the result of the above
mentioned civic void left by the col-
lapse of communism. The socialist re-
gime was a communist, and male
dominated, patriarchal, and authori-
tarian conglomerate which, paradoxi-
cally was stabilized even more by the
mixture of progressive women's legal
rights, and existent patriarchy that

...One of the most pertinent features of all these new post-Commu-
nist democracies is the fact that they are male dominated, overtly

Dpatriarchal, traditional, and conservative regarding the position of —

women, their social role and significance.

greatest victim is civil (even ex-social-
ist) society itself, which is always ex-
pendable when nationalist interest
demands it. With civil society in dan-
ger, all human rights are in danger.
They are rights on paper only, deacti-
vated rights serving only as a national-
ist smokescreen in front of Western
democratic eyes. The real, effective
and activated rights are now some-
thing else: they are mythological rights
that glorify the old heroic and tragic
_national destiny; they are a historical
in their obstinate revival of (past)
“historical claims,” unscrupulously
applied to different, present-day cir-
cumstances.

Moreover, the “saint” of national
interest demands unity, it cannot ac-
cept dialogue, and does not tolerate
difference(s). It approves only of the
collective mind and national “truth”—
because the “nationisalwaysright,” as

governed women'’s real lives. With
fifty years of “socialist emancipation”
behind them, women never learned to
take the active, self-conscious part in
facing and confronting the new politi-
cal, ex-socialist, reality. Instead, they
were actually very well prepared to be
and stay passive in the new processes
of political and democratic transfor-
mations. Before their very eyes, the
new patriarchy emerged, because the
whole concept of the emancipation of
women and equality between the sexes
simply vanished as the significant and
equal component of these new democ-
racies.

In that sense, as all these new de-
mocracies are in fact deeply male de-
mocracies, all these newly emerged
post-communist nationalisms are also
male nationalisms. Their essential dis-
course, and practice, is that of the war-
rior, the “hero” of nationhood isnoone

else but a Man, who is defending the
nation, territory, tradition, glory, hon-
our, etc. This type of aggressive, war-
oriented nationalism, asarule,isbased
and functions on a patriarchal system
of values and social, gendered order,
in which men and women are sepa-
rated into opposite zones—(battle)
fields and (sheltered) fields. This kind
of war-gendered-order is the most ex-
treme example of men’s and women'’s
separated realities, which are pre-
sented and seen as a hatural, unavoid-
able and eternal state of affairs.

In fact, one could argue that every
nationalism is male nationalism. The
relationship between nationalism and
women is contradictory, paradoxical
and, asarule, amystified one. The con-
tradiction liesin the fact that all nation-
alist basic values, goals and myths are
“feminine”—in Serbian, as in many
languages, nation, motherland, tradi-
tion, honour, glory, history, etc. are of
female gender. Moreover, women are
of fundamental importance as actual
“producers” and pillars of all these val-
ues and goals. But the problem is that
there is no way women could be, or
become, equal partners and subjects of
these values. Instead, they are objects,
consequently objectified in their prime
function of reproducing the very same
“feminine” values, but from which
they are excluded.

Attention is focused on Serbian na-
tionalism for two reasons. First, this
isthenationalismIhavelived withand
through, all these years. Second, be-
cause I frankly believe that everyone
has to confront and criticize primarily
one’s own nationalism in order to un-
derstand, and then, perhaps to criticize
others. The specificity of Serbian ag-
gressive nationalism is that it is so
deeply patriarchalinits “essence” that,
paradoxically, it does not even have to
articulate, accentuate or to prove itself
by open control over women. Serbian
patriarchal ideology is a warrior’s
mythology in which the place for
women is clearly and strictly de-
fined—women are there because of
men, they are in their function as
breeders of new generations of brave
soldiers. There are many examples in
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Serbian mythology of women digni-
fied exclusively as mothers of sons
who went to fight, and were killed, for
their national pride.

This tribalist patriarchalism indis-
putably put women into their submis-
caretakers of children in refuge. Some
of them identify themselves with the
great cause and they take part in bat-
tles, shootings and a military way of
life. They are accepted as such, as equal
warriors and they are media stars, of
course. BBt, the most evident fact is
that in these nationalist-war circum-
stances, women are completely unim-
portant and invisible, except in their
role as mothers and wives. They are
not seen or heard as possible subjects
who have the right to speak their
minds, or to have a voice in these
matters. The war is men’s world. But
its victims are mostly women and
children.

There is yet another possible expla-
nation why men, actively motivated to
fight to death, are so dominantly vis-
ible, and women are so invisible, al-
most nonexistent in all these terrible
and brutal killings and media war
propaganda. The main (but hidden)
reason why nationalist propaganda is
exclusively focused and oriented to-
ward men is again a paradoxical one:
during fifty years of peace, the Serbian
traditional (patriarchal) masculine
identity has, in fact, deeply changed,
under the influence of civilizing and
urbanizing transformations, and has
become more complex, tolerant, ur-
ban-like “softer,” and less eager (or,
not even interested) to simply go and
fight with Croats, and later with Mus-
lims—to revenge for all the past tragic
losses. So, that is why the war-hostil-
ity-propaganda is so boringly obsti-
nent, repetitious (very effective),
aggressively truthful in its open ma-
nipulation, invoking and reviving the
good old warrior's masculinity—as
the defender of its nation, its territory,
home, family. '

Media-war-propaganda is prima-
rily oriented toward the deconstruc-
tion of the present (or, more precisely,
already past and gone) urban, cul-

tured, civilized and less aggressive
prewar type of masculinity, and, at the
same time, toward the reconstruction
of the previous, older (but in national-
ist mythologies the only “true”) ag-
gressive, abusive, “manly,” “brave”
militant masculinity which will obedi-
ently follow the nation’s causes and
calls for battle.

But in this programmed operation
of reviving the old, patriarchal “order
of things,” all the cynicism of national-
ist manipulation of basic, historical
human standards and values becomes
clear. This newly-constructed patriar-
chal order—“invented tradition”
(hobsbawm)—is nothing but a surro-
gate for, and is by no means the same
as the (historical) old Serbian patriar-
chal order. Because, in former times,
the patriarchal order preserved basic
values of dignity, and its type of mas-
culinity was not sadistically violent,
nor immorally prone to bestiality.

This type was warrior-like, but not
of this ominouskind. It was strictlyand
morally controlled against dehumani-
zation, dignified in its principles, as
well as in its reasons for war. That is
also the reason why the present
“emancipation” of previously sup-
pressed national and confessional
identities is not oriented toward recre-
ating and rehabilitating its cultural
values, morals and genuine religious
humanity. On the contrary, it is ori-
ented toward the annihilation of all
those values, because they are “non-
functional” in making nations and
Confessions hate and kill each other.

This leads to another dimension of
state nationalism, than of its twin, state
socialism. That is the fact that state
nationalism is even more totalitarian
than state socialism used to be. For in-
stance, the categories of “traitor” and
“enemy” in State socialism were ap-
plied to those considered non-Com-
munist or anti-communist. This label,
however threatening and repressive it
might have been, actually was a politi-
cal category, leaving at least some, al-
though very little, space for personal
identity ineducable to such political
stigmatization. But in state national-
ism, the totalitarian concept of nation-

hood penetrates and every aspect of
our being. It enters our birth certifi-
cate—the first document of our per-
sonal existence and individuality. It
leaves us no free space for our personal

- articulation, or choice. We become

what is written in our birth certificate,
as the inescapable part of our identi-
ties, by the simple fact that we are born
somewhere (territory), and to some-
one (national identity). This is totali-
tarian (very total, indeed) nationalist
occupation of the total space of our
identities. We cannot escape it. By this
cunning operation we are forever what
we can never choose—our predeter-
mined origin, blood and nation.
Therefore, categories such as the
“traitor,” and the “enemy” in national-
ism are no longer a political category,
but an overall category that pretends
tobe the one and only definition of our
humanity. So, being a traitor of “true”
Serbianhood is an even more danger-
ous and much deeper stigmatization.
Due to this totalitarian nationalist
domination of our whole human sub-
stance, being labelled as a traitor of
“true” Serbianhood means actually be-
inga “traitor” to humanity itself, asitis
so defined. There is no possibility to
choose to be different, but only the
“true” (aggressively nationalist) Ser-
bian. In this, there is no plurality, no
choice. They have chosen instead of us.

Notes

1. The very term “cleansing” actually be-
longs to the communist vocabulary.
Therefore, one could say that the ideo-
logical cleansing of all those who were
near the power and who did not adapt
themselves to extreme Serbian national-
ist ideology and mythology, was the es-
sential precondition for later deadly
practice of ethnic cleansing.

2. The heavenly element is very important
in the Serbian mythological nation’siden-
tity. After the lost battle with Turks at
Kosovo six hundred years ago (1389), the
myth has been made that Serbs, by losing
this crucial Battle, gained their place in
heaven, and therefore, became a heav-
enly nation, exceptional and fundamen-
tally different from all other nations. This
mythological element is very often used
as a primary criterion for Serbs’ (heav-
enly) superiority over all other national
identities. o
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National Identity As Political Ideology

Introduction!

The events of 1990 and 1991 represent
a historical turning point in the devel-
opment of former Yugoslavia. That
Yugoslavia, which consisted of six re-
publics (Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia,
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Montenegro,
and Serbia), had been an example of a
relatively developed multi-ethnic so-
cialist state; but from that time its
former republics began to separate
into ethno-national states, and thus
Serbia and Montenegro, sharing an
identical national-political ideology,
formed the “new” Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. The League of Commu-
nists of Yugoslavia, up to that point the
largest ideological-political institution
in the land, disappeared from the po-
litical scene. Its functionaries divided
off into their respective ethno-national

' republican parties, whose basic politi-
cal motto could be expressed in two
words—"“national democracy.” The
ideological mechanisms (the political
power of an elite, political monopoly,
and political privilege) which became
characteristic of all these parties, re-
gardless of their changed names, were
carried over from the “old” regime,
because the political leaders of these
new parties, as well as the vast major-
ity of their membership, had previ-
ously been “sociopolitical” workers
—Communists. Nationalism as a tran-
sition to nationalist democracy is a
process which began at that point in
Yugoslavia, and up to the present day
can count its successes only in num-
bers of victims.

The approximately 22 million in-
habitants of former Yugoslavia be-
longed, according to the census of
1981, to 24 different nationalities (see
Table 1).2
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The two primary factors contributing
to the homogenization of such an
ethnically diverse population were:
“brotherhood and unity,” a form of
politically imposed collective identity;
and “self-management,” a specific
type of socioeconomic homogeniza-
tion. Other types of collective identity
such as religion and nationality were
politically marginalized up until the
end of the 1980s. Individual rights in
former Yugoslavia were thus con-
verged with collectiverights, while the
“nation,” that is, its federal units, ac-
cording to the 1974 Constitution, had
legal status; a fact which was later
shown to be a key contributing ele-
ment of political support for the desta-
bilization and collapse of Yugoslavia.

An overall portrait of the Yugoslav
peoples would also include their un-
equal cultural, economic, and social
level of development—and, indeed,
the territories of the old Yugoslavia
were full of extreme contradictions on
all levels. The culturally and economi-
cally developed “European model” of
the north contrasted with the southern,
undeveloped “Byzantium.” In be-
tween lay the geographical, political,
economic, and cultural middle—the
“Belgraderegion,” where, fortunately,
no ethno-national or nationalistic ho-
mogenization has managed to make

Table 1:
1981 Yugoslavian Census Data
Nationalities % Share
Montenegrins 2.58
Croats 19.75
Macedonians 5.97
Slovenes 7.20
Muslims 8.20
Serbs 36.30
Albanians 7.20

Those who declared

themselves Yugoslavs 5.44
Others (Hungarians, etc.) - 7.36
Total 100.00

any inroads, even today. The “Bel-
grade region” constitutes the space in
which, in contrast to other areas of
“rump” Yugoslavia, the former iden-
tity of former Yugoslavia—an identity
of ethnic mix and political pluralism—
has, on the whole, been preserved.

The end of the 1980s and the begin-
ning of the 1990s was a period when
nation and territory emerged as key
political components of collective
identity. The political ideology of
“brotherhood and unity” was radi-
cally transformed, and in its place the
ideology of defence of the national es-
sence, national interest, and national
borders, which up until that time had
been only administrative technical
questions, took its place. At the social
level, however, the influence of the
previous political ideology of brother-
hood and unity was such that the ques-
tion of ethno-national belonging, in
everyday, more or less routine rela-
tions (among family, neighbours,
friends, and workplace associates) did
not have great significarice. The years
1990 and 1991 saw the opening of a
clearly visiblechasmbetween the new-
born nationalistic ideology of govern-
ments and the nature of everyday
interpersonal relations of members of
different nationalities.

In other words, everyday inter-
personal relations still maintained the
characteristics of brotherhood and
unity, just as efforts were being un-
dertaken to impose a new type of
collective identity—nation and terri-
tory—and to establish it as the new
political ideology, on a large scale and
with all available means. It was pre-
cisely that gap between the ethno-
national political ideology of the
governing powers and the nature of
everyday interethnic relations and be-
haviour of ordinary people, although
of relatively short duration, which pro-
vides a clearindication of the origins of
ethnic conflicts. After that brief inter-
val, ethno-national political propa-
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ganda, initiated by some intellectuals
and by the government in Serbia, and
in other republics, began to intensify
and to attract larger and larger num-
bers of supporters among the popula-
tion. After the breakdown of the
federal political leadership of former
Yugoslavia into republican ethnoe-na-
tional leaderships (that is, political
elites), nationalist tensions heightened
rapidly and the ethnocultural division
of the population accelerated dramati-
cally. The multinational population of
former Yugoslavia therefore began to
divide along lines of those who more
or less accepted predatory nationalist
‘ideologies and those who either ig-
nored them or resisted them.

The point at which there was a dis-
tinguishable differentiation between
the nationalistideology of government
and the quality of interethnic relations
among the population coincided with
the most vigorous nationalistic cam-
paigns in which the media showed
themselves to be the essential agent of
communication between government
and people. Aided by newly emergent,
vigourous “defenders of the nation,”
nationalist media propaganda at-
tracted supporters among the popula-
tion and served to create refugees. The
first refugees to arrive in Serbia from
Croatia were recorded in September,
1990, and from that time their number
has increased constantly. Refugees
from the period September, 1990, to
May, 1991 were on the whole made
refugees by the dramatic influence of
media propaganda in service to ethno-
national politicalideology, because the
primary reasons for their departure
was media-induced fear. For those
refugees who departed between May,
1991, and the end of that year, the main
reasons stated for leaving their place of
permanent residence became, besides
fear, loss of jobs, threats to individuals
and families, and general endanger-
ment of life.

For this reason refugees are living
witnesses to the process by which the
media promote ethno-national iden-
tity as a political ideology, and how, at
that time, all types of interethnic rela-
tions in ethnically mixed areas and

beyond began to be systematically
crushed. The government and the peo-
ple, thanks above all to the media,
gradually established a correspond-
ence, and the discrepancybetweenide-
ology and interpersonal relations
began to. disappear. This merging of
views was based, on the one hand, on
the (rather low-level) political culture
of the citizenry® and their unprepared-
ness at the right moment to realize
what was really happening and what
the consequences would be; and on the
other hand, on the narrow interests of
nationalist political elites to acquire or
maintain republican power. In addi-
tion to the low level of political culture,
the socially urgent need for reconstruc-
tion of the economy, because of the
drastic consequences for the standard
of living set off by the economic and
political crisis, exacerbated the dissat-
isfaction of the population and un-
leashed its irrational energies. It is
precisely in such a political and social
atmosphere that the media can suc-
cessfully intervene between govern-
ment and people, and the political
nationalization of discourse through
media becomes an effective model for
the reaffirmation of ethno-national
spirit and the intensification of na-
tional feelings. The causes of ethno-na-
tionalistic war in the territories of the
former Yugoslavia can be found at all
levels: from international politics and
internal relations of domestic political
elites, to the concrete interethnic rela-
tions of the population. Their relative
importance can be distinguished se-
quentially in time. The purpose of
this work, however, is to shed light on
the process of the internal political pro-
duction of ethno-nationalist war. This
analysis of the “process of mediation”
between power holders and ethnically
mixed communities views the indi-
vidual as having different types of
roles and engaging in various kinds
relationships.

One of the essential questions of this
work is the reasons for and the timing
of the onset and acceptance of nation-
alistic ideologies. The text is based on
data obtained through research on
refugees from Croatia in 1991.4

The Process of Destruction of
Ethnically Mixed Communities in
The Former Yugoslavia

“Brotherhood and unity,” which be-
gan as a political category, created a
community which then began to break
down according to the category of
membership in an ethnic group. The
radical transformation of one form of
integrationintoanother, contradictory
one, over a short period of time, raises
the question of the operative efficacy
of individual factors. The dynamic
with which the ideology of brother-
hood and unity crossed overinto inter-
ethnic war speaks not so much to the
theory of a fertile nationalistic latent
structure as the basis, but rather to the
efficient joining together of diverse
political interests, the symbolic order,
and the specific type of individual iso-
lated political culture as the principle
reason for war on the geopolitical ter-
ritory of Yugoslavia. Further, it speaks
not to the equilibrium of its signifi-
cance and power but rather empha-
sises above all the mobilizing factor
which insures an indispensable homo-
geneity and dynamic, and at differing
intervals.

Theissue of resistance on the part of
the ethnically mixed community to the
tendency of destruction, from outside
or internally, however, leads to the
question of its constitutive elements
and the nature of micro-factors of
integration,

Within this approach to under-
standing the reasons for interethnic
destruction, it must be kept in mind
that interethnic conflicts, at a concrete
level, were asaruleinitiated by partici-
pants recruited from groups of sports
fans, dressed in uniform overnight,
and paid to become “national defend-
ers,” those who would, in their ethni-
cally mixed environment, defend their
“nation” while attacking “the other.”
The sports fan, symbolizing the spirit
of collectivity, provides the particular
type of energy capable of expressing
and acting on aggression. This was not
entirely coincidental, for traditionally
fan euphoria at sports matches be-
tween teams from different republics
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often had a nationalistic tone in former
Yugoslavia.

The transformation of the indi-
vidual from a non-ethnic self-manager
into a vigorous ethno-nationalist be-
gan, under pressure of the media’s
manipulation of information, with the
closing of media borders between re-
publics. Nationalistic propaganda in
ethnically mixed regions in Croatia
brought out “self-invited” protectors
of the nation, nationalist volunteers
from all regions of Serbia and Croatia,
to defend local residents from each
other: a Serbian housewife from a
Croatian housewife, a Serbian neigh-
bour from a Croatian neighbour, a Ser-
bian brother from a Croatian brother.
Theinstitutionalization of nationalism
began with the firing of Serbs from
workplaces in areas where Croats con-
stituted the majority of the population,
and conversely the firing of Croats
from workplaces in areas where Serbs
were in the majority, or where they
held positions of political responsibil-
ity. The standard socialist distribution
of power and decision-making, in ac-
cordance with principles of the politi-
cal rotation of cadres,® was in this
respect operative, so that it was not
even necessary to take a formal institu-
tional decision. Such decisions were,
only later, retroactively entered into
the books. Municipal politicians, locals
of political standing, were coerced
(whether or not they wanted to) into
adhering to the ethno-national divi-
sion of the town or village in which
they lived—and this became a life or
death question. If the members of the
other ethnic group did notkill him, the
members of his own would kill him as
a traitor. With the destruction of ethni-
cally mixed areas in this way complete,
the only remaining question was the
ethnic cleansing of the place.

Although within former Yugoslavia
there existed several types of cultural
models which were very different
from one another, the relatively com-
mon characteristic of all ethnic groups
was the decisive basis for the transfor-
mation to hationalism. A systemati-
cally developed authoritarian social
character along with a discernible

mentality, latent nationalistic tension,
and worsening conditions of existence
guaranteed the success of a manipula-
tiontoward the option of war. War was
the consequence of the destructive in-
fluence of nationalistic ideology and
depended notonly on the effectiveness
of the manipulating agent, but also on
the latent structure of society, the mi-
cro-community.

The extent to which the ethnic com-
munity was homogeneous and the na-
ture of influence of specific factors on
the destruction of that community can
best be seen from the results of empiri-
cal research carried out with refugees
who left their homes prior to the sum-
mer of 1991, directly before the out-
break of the worst armed conflicts.

The theoretical question with which
we were unavoidably confronted in
this analysis was: can the condition of
being orbecoming a refugeebe consid-
ered a form of migration, if the primary
motive for departure stems from an
undefined fear (as expressed by the
first refugees of 1990), or from direct
threat to life (as experienced by those
who came later, in the summer of
1991)? Migrants by definition always
have a larger possibility of rational
choices and voluntary decisions, while
for refugees such choices are severely
limited. It is a particular type of coer-
cion that forces one to become a refu-
gee, which differs from the reasons for
voluntary migration, in terms of the
intensity of endangerment to one’s ex-
istence. Thus the refugee must be con-
sidered distinct from the migrant, and
therefore the theoretical concepts con-
cerning migrants are inadequate for
the analysis of refugees. The only simi-
larity between refugees and voluntary
migrants lies in the fact that members
of both groups become “second class
citizens” in the milieu in which they
settle, and their status becomes and
remains a part of their social “identity
card” for succeeding generations. The
absurdity of this case is that these indi-
viduals are refugees within the former
Yugoslavia, irrespective of ethno-na-
tional identity, and are thus refugees
within their formerhomeland. Moving
to their “native” ethnic republic does

not, however, lead to ethno-national
homogenization, but rather to an in-
crease in intra-ethnic tensions, and
even to conflicts. The assimilation of
Serbian refugees from Croatia among
“old Serbian residents of Serbia” is hin-
dered by the differences between the
two groups, which are manifested at
several levels: from everyday habits
(in workplaces and elsewhere) to lan-
guage. This confirms the notion that
the social impulses for conformity
within everyday life, no matter what
the cultural milieu, are sufficiently
strong that national identity becomes
overshadowed. Therefore, ethno-na-
tional predatory behaviour can be-
come a basic part of everyday
interpersonal relations only through
politically manipulated transforma-
tion.

How Did They Live Together
Before?

The historical memories of the popula-
tion concerningbrutalinterethnic (and
inter-religious) conflicts during the
course of world war has often been
referred to by some Serbian intellectu-
als as the key proof for the theoretical
interpretation of reasons for the flight
of refugees today. However, the data
from our research indicate that con-
temporary ethnic conflicts did not start
spontaneously, as a result of integra-
tion of personal and group experience
ininterethnic threat over the course of
time from the Second World War to the
present day, nor did the historical
memory of “Ustasa genocide against
the Serbian people in the Second
World War” provoke a new wave of
killing. But it is certain that “collective
memory” of thisact was the articulated
target of the media for the purpose of
strengthening Serbs’ ethno-national
feelings. Itis also certain that its articu-
lation as abasic element for nationaliz-
ing discourse arose from a certain
latent structure through to everyday
interpersonal relations, as will be
shown later.

A total of 60.3 percent of the inform-
ants in this study indicated that in
interethnic relations in the postwar
period (i.e, after the Second World
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War) there was never any sort of divi-
sion; 60.2 percent indicated that there
was never any interethnic intolerance;
77.7 percent said there were never eth-
nic conflicts at the personal level, and
83.9 percent said there were never any
ethnic conflicts at the group level. At
the same time, 39.7 percent of the in-
formants indicated that there were
interethnic divisions in the postwar
period; 39.8 percent that there was
interethnic intolerance; 22.3 percent
that there were personal interethnic
conflicts, while 16.1 percent said that
there had been interethnic group con-
flicts. Careful analysis of these data,
however, suggests that the latent struc-
tures for the development of ethnic
conflicts in ethnically mixed areas
were already present, butnottosucha
degree that one could expect their
spontaneous transformation into na-
tionalistic conflict or war. Informants
in this study typically characterized
the breakdowns in interethnic rela-
tions in the period after the Second
World War in the following terms:

. 'when the opportunity arose,

Croats would withdraw to theirside,
Serbs to theirs ... after the events at
Kosovo, Croats considered that Al-
banians should be given their repub-
lic, while Serbs believed the
opposite, and there would be argu-
ments, especially at work. It rarely
came to fisticuffs, and it would al-
ways be outside, after working
hours, so nobody knows how often
this happened ... [a pensioner from
Vukovar).
... intolerance was always initiated
from the top: usually there was some
political event which the govern-
ment was responsible for, and be-
cause of which people would
quarrel, and divide according to eth-
nic identity ... [an economist from
Zadar).

These expressions of these refugees
reflect the political nationalization of
discourse organized by the media
which began the process of political
and nationalist transformation of the
self-consciousness of the “self-manag-
ing” individual. Here it should be
mentioned that the “self-manager”
was only declaratively a political sub-

ject of the melting-pot; while national-
ist ideologies have as their political
subject the authentic nationalist. Nev-
ertheless, the “self-manager of broth-
erhood and unity” finally realized,
after 40 years of manipulation, that all

decisions were in any case made out-

side the workers’ councils. This was
one of the factors that gave birth to
resistance to the socialist regime, and
was yet another source of dissatisfac-
tion and mobilization of irrational en-
ergy. The concept of “worker” evolved
through “working people” to arrive at
“nationalist” and “nationalistic inter-
est.” One form of manipulation was
replaced by another. The filtered po-
litical category of “self-manager”
encouraged the individual to learn
conformity to the crowd, to govern-
ment, and to prevailing policy, and left
the individual without a suitable social
role, without a wider social framework

for collective identity. At the same’

time, as a model of “political literacy,”
the concept of the “self-manager” was
based on the principles that authority
belonged to its adherents, power ac-
crued to its supporters and to the
obedient, the political subject concep-
tualized according to political object,
and sources of information according
to the needs of the (un)informed. The
possibility (and the incentives) for the
self-manager to become a citizen were
successfully cancelled out through
political intervention.

From the data it can also be seen that
the character of interethnic relations
after the Second World War up until
the present reflected a significantly
greater measure of orientation toward
“brotherhood and unity,” but that they
also became, in a relatively hidden
way, oriented to ethnic tension. The
first level of interpretation of this
contradictory fact is that “Yugo-
slavism” and nationalism both had the
foundation, and therefore the poten-
tial, to be developed further. The sec-
ond level of interpretation focuses on
the differences in the foundations of
Yugoslavism, on the one hand, and of
ethnic tensions, on the other. The con-
cept of Yugoslavism, at first only
through ideological propaganda and

political directives, penetrated all in-
terpersonal relations, and became a
way of life, a peculiarly Yugoslav real-
ity. The population of former Yugosla-
via, accordingto the data, was toa very
large extent unburdened with the
question of ethnic affiliation.
Without disputing the possibility of
the persistence of “historical memory”
as a latent structure, we have to em-
phasize nevertheless that in such so-
cial and political circumstances it did
not appear to play a role in the sponta-
neous (internal) provocation of con-
flictbecause, for one thing, the number
of those who had been witnesses to
those events was steadily diminishing
(some 40 years had elapsed), and for
another, the remaining sources
through which this “memory” could
continue and be sustained were nei-
ther current nor widespread. More-
over, ethno-national conflicts within
ethnically mixed communities did not
erupt in all ethnically mixed areas at
the same time. These circumstances
notwithstanding, “historical memory”
hasbeenbrought directly into political
propaganda, and, once conflicts esca-
lated, used as a supplementary motive
for ethnic hatred and ethnic defence.

Interpersonal Relations Prior to
Exile

We attempted to trace the mechanisms
of interethnic destruction through the
informants’ testimony concerning the
quality of relationships in everyday
life with family, friends, neighbours,
and workplace associates. Itbegan, our
respondents noted, “with the distanc-

" ing, the cooling of relations,” and “it

ended up with the shelling or mining
of houses, with being forced out.”
.Our research also confirmed at this
level that the functioning of the Yugo-
slav “melting pot” (interethnic inte-
gration under the influence of the
ideology of brotherhood and unity)
was exceptionally successful: more
than four-fifths (86.0 percent) of the in-
formants testified to good relations
with neighbours and with members of
other ethnic groups, as many as 95.1
percent had well developed friend-
ships, and more than two-thirds (66.5
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percent) had relations with relatives
who were members of other ethnic
groups—primarily on the basis of eth-
nically mixed marriages. These find-
ings challenge to a significant degree
the theory about historical continuity
of ethnic conflicts and speak to the the-
sis that current ethnic conflicts did not
begin spontaneously, as a continuity
of genocidal hatred, but rather were
somehow artificially provoked or in-
duced. The culmination of interethnic
disintegration in violent armed con-
flicts had a decisive influence on the
worsening of relations between mem-
bers of different nationalities. Thus,
58.8 percent of informants testified
that relations with neighbours had
deteriorated, while a similar number
found that friendships with members
of different nationalities had been
damaged (58.5 percent); family rela-
tionships, on the other hand, which
tend to be strongest, were most suc-
cessfully sustained—although every
fifth informant (21.1 percent) con-
firmed that even family relationships
had suffered.

Ethnic Conflicts—the Beginning
and the Escalation

Current interethnic conflicts began to
intensify during the pre-election cam-
paign at the time of the first postwar
multi-party elections in Croatia, in
April, 1990. That campaign was identi-
fied by 14.9 percent of the informants
as a contributing factor to conflict. The
aggressive campaign of the victorious
party, the Croatian Democratic Union,
and particularly the framework of that
party’s electoral programme—crea-
tion of an ethno-national state with a
diminishing of political rights for mi-
norities—resulted in the establishment
of a political authority which evoked
suspicion among members of other
ethnic groups. About one-third of the
informants in this study (35.5 percent)
mentioned this as a reason for the
worsening of interethnicrelations, and
the potential realization of the party’s
programme, which called forth the ac-
tive resistance of the Serbian popula-
tion (the events of the so-called “log
revolution” in the Knin region), is the

next reason given by 8.2 percent of the
informants. Conflicts burst into flame
duringthe firstquarter of 1991 (accord-
ing to 7.7 percent of the respondents),
and intensified in the second quarter
(17.1 percent) when open armed con-
flict began.

The first refugees did not emerge as
a result of the continuation of ethnic
conflicts, but rather as a product of
media-induced fear. In the first wave,
that is, up until May 1, 1991, according
to the data obtained in this study, the
main reason for departure was the
media coverage of Martin Spegelj, a
former General of the Yugoslav Peo-
ple’s Army and a current General of
the Croatian Army—as he negotiated
the purchase of weapons with which,
to paraphrase his remarks, “every-
thing that is Serbian will be killed.”

The sharpening of interethnic con-
flicts in the months in which the
number of refugees rose dramatically
was manifested in different ways. A
direct motive for departure was, there-
fore, an escalation from simply “fear”
itself to “fear of war,” “fear of re-
venge,” “fear for one’s life.” In condi-
tions of interethnic conflicts, fear, as an
irrational category, is structured at two
essential rational levels: the historical
and the current political. At the same
time, (the individual’s) fear, at the lo-
callevel of ethnic conflicts, is subjected
to the influence of all kinds of anomic
effects. These include: changes in the
system of government, police and law;
changes in leading personnel in the
economic and social sectors; limitation
of negative freedoms (movement and
work, social security, etc.); symbolic
and cultural self-identification (flags,
crests, language, media); as well as dif-
ferent forms of deviant behaviour
(from abuse of the vulnerable to rob-
bery, theft, and violence).

The question that many citizens of
the former Yugoslavia ask themselves
is: who is to blame for the situation in
which we now find ourselves? We felt
it was necessary to pose this question
about the “guilty” party to our refugee
informants, but within the framework
of two assumptions. First, anyone who
lived through the current situationand

through concrete personal (family)
tragedy, such as exile, would have his
or her representation of who is respon-
sible for it. Second, we wanted to find
out if and to what extent refugees
merged radicalization with generali-
zation, and whether they would con-
sider the guilty party the Croatian
people in general. The distribution of
answers indicated that only one of
every twenty informants blames the
Croatian people. The majority of re-
spondents (63.1 percent) blamed the
current Croatian government, and its
President, Tudjman. It is noteworthy
that every fifth informant also blamed
the Serbianleadership. The data for the
two most commonly mentioned guilty
parties (the “Croatian government”
and “all political leaderships”) dit-
fered according to the ethnic identity
of the informant.

Results of research onrefugees from
Croatia in 1991 indicate that commu-
nal life with different ethnic groups in
the same territory over many decades
had those characteristics which, ac-
cording to the manner of expression of
ethnic identity, would be unlikely to
bereversed. Rather, the characteristics
of the established ethnically mixed
community revealed more about the
lack of civil rights and freedoms, the
existence of social differences, the ten-
dency to unlawful or wilful decisions
by local authorities, that is, all other
things except nationalistic tensions.
Horizontal nationalistic energy was
released by the interest of political
elites, and distributed from top to bot-
tom along the social vertical of the
community.

The combination of underdevel-
oped political culture, burdensome
social conditions caused by economic
crisis, and the unleashing of irrational
energy as aresult of the precipitous fall
inthe standard of living, provided suf-
ficient ground for intermediary agents
to mobilize the latent structure, that is,
to establish a vital “collaboration” be-
tween government and people. At the
same time, the then relatively homog-
enous ethnically mixed community
began at that point to be visited by
ethno-national “volunteer” groups
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(who were to become the nationalist
paramilitary groups later on) from Ser-
bia and Croatia. Their intention was to
“defend” local Serb residents from lo-
cal Croat residents, and vice versa.
These “newcomers” proclaimed them-
selves protectors of the (Serbian or
Croatiag;s the case maybe) nationand
of the néffionalinterest, while local resi-
dents, at least at the beginning,
“asked” them not to come any more to
“defend” them, because they did not
need defending. But these Serb and
Croat paramilitary “newcomers”
started to threaten the local residents,
to push people into supporting them.
In addition to these paramilitary
“newcomer” groups, “military” terri-
torial defence groups were also
formed, somewhat later (and these lat-
ter were joined by the local population
regardless of their ethnic identity).
During this time the Yugoslav People’s
Army wasbeing gradually deserted by
members of all nationalities except
Serbs, Montenegrins, and Muslims
(Muslims began to leave the Army
only after the situation in Bosnia wors-
ened in 1992). The resulting Yugoslav
People’s Army, now almost ethnically
“pure” in composition, was later
obliged to “keep the peace” in ethni-
cally mixed areas. Thus began the
armed destruction.

National Identity: Secular Religion
or Political Category

National identity is a category which
contains simultaneously within itself
historical, individual-psychological,
cultural, social, and political dimen-
sions, and among which the domi-
nance of one over the other depends on
the degree of current sociopolitical
pressure exerted upon it. It therefore
can be manifested in different ways: as
an individual feeling, as a cultural
model, as social relationship, or as a
collective and political category. Only
inso faras thebasic conceptual-subjec-
tive feeling in consciousness of ethnic
belonging can be expressed, as a part
of the individual citizen's legitimate
private-legal dignity, then this ines-
capable characteristic of theindividual
does not have metahistorical, metacul-

tural, or metasocial connotation. In
every other case nationalidentity is the
instrumentalization of a privately held
self-concept, and is a manipulation of
those human characteristics, which in
any case the individual has no choice.

Individual identity is constructed
upon diverse social roles carried out
more or less routinely in everyday life.
Not one of these routine, everyday so-
cial roles, whether in the interpersonal
sphere, working relations, or leisure
time, depends upon, norisita function
of, the person’s ethno-national iden-
tity, and the nature of the individual’s
routine, everyday obligations does not
in any respect refer to national iden-
tity. Only when ethno-national iden-
tity, “as a secular religion of the
individual,” is transformed into a po-
liticalideology does itbecome a critical

precondition for the carrying out of -

any socialrole. Ethno-nationalidentity
then becomes the primary social role
upon which everything else depends,
and the basis of (lack of) privilege of
the personality irrespective of his or
her level of education, professional
orientation, or some other special char-
acteristic or quality.

Model of Nationalization of Dis-
course in the Former Yugoslavia

The construction of nationalist (politi-
cal and everyday) culture within the
behaviour of former citizens of Yugo-
slavia did not begin simultaneously on
all levels of society. Nationalism as a
political strategy significantly pre-
ceded the lower-level cheapest street
production of nationalist images and
sentiments. Nevertheless, some intel-
lectuals who manufactured “Cole Por-
ter nationalism” were, in the span of
five years, able to establish successful
foundations for communication—and
everything that the first ones thought
up, these others justified.

The mannerin which a political idea
(nationalism in former Yugoslavia)
begins to come alive semantically, and
thus to have an impact upon indi-
vidual consciousness, unfolds in a po-
litically anticipated direction. Thus,
one of the questions to be asked is the
“hierarchy of factors of influence” on

the conditions of realization of norma-
tive acts. In cases such as Yugoslavia,
“the form of political community” is
(and was) dictated by the “activity of
state power,” and not “the political
will of the community itself.” From
this state of affairs, “the national idea
semantically began to function above
all as a destabilizer of the ‘ethnic state,’
that is, in the form of ‘regional rebel-
lion,” ‘awakening of small nations,’
and ‘self-consciousness of ethnic mi-
norities.””” The breakup of Yugoslavia
into ‘parts and unities of societies’ was
such that the legitimizing bases of
power became weaker and weaker. At
precisely this interval, the totalitarian
government introduces new ruling
technologies, first through new politi-
cal discourse, and then through
mechanisms of “controlled liberaliza-
tion.” Changes within political dis-
course provoke changes within the
symbolic order and within public
opinion, which beginstobe pluralized:
from acceptance and support of the
new rhetorical project, and then fur-
ther on to its practice, to its criticism,
and to its rejection. In other words, the
new ethno-political discourse manu-
factures both supporters and oppo-
nents. Supporters transform it into
concrete action, while opponents re-
main on the margins, because their
actions cannot compare with those of
holders of official power and the sup-
porters among “the wider popular
masses.” The collapse of “old” social
connections and the establishment of
new ones takes place, above all, under
the influence of various communica-
tions processes.

The expressly articulated presence
of nation, national interest, and na-
tional essence, and the overall nation-
alization of discourse in everyday
speech and interpersonal relation-
ships, began with more intensive po-
litical discussions of the meaning of
nationalidentity and the safeguarding
of the national interest. The introduc-
tion of nation and national interest in
everyday political rhetoricin Yugosla-
via took place at the moment when an
exclusively counterproductive eco-
nomic policy and economic crisis
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threatened the state, and not some
other nation. The republican leader-
ships resolved the federal govern-
ment’s crisis of legitimacy by evoking
ethno-national spirit and national in-
terest for their respective republics.
Ethno-national interest was at first
politically cloaked in ideological dis-
cussions and declarations, and then
evolved into political action. The most
decisively important political action
that facilitated the introduction of na-
tionalism was the closing off of the
.media within the republican sphere.
With the internal republican isolation
of the media came subsequent debates
about which alphabet (Cyrillic or

the level of the republic, an illusory
social equilibrium. The consequences
of the economic crisis, which affected
all of Yugoslavia, began to be “re-
solved” at the level of the nation, and
the blame for that crisis was laid on the
other nation.

Ethno-national interest becomes
identified with the territory (in this
case the region of Croatia) on which
people had, over a period of many
years, established a system of mixed
social networks, which, irrespective of
national identity, functioned to the
advantage of everyone. The pol-
iticization of one’s own ethno-national
interest through its “protection” by

The symbolic order in totalitarian regimes always creates a fictive
public. Real events, impregnated with ideological-political symbols,
are degenerated and incorporated into a system of information/
knowledge structured on a reliably predictable public opinion.

Latin) was to be used in the subtitles of
films and for the most widely viewed
programmes. After the “closing off” of
the media, which was initiated follow-
ing the former Yugoslav state holiday
of November 29, 1989, a common Yu-
goslav media, for all practical pur-
poses, ceased to exist. Viewers were no
longer able to watch regularly alternat-
ing daily informative news reports
from the other republican centres,
which had been standard practice in
the past; and now had the opportunity
only to watch the daily news pro-
grammes prepared within their own
republics.

The national interest, under this

kind of political “protection,” consti-
~ tutes the misuse of historical roots and
the vulgar manipulation of ethno-na-
tional feelings of the individual to the
profit of political interests by those
who measure national interest only in
terms of protecting their own current
political self-interests. Ethno-national
interest projected in this way involves
the politicization of the individual’s
origins, emotions, and personal fates,
and enhances the construction of ag-
gression. The raising of ethno-national
interest to the level of policy was a
political strategy for establishing, at

means of brutal ethnic conflicts, which
were allegedly only an actand product
of defence, is an absurd indicator of the
collective hysteriaresulting frominad-
equate political integration of mem-
bership in the community, a
community burdened with increased
social misery brought on by a worn-
outandinappropriate political system,
and not by some other nation. The ab-
surdity is compounded as the politici-
zation of ethno-national interest
intensifies the misery, and predatory
nationalism and ethno-national hatred
grows deeper, directed not only to-
ward the “enemy” nation but also to
one’s own nation. The process of
ethno-national transition accompanies
the disappearance of the legal state, as
more massive use is made of all the
resources and behaviours that in con-
ditions of social equilibrium bear the
mark of the criminal—disorganiza-
tion, lawlessness, and crime.

The nationalization of discourse,
which unfolded from the beginning of

- December, 1989, also produced mili-

tant nationalists, who supported the
war as national defence and liberation.
The model of homogenization by
means of nationalistic discourse went
out in the form “us” and “them.”

Enemies are “them,” that is, all other
nations.

The symbolic order in totalitarian
regimes always creates a fictive public.
Real events, impregnated with ideo-
logical-political symbols, are degener-
ated and incorporated into a system of
information/knowledge structured
on a reliably predictable public opin-
ion. Media commentaries, for exam-
ple, as an essential part of this
information system, have the task of
“informing” according to the govern-
ment’s political requirements of the
day. In this way a fictitious picture of
reality was created, and a so-called
“people’s will” manufactured and set
in motion with forcefully directed en-
ergy. This creation constituted “ proof”
of the legitimacy of “democratic” gov-
ernment. Such a fictive public eventu-
ally takes on a life of its own as an
independent “authentic collective
spirit.”

From the moment that the empty
legitimate space of power was “filled
after the fall of communism, itbegan to

. befilled by the nation,” that is, the na-

tionalization of political discourse
evolved, to the point at which a new
reality was produced: “ethno-national
reality: division and ethnic conflicts,”
on the basis of which further, and in
more dramatic form, disintegrative
processes unfolded for which the gov-
ernment’s solution was held to be in
narrowing of options to ethno-national
interests. In the model of the authori-
tarianregime, as was the casein former
Yugoslavia, nationalization of political
discourse achieved a “special paradox:
that in the name of which and because
of which this began became a lever of

. its own destruction. That lever was

freedom understood as the nation. The
equalization of nations through free-
dom alone clears the path for its eleva-
tion to an idolized ideal, which
becomes characteristic of a new au-
thoritarian order.”® In the “old” social-
ist demagogy, people were subjected
to political socialization oriented to
defence against the class enemy; in the
“new” nationalistic demagogy people
are oriented toward defence against
the enemy nation—against those who,
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only yesterday, were their closest
relatives, friends, neighbours, or
colleagues.

Political pluralism, within the terri-
tories of the former Yugoslavia, unfor-
tunately coincided with the rise of
ethno-nationalism, and the crucial po-
litical question concerned national
borders. The matter of secession of the
republics from Yugoslavia, with main-
tenance of what had until then been
“administrative borders,” resulted in
growing conflict among diverse politi-
cal interests of republican leaderships
within:the federal government. The
strategy according to which residents
of Croatia had to decide whether or not
they wanted an independent Croatia,
was ethno-nationally based: Serbs
who live in Croatia did not want it—
this was decided for them by
Milosevic, and Croats wanted it—this
was decided for them by Tudjman.
Whether all Croats were really in fa-
vour of an independence state and its
emancipation from the “Yugoslav
prison,” and whether all Serbs really
wanted to remain in Yugoslavia, was a
meaningful question for the republi-
can political establishments. Both the
one and the other republican govern-
ment “knew” in advance what their
nations would support.

Notes

1. This work is a short extract from a broader
study which includes data from research
with refugees from Croatia in 1991 as well
as refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina in
1992,

2. Figures are taken from Dusan Breznik,
“Stanovnistvo Jugoslavije,” Konzorcijum
Instituta drustvenih nauka (Titograd:
Chronos, 1991).

3. Podunavac, Milan. Politicka kultura i politicki
odnosi (Belgrade: Radnicka stampa, 1982).

4. The project “Displaced Persons from
Croatia, 1991, was carried out by the Argu-
ment Agency for Applied Political and So-
ciological Research (founded in 1990).
Fieldwork was conducted in September
1991, at which time on the territory of the
Republic of Serbia there were about 88,000
displaced persons from Croatia. The sam-
ple covers 650 informants, i.e., representa-
tives of displaced households. According to
the data of the International Committee of
the Red Cross for the period September-
December 1991, the number of displaced
persons from Croatia amounted to 588,000.

Out of this number 318,000 (54 percent) re-
settled from the crisis areas into provincial
areas of Croatia, and 270,000 into other Yu-
goslav Republics. On the basis of these data,
as well as according to the incomplete re-
sults of the Yugoslav census of 1991, these
compulsory migrations out of Croatia con-
stitute 12.4 percent of the total population of
this Republic, of which 9.0 percent is
Croatian population and 44.3 percent Ser-
bian. However, when examining the share
of displaced population compared with the
total number of inhabitants of the Republic
of Croatia, then the Serbian displaced popu-
lation totals 5.7 percent and Croatian 6.9
percent of that number. According to statis-
tics of the High Commission of the United
Nations, at the end of April 1992, the number

. of refugees was increasing daily and has al-

ready passed the one-million mark.

Those who were loyal to the old political
system now became loyal to the ethno-na-
tionalistic order, sensing that they were
called to the function of being the alert
guardians, formerly of “self-management,”
now of ethno-national interests, because
that legitimized the function that they ac-
quired in return for their moral-political
capability.

The researchincluded refugees from 52 eth-
nically mixed municipalities in the Repub-
lic of Croatia, involving 153 settlements of
urban and rural type. In more than
two-thirds of the municipalities (68.4 per-
cernit), refugees were recruited from the
population which represented the ethnic
minority in these municipalities; in one-fifth
(21.1 percent) the potential refugee popula-
tion was the majority in the municipality,
while in 10.5 percent there was a relative
ethnic balance. More than two-fifths (44.9
percent) of the members of refugee house-
holds, for which representatives were inter-
viewed, represent an indigenous
population (that is, they resided in their
place of birth); more than one-third (34.6
percent) were intra-republican migrants;
while one-fifth had come from outside the
Republic of Croatia to settle there.

From the total number of all members of

households in our sample in exile, 46.6 per-
cent were male and 52.9 percent were fe-
male, and in terms of age cohort, the largest
number were between the ages of 31 and 40
years. With respect to nationality, 87.9 per-
cent were Serbs, with the remaining belong-
ing to other ethnic groups—which is not
necessarily an indication of mixed mar-
riages, since the number of married and
unmarried was almost the same: 43.1 per-
cent and 41.5 percent respectively.
Djindjic, Zoran. Jugoslavija kao nedovrsena
drzava (Novi Said: Biblioteka matice
srpske,1988), p. 9.
Kovacevic, Djuro “Jugoslavija: osvajanje ili
gubitak istorije,” Zbornik Raspad Jugoslavije
produzetak ili kraj agonije (Belgrade: Institut
za evropske studije, 1991), p. 11. 9
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The Yugoslavian Puzzle:

Which Nationalism, Whose War, and Other Unsettling Questions

Leo Kuper, in his article on the preven-
tion of genocide, argues that a height-
ened salience of plural divisions in
society and polarisation of identity
claims should be taken as the precur-
sor to genocidal violence.! For Kuper,
there is usually a superimposition of
differences, territorial segregation,
and inequality in economic and
political participation on ethnic differ-
entiation. Thus, organized ethno- na-
tionalist revivalism in the context of
coexistence of minority and majority
communities can be identified as one
of the most common cases for the con-
ditions of polarization and communal

antagonism to reach the saturation

point of active participation in organ-
ized political violence.

Meanwhile, some communities are
vulnerable tobe targeted by organized
violence more than others without any
antecedent deterioration of their rela-
tionship with the dominant groups.
This is primarily due to their tradi-
tional positioning as cultural scape-
goats. Regarding the “cultural-others”
of a territorial/nation state, the dehu-
manisation of the victims of genocidal
warfare is achieved on the basis of the
olderbeliefs and prejudices implicated
on the target group. In other words, it
is important to make connections be-
tween a deliberate policy of dehuman-
ising victim populations in the process
of their annihilation, and the historical
roots of the cultural and ideological
identification of victim populations as
outsiders to a system.

Inthe case of former Yugoslavia, the
enunciation of cultural-othersis a very
difficult task. Although the main com-
munity that is victimised through
genocidal warfare is currently the

Nergis Canefe Ginliik is a PhD candidate in the
Department of Social and Political Thought,
and a doctoral research fellow at CRS, York
University. )

Nergis Canefe Giinliik

Bosnian Muslims, the origins of the
civil war in Yugoslavia suggests a
multiplicity of cultural-others that
would have been prone to massacre-
oriented armed clashes. Through the
escalating levels of violence in Yugo-
slavia’s tragic disintegration, loyalties
were short-lived and interchangeable:
Serbs versus Croats, Croats versus
Serbs in Croatia and Serbs in Serbia,
Serbs and Croats versus Bosnian Mus-
lims, Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian
Croats versus Serbs, etc. This article
analyzes the reduction of the multi-
plicity of Yugoslavia’s cultural-others
to the singular “Muslim” element. To-
day, the targeted Muslim community
is that of Bosnian descent, and there
are strong signs that in a very near fu-
ture, the Albanian Muslims of Kosovo
might be subject to similar atrocities.
Therefore, it is urgent that the Yugo-
slavian caseis analysed in a framework
which focuses on the problems around
Bosnia not simply as an episode of con-
troversial land claims, but as part of a
cultural and political conviction to-
wards eliminating the “alien ele-
ments” in a national polity.?

Up to the 1970s, Yugoslavia was re-
garded as a success story in contradis-
tinction to the dim economic prospects
that Eastern European Communism
seemed to offer. The Yugoslavian
model symbolised a Third Way be-
tween Soviet-style centralisation and
Western market economy. The back-
ground for Yugoslavia’s different im-
age is the 1948 split between Tito and
Stalin, which announced Tito’s Yugo-
slavia as liberated from Moscow’s dic-
tum.? However, as Lendvai rightfully
argues, there was more to Yugoslavia’s
special status on the international plat-
form than the economic novelties of
Yugoslav-style communism (Lendvai
1991, 152). Yugoslavia was singularly
identified with a working model of
federalism which joined together com-

munities with different linguistic, reli-
gious and ethnic characteristics. For
the outsider observant of Yugoslavian
politics, once its signs were there, the
collapse of Yugoslavian federalism
was therefore expected to take place in
a gradual fashion which wouldn’t lead
intobloodshed. However, the scholars
and politicians inside the former Yu-
goslavia have been issuing warnings
of a fatal civil war soon after Tito’s
death and the practical end of his char-
ismatic power as the unifying force of
federalist centralism.*

The problems concerning the Yugo-
slavian model of federalism date back
to the immediate aftermath of the Sec-
ond World War. After the Second
World War, Yugoslavia emerged as
the only “nation” who liberated them-
selves from Nazism. It also survived
the civil war between Croats and Serbs
who were the main antagonists in the
prewar unionof the “South Slavs.” The
subsequent re-writings of Yugoslavian
national history mythologised the suc-
cess of the strong partisan movement
against the Nazi invasion, and at-
tempted to bring together the “na-
tional minorities’ of the new
Yugoslavia under the rubric of a heroic
national spirit. However, the narrative
unity of a people named “Yugoslavs”
never established a common currency
otherthan for the purposes of referring
to people born into interethnic mar-
riages, such as Tito himself, or army
officials, members of the party, and
state bureaucracy. This paradox of
“Yugoslavia without Yugoslavs” can
be explained on the basis of four fac-

- tors®

First of all, the unified narrative of a
strong Yugoslavia did not match with
the reality of the inter-communal strife
between the Croats and Serbs who
supposedly stood at opposite sides
during the Second World War. In con-
tradistinction with the official narra-
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tives of the history of the state of Yugo-
slavia, the popular culture of Serbian
nationalism emphasises the “guilty
consciousness” of the Croats and rein-
forces depictions of Croats as “a nation
under probation” (Lendvai 1991, 255).

Secondly, the original premises of
both Serbian and Croatian nationalism
were fundamentally at odds with the
federalist aspirations of a central Yu-
goslavian state. The “Greater Serbia”
ideal which has emerged out of the
ruins of the Habsburg Empire at the
beginning of the twentieth century has
long dictated that minority communi-
ties such as Macedonians, Albanians
in Kosovo, Bosnian Muslims and
Vojvodinians should be either sup-
pressed or conciliated. Similar projec-
tions were spelled out by the “Greater
Croatia” ideal which dreamt of incor-
porating Dalmatia and the greater part
of Bosnia-Herzegovina into a new
Croatia. Therefore, the six republics
sanctified by Yugoslavian federalism
were simultaneously designated as the
possible preys for a larger Serbia or
Croatia. :

Thirdly, and finally, related to the
stand the largerand stronger republics
took in their relations with the smaller
ones, over the years, the national mi-
nority communities other then the
Serbs, Croats and Slovens developed
defensive nationalist agendas as a re-
sponse to the scenarios of incorpora-
tion imposed on them from various
sides of the Yugoslavian national pol-
ity. The Albanians of Kosovo, Bosnian
Muslims, and Macedonians—the
population figures of the first two in-
cluding significant number of Mus-
lims—perceived the Yugoslav state
not necessarily as a protector of equal
representation and harmonious coex-
istence. In particular, problems sur-
rounding the national identity of
Macedonians were multiplied due to
Greece’s and Bulgaria’s open denial of
the very existence of a people called
“Macedonians.”

If so, how did the grandideal of Tito
for a stronger and unified Yugoslavia
survive the long decades of ethnic and
communal strife before the actual
breaking up caused by the current civil

war? Theanswer to this questionliesin
the tensions between the federalistand
centralist political trends in the former
Yugoslavia and how these trends were
operationalized by the League of Com-
munists of Yugoslavia (LCY). Despite
the systemic centralisation of the Yu-
goslav state, the battle through the Tito
decades (1945-80) over therights of the
units of the federal system put the six
constituent republics of the former
Yugoslavia in a very precarious situa-
tion vis-a-vis their relationship with
each other.

Following the suppression of the so-
called “Croatian Spring” of nationalist
revivalism in 1971-72, the centripetal
force of the Yugoslav state, the Party
(LCY), had set its tone of voice in fa-
vour of ensuring utmost loyalty to the
federation by all parties involved.
However, at the level of policy mak-
ing, instead of restraining the separa-
tist undercurrents of Yugoslav politics,
the LCY itself became the arena for the
staging of savage ethno-nationalist
conflicts.

In particular, the referential chan-
nelling of funds and investments in the
wake of economic and administrative
decentralisation heightened the ten-
sions between “rich” and “poor” re-
publics. During the long processes of
decentralisation, what was pejora-
tively named as localism and
particularism before became a legiti-
mate political cause for the capturing
of competing investment projects.
Consequently, the differences be-
tween communists and noncommu-
nists, or, bureaucrats and members of
the civil society, were completely over-
shadowed by ethno-national alle-
giances (Lendvai 1991, 257). In other
words, the so-called Yugoslav solution
of federalism aggravated the already
existing tensions between conflicting
truth claims of ethno-nationalist
groups within a single party system.

Over the years, the central state was
exposed to substantial “Lebanisation”
of the administrative apparatus, and
the prospects of democratisation were
gradually removed from the national
agenda with the ascendance of Serbian
officials to all the significant offices in

the state bureaucracy as well as in the
national army. After Tito’s death in
1980, the first episode which signalled
the changing character of ethno-na-
tionalist claims was the violent erup-
tion of the demands in Kosovo for an
autonomous province and equally vio-
lent crushing of these demands.
Kosovo wanted not merely de facto but
de jure constitutional status as a repub- -
lic, and the removal of its formal ties to
Serbia. (Lendvai 1991, 257; Denitch
1993, 26-27).

The clash between the Albanian
majority in Kosovoand the Serbian-led
Belgrade regime promptly fits to
Kuper’s preconditions for genocidal
tendencies in ethnically polarised soci-
eties. For Serbian nationalists, the nas-
cent Albanian nationhood was a threat
for the memories of Kosovo as the cra-
dle for the medieval Serbian empire of
the twelfth to fourteenth centuries.
Concomitantly, the Albanians of
Kosovo who were a non-Slav people
with different religious and linguistic
affinities were identified as dissident
elements to be diluted in the federalist
political scheme. That is to say, prior to
the actual breaking up of the federal
system, although the revived hege-
monical ambitions of Serbian nation-
alism were becoming identifiably
strong, they were successfully dis-
guised by the idiom of the unity and
totality of the state of Yugoslavia.

Here, Enloe, Giddens and Zolberg
are cited as the pathfinders of a new
theoretical enterprise that is capable of
analyzing ethnicity in its social, cul-
tural and historical contextuality.®
Enloe’s works and those of others that
followed the path that she has opened
have caused serious controversies
across the disciplines. The “discovery”
of the role of supposedly obsolescent
ethnic communalism in national poli-
tics and the belated recognition of the
persistent saliency of ethnic attach-
ments has raised unsettling ideologi-
cal and methodological questions
concerning nationalism.

From one point of view, race, minor-
ity status, sectarianism, and regional-
ism can all impinge on the single
notion of ethnicity as the new analyti-
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calblack sheep. Instead of such a nega-
tive loading of ethnicity, Enloe, as well
as Ben-Dor, suggests referring to eth-
nicity as a relational pattern, and thus
looks at ethnicity as a dynamic phe-
nomenon.”

Secondly, Enloe’s and Zolberg's
contributions to the field of critical
studies of nationalism from the point
of view of ethnicity are pioneering in
terms of joining two specific lines of
inquiry: ethnicity and military studies.

Enloe, Giddens and Zolberg argue
that the crisscrossing is ever present
outside the domain of authoritarian
societies, since it is the underlying fac-
tor in consensus building. Concomi-
tantly, the proposition that ethnic
identity is a given to which national
politics can only react is defeated in
light of how the army and the police
force systemically reshuffle ethnic cat-
egories for security and recruitment
purposes.

Looking at the same issue from a
different angle, we can argue that eth-
nic differentiation, official reinforce-
ment or denial of ethnic identification,
and the place of ethnicity in the larger
framework of nationalism are issues
that concern the survival of the central
state apparatus and its legitimacy over
an assumed national polity. In this

framework, ethnicity becomes the

middle term that is placed between
“nation building” and “state build-
ing.” State-building under the guise of
nation-building stimulates a unique
kind of historiography which treatsthe
national polity as devoid of ethnic
characteristics.

This deletion, however, has never
been a matter of ignorance. Rather, it is
a choice made in the name of strength-
ening the accountability of “national
citizenry” on the basis of a unified na-
tional past. As a result, the tradition of
the modern territorial /nation state
erodes the location of ethnicity in the
semantics of politics and culture. As
such, in national politics, ethnicity is
primarily claimed to stand for decep-
tion, ambiguity and euphemism.

At the surface level, this model cer-
tainly does not fit to the case of former
Yugoslavia which was by definition a

multi-ethnic federalist state. However,
once we start looking at the contingen-
cies of ethno-nationalist essentialism
in each of the six republics that made
up the federal union, it becomes obvi-
ous that ethnic purity was a major con-
cern in inter-republic relations.

While Slovenia was the closest to
ethnic homogeneity, neither of the
other five republics had the demo-
graphics to support their claims of an
independent nation-state in a singular
nationalist idiom. Particularly in
Bosnia, the population distribution
echoed the diversity that characterised
the totality of the former Yugoslavian
state. Consequently, the dynamics de-
scribed by the thesis of the ethnocul-
tural homogenisation of national
history was put into effect in order to
clarify the “real” people of Serbia,
Croatia, and later Bosnia, Kosovo and
Macedonia. The implications of ethno-
cultural homogenisation in a multi-
ethnic setting are very direct in the
sense that the dominant ethnic group
defines itself as “the nation” and de-
gradestheotherethnicities into the sta-
tus of “minorities.” This scheme of
analysis has explanatory power for
both Croatian and Serbian ethno-na-
tionalist revivalism. However, for
Bosnia, we need a much more compli-
cated account in order to understand
why the Bosnian Muslims’ claim to be
“the nation” was invalidated by the ri-
val ethno-nationalist movements of
the surrounding republics.

Initially the federalist policies of the
former Yugoslavia does not seem to
qualify for a theory of institutionalised
practices of ethnic privileging and/or
segregation. However, in reality, the
gradual increase of Setbian presence
in the central state apparatus and par-
ticularly in the national army is very
suggestive. In the context of the struc-
tural relationship between military
development, the strengthening of the
police force and paramilitary units,
and, the utilization of ethnic politics for
the political consolidation of an exclu-
sive nationalist agenda, the rise of Ser-
bian nationalism coalesces with the
changing dynamics of who had the
most powerful offices in the Yugosla-

vian central state before its death. For
Giddens and Zolberg, the nation-state
model is first and foremost character-
ised by its absolute command over the
life and wellbeing of its members/ citi-
zens, and therefore there is an asym-
metrical relationship between the
central state and civil society.

In the cases of Serbian or Croatian
leadership of the post-Yugoslavia era,
this asymmetry has reached to a point
whereby the territorial aspirations of
these new states stripped the dissident
elements in targeted areas from their
right tolive. In other words, during the
clashes between Serbs and Croats,
Serbs and Bosnian Muslims, or Croats
and Bosnian Muslims, mechanisms of
control over ethnically diversified
claims of identity turned into episodes
of war atrocities. As far as the different
fractions of the civilian population in
Bosnia are concerned, these atrocities
in fact assumed a very accumulative
and repetitive character, which quali-
fied them for the definition of “ethnic-
cleansing.”

In the wake of the end of totalitarian
social and political formations in cen-
tral-eastern Europe, new forms of na-
tionalist identity claims and strong
movements of religious or secular fun-
damentalism are rapidly filling the
void left behind the trans-historical
promises of a “new world order.” In
my view, among other examples, the
civil war in Yugoslavia proves most
powerfully that the equation of one
nation with one nation-state set by the
European precedent of nationalism,
involves much more than the liberal-
democraticidiom of national unity and
equal participation. The commonly
espoused argument about Serbian,
Croat and Bosnian nationalism is that
Yugoslavia in particular and Eastern
Europe, Asia, Middle East, Africa, and
South America in general, accommo-
date anomalous applications of the
European nation-state model with dis-
astrousresults. Here, I propose that the
catastrophic events culminating into
totalitarian regimes, civil wars and
episodes of ethnic cleansing are actu-
ally endemic to the European blue-
print for discourses of nationalism.
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‘The nation-state model and the
forms of cultural and political domina-
tion it accommodates prepare the
ground for the nurturing of authoritar-
ian culturaltraditions loaded with pas-
sion for a utopian future unmatched
with théfregulated promises of consti-
tutiona@atﬁotism and representative
politics®In this context, the resistable
ascendance of Serbian nationalism can
not be seen as an anomaly that sets a
cultural precedent for totalitarian ex-
pansionism. In other words, the Yugo-
slav civil war does not necessarily
qualify for a case of archaic tribal
claims leading into organized murder.
Western Europe’s own history has
ample instances that would provide
the background for the aspirations
cherished by the orthodoxies of former
Yugoslavian politics.

From this point onwards, my pur-
pose here is to elaborate on overlap-
ping cultural precedents of the
elements of intolerance and sociopo-
litical violence embedded in the histo-
ries of nationalism in Europe on the
one hand, and in the former Yugosla-
via, on the other.

In the narratives of national history
as well as in their particularist
negations based on the revival of ex-
cluded identity claims, historical
knowledge claims appear to be the
battleground for a systematic assimi-
lation of time and space. As such, a
rhetorical mastery of the “national
time” and “national space” becomes
the tool for the hegemonic construc-
tion of a specific nationalist ideology.
For instance, both Serbian and
Croatian ethno-nationalismsrevitalise
the ideals of ancient Slavic Kingdoms
as a historical justification (temporal
aspect) for their territorial expansion-
ism (spatial aspect). Consequently, the
juxtaposition of time and space hori-
zons—history and territory/historic-
ity and territoriality—is essential for
both Hegemonic and counter-hegem-
onic forms of nationalism for the vali-
dation of a selective set of identity
claims.8 In turn, the forms of the vali-
dations of chosenness—if not superi-
ority—have a common relationship to
the utilisation of power.

Gidden’s approaches the central
state not as an almighty political form
of modernity, but as the centre of cir-
cumscribed arenas for the generation
of administrative power, and as the
locus for the concentration of alloca-
tive and authoritative resources.
Giddens thus introduces structural
and systemic forms of violence into the
analysis of the central state.

In this new framework, it is neces-
sary to think about the level of concen-

Rhetorical mastery of the
“national time” and “national
space” becomes the tool for
the hegemonic construction of
a specific nationalist ideology.

tration of allocative resources as de-
rivative of the institutional consolida-
tion of authoritative power. Thereof,
the concept of surveillance becomes
crucial for understanding communal
modes of recording and remembering.
Surveillance is an indirect or attenu-
ated use of violence which bridges
military power with policing power.
Surveillance can also be instrumental
in examining the externalised and sys-
tematised character of information
gathered for purposes of perpetuation
of the authority of the central state.
Inthelight of the debates on the link-
agesbetweeninstitutional and cultural
dimensions of nationalism, the attain-
ment of ethno-religious, linguistic,
economic and territorial integration
during the initial phases of national-
ism should be regarded as a geopoliti-
cal calculation based on the reflection
of authoritarian power relations over
allocative ones. The end result of the
formalisation of this reflection is a fun-
damental reordering of the civil soci-
ety. In former Yugoslavian political
unity, this reordering placed the
Northern and Christian elements in a
privileged position vis-a-vis the South-
ern and Muslim segments of the feder-
alist structure. As a result, the
allocative distribution of resources
and funds were dictated by the hierar-
chy of valid ethno-nationalist claims.
So, the structural premises of the Euro-

pean nation-state model implied in an
explicitly multi-ethnic and multina-
tional context created the conditions
for the explosion of the Yugoslavian
federalist system on the grounds of
separatist and singular ethno-nation-
alist claims.

At the beginning of my work, I
asked why Bosnian claims for au-
tonomy were degraded to the cries of a
people without a history as opposed to
the legitimacy attributed to Croatian
and Serbian nationalism. I believe the
answer lies in the original hierarchy of
the units of the federalist system in the
former Yugoslavia. Serbs, Croats and
Slovenes identified themselves as the
true force behind the nation of “South-
ern Slavs,” and the other components
of the Yugoslav unity were thus re-
duced to satellite communities which
were pulled to the orbit of Slavic unity.
In particular, the Muslim communities
were signified as the remnants of the
Ottoman imperial invasion which
gave rise to a hybrid population lack-
ing the true qualities of the Slavic na-
tions. As such, when the time came for
breaking up, the scenario was obvious
for the powerful republics of the
former Yugoslav unity: those who had
access to power and who at the same
time possessed the true characteristics
of a “Slav nationality” were ready for
the glories of theindependent singular
nation-states, while those who had
ethnically and racially mixed popula-
tion compositions, or those who did
not have the prerequisites for a true
“Slav nationality” had to be eaten up
alive.

To summarise, the ethnic-cleansing
of Bosnians in the Yugoslav civil war
does not seem to be an anomaly at all if
the ethno-nationalist claims of Serbian,
Croat and Bosnian nationalism are
contextualized. During the years of
federalist power-sharing, the Muslim
elements were always made to stay at
thelower echelons of the allocative and
authoritative power relations. After
the collapse of the federal, Yugosla-
via’s Christian and Northern commu-
nities have automatically turned
against the Southern and Muslim com-
munities based on thejustification that
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these communities never had the true
grounds for an independent existence,
and after all, that was why they were in
the federation.

In other words, the exclusive claims
of “superior” nationalisms steal the
historicity of communities who are
imprisoned in thenomenclature of eth-
nic minorities. In this context, the ulti-
mate truth to the tragedy of the
Yugoslavian civil war is that it has a
generic nature which echoes the main
premises of the “one nation to one
nation-state” model of the European
tradition, and assuch, itis proneto per-
petual reproduction. @
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Crisis in Bosnia-Herzegovina and
the Myth of Preventive Protection

Michael Barutciski

The concept of “preventive protec-
tion” (or preventive diplomacy) has
been used by UNHCR in recent years
to help justify its shift of focus from
external asylum to internal assistance.
In the case of the former Yugoslav Re-
public of Bosnia-Herzegovina, it is in-
appropriate for the powerful states
that control UNHCR! to speak of pre-
ventive protection when their foreign
policy had more to do with geopoliti-
cal objectives than with finding a solu-
tion that could have realistically
helped avert the war. This article
presents selected legal problems that
help in understanding the armed con-
flict in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Three Nations

There were three constituent nations
in the former Yugoslav Republic of
Bosnia-Herzegovina: Croats, Serbs
and Muslims. According to the 1981
census figures, the population of the
Republic was composed as follows: 20
percent Croat, 37 percent Serb, 40 per-
cent Muslim. The remainder of the
population included various minori-
ties and people who identified them-
selves as “Yugoslavs.”>The term from
which the translation “nation” is ob-
tained, narod, is used in the 1974 Con-
stitution in a way that most resembles
the German Volk in that it refers to a
people defined culturally rather than
to citizenry.

There has been a certain confusion
in the way many western media
sources have used the terms “Mus-
lim” / “Bosnian.” Muslims were recog-
nized de facto as a distinct nation in the
1971 census and de jure in the 1974
Consitution.? With their own growing
nationalist sentiment, Muslims re-
sented being referred to as “Serbs” or

Michael Barutciski is a Atle Grahl-Madsen
Fellow in Law at CRS, York University.

“Croats” who had simply converted to
Islam under the Ottoman rule in order
to enjoy privileges. Likewise, the term
“Yugoslav” did not accommodate
their desire to have their own distinct
culture recognized. Therefore, the
term “Muslim” (with a capital “M")
was officially adopted.

Focusing on the legal terms regard-
ing the various nations in Bosnia-
Herzegovina helps avoid confusion
and manipulation. Since the term
“Bosnian” does not distinguish which
of the three nations is being referred to,
its use can easily lead to confusion. For
example, using the term to designate
the Muslims (as is often done in the
western media) leads to the erroneous
identification of the state (reduced by
the media to “Bosnia”) with the Mus-
lim population. This ignores the fact
that the majority of the inhabitants of
Bosnia-Herzegovina belong to the
Croat and Serb nations and have been
present on the territory for as long as
the Muslims themselves. Using the
term “Bosnian” as a multi-ethnic cat-
egory which includes all three nations
is also misleading since it does not ac-
curately reflect the political forces at
play:

- Let’s not kid ourselves either about
the nature of the [Muslim-control-
led] Bosnian government... It is only
to the outside world that the Bosnian
government maintains the fiction of
its “multi-ethnic” character, for the
obvious reason that a multi-ethnic
state is more likely to get interna-
tional aid.4

These comments lead us to other legal
issues regarding the representation of
the inhabitants of Bosnia-Herze-
govina. -

Constitutional Crisis

Even though it is the source of the
present armed conflict, there has been
almost no discussion of the constitu-
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tional crisis in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
The first free elections of that state’s
short history (Tito’s Communists cre-
ated the Republic by joining two geo-
graphic regions at the end of World
War II) were held in 1990 and resulted
in the nationalist parties of the three
constitwent nations taking 86 percent
of the#wvote in proportions generally
reflecting their percentages of the
population.®

‘The three nationalist parties agreed
to share various functions at the Re-
publicanlevel.6 This wasinaccordance
with the 1974 Constitution which pro-
vided for the equality of the three con-
stituent nations. At the local level,
however, absolute control was seized
by the party that represented the ma-
jority group in each particular region.”
The tensions in the parliament of
Bosnia-Herzegovina finally exploded
when the Muslim and Croat parties
agreed to proclaim the sovereignty of
Bosnia-Herzegovina in October, 1991.
The Serbs withdrew and created their
own parliament near Sarajevo (Pale).?

In the meantime, the parliament of
Bosnia-Herzegovina found itself at an
impasse since it had to enact a new
constitution in order for the state to
become independent. To do this le-
gally, it needed the participation of the
Serb parliamentarians.

Recognition of Independence -

Despite the fact that the parliament of
Bosnia-Herzegovina no longer con-
tained the elected representatives of
one of the constituent nations and that
the state was as constitutionally ille-
gitimate as the state of Yugoslavia fol-
lowing the withdrawal of Sloveniaand
Croatia, the Muslim-controlled Presi-
dency decided to seek international
recognition for the independence of
Bosnia-Herzegovina. The European
Commumty s Arbitration Commis-
sion (composed of the presidents of
five European Union (EU) member
constitutional courts and assigned to
dealwith legal problems regarding the
former Yugoslavia) was thus notified
on December 20, 1991, so that it could
examine the request. The very sugges-

tion that the EU made it possible for

Bosnia-Herzegovina to ask that its in-
dependence be recognized under
those circumstances left those who

"were aware of the situation very

worried.’?

Nonetheless, the request was exam-
ined and an advisory opinion was
given on January 11, 1992.2 The Arbi-
tration Commission rejected the re-
quest while noting “that the Serbian
members of the Presidency did not as-
sociate themselves” with the various

-independence declarations and under-

takings. Referring to the wishes of the
Serbs to remain in a Yugoslav federa-
tion as established by a plebisciteand a
Serb Assembly resolution, the Arbitra-
tion Commission declared “that the

... When the predictable
refugee flows began crossing
borders, these same states
[with self-interest] avoided
providing refuge for victims
of the war ...

will of the peoples of Bosnia-Herze-

govina to constitute the SRBH [Social-

istRepublicof Bosnia-Herzegovina) as
a sovereign and independent State
cannot be held to have been fully es-
tablished.” It concluded that its posi-
tion could be reviewed if “appropriate
guarantees were provided by the Re-
publicapplying for recognition, possi-
bly by means of a referendum of all the
citizens of the SRBH without distinc-
tion, carried out under international
supervision” (emphasis added).

The Muslim and Croat parliamen-
tarians thus decided to hold a referen-
dum on independence even though
the Serbs vowed to boycott it. The re-
sults were made public on March 1,
1992: the Muslims and Croats who

participated voted overwhelmingly.

for independence, while the Serbs ef-
fectively boycotted the referendum.
Yet the EU’s policy on Bosnia-
Herzegovina  was more nuanced.
Along with the possibility of recogni-
tion, the EU organized negotiations
between the three sides so that the Re-
public could become a confederation
divided into three Tthnic regions. It

had been clear for many months that
no agreement between the three na-
tionalist parties could be achieved le-
gally and legitimately that did not
involve a substantial transfer of power
from the centralized Republican gov-
ernment to the representatives of the
three constituent nations. '
Moreover, none of the parties would
accept any form of domination by an-
other party. The Muslims and the
Croatsfeared the Serb nationalist party
which was under the influence of Ser-
bia’s aggressive President Milosevic;
the Muslims and the Serbs also feared
the Croat nationalist party which in-
cluded hard-liners associated with the
natjonalist party of Croatia’s President
Tudjman; the Serbs and the Croats
equally feared the Muslim nationalist
party which included some radical Is-
lamic tendencies.!! So it is not surpris-

.ing that negotiations were held

between the three constituent nations
in order to divide the territory of
Bosnia-Herzegovina in a manner that
would be acceptable to the nationalist
leaders. Indeed, such an agreement
was finally reached on February 23,
1992, in Lisbon.

' Intematioxial Intewention

Yet it would be a grave mistake to be-
lieve that the actors at this stage were
only former Yugoslavs. The emerging
conflict had captured the attention of
variousinterestsaround theworld and
this resulted in certain powerful states
reacting accordingly.!? Of particular
importance is the United States inter-
vention: the US Ambassador to Yugo-
slavia at the time has since admitted in
an interview that he convinced Presi-
dent Izetbegovic to publicly renounce

the Lisbon agreement soon after hav-

ing signed it.1% This was done because -

.the US governmenthad decided at that

point to recognize the Republic and to
support Izetbegovic's government in

-the UN if it “got into trouble.” Conse-

quently, the US government con-

vinced the EU states to recognize the

Republic on April 6, 1992 by agreeing

to recognize Croatia and Slovenia -
along with Bosnia-Herzegovina the

following day.1
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Thus the international community
proceeded to recognize the independ-
ence of a state that had ceased to exist
in any meaningful way: the constitu-
tional crisis had left a parliament that
no longer represented the three con-
stituent nations, the Muslim-control-
led Presidency’s authority was denied
by a majority of its putative citizens
and the territory was being seized by
violent militia units from the various
constituent nations. As the govern-
ment was being taken over by the
Muslims, it was given a seat in the
UN’s General Assembly despite the
fact that it was engaged in an armed
conflict with the other two constituent
nations. In the context of the brutal
disintegration of the former Yugosla-
via, this situation only helped to assure
that the parties to the conflictin Bosnia-
Herzegovina would seek their goals!®
by the most ruthless military means.

Far from preventing an explosive
situation, self-interested members of
the international community contrib-
uted in aggravating a situation that
any informed observer should have
known would lead to massive dis-
placement of civilian populations:

By denying that partition of Bosnia
could take place when in fact it was
inevitable, the international commu-
nity ensured that it would be accom-
plished in the worst possible way.
The map of Bosnia was redrawn in
blood on the ground, rather than
around a table.!¢

Furthermore, when the predictable
refugee flows began crossing borders,
these same states avoided providing
refuge for victims of the war while in-
sisting that their contribution to refu-
gee protection would focus on
concepts such as “preventive protec-
tion.” The case of Bosnia-Herzegovina
is an example of these concepts being
used essentially to help powerful
states justify to their own populations
the containment of refugee flows.m
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Undermining the Refugee Convention:
Germany’s Civil War Clause and Temporary Asylum

Ethnic conflicts such as the one raging
within and between the republics of
the former Yugoslavia are producing
alarming numbers of refugees and dis-
placed peoples. Countries which arein
close geographic proximity to these
conflicts have been literally bom-
barded with asylum requests from vic-
tims of the ethnic wars in the former
Yugoslavia. More than 400,000 refu-
gees from the former Yugoslavia came
to Germany in 1992 and 1993 alone
(Bulletin 1993, 740; Bundesminister des
Innern 1994, 4; and Koh11993, 6). West-
ern Europeans fear that many more
refugees will be forced to escape civil
conflicts which maybreak out orinten-
sify in various places across Eastern
and Central Europe, and the region of
the former Soviet Union. In this light,
Germany’s new asylum law could be
considered an exclusionary defense
mechanism applied by a country
which, duetoits geographic proximity
to many refugee producing regions,
and its attractiveness as one of the
wealthiest countries in Europe, has
seen an explosion of asylum applica-
tions since the iron curtain was lifted,
and ethnic conflict began spreading.
In many aspects Germany’s newly
revised asylum law represents a major
regression from its liberal predecessor.
According to the new version of the
Asylverfahrensgesetz, stipulations
which automatically reject refugee
claims fromindividuals whohad come
from a “safe country” (Art. 29a), who
have insufficient proof for individual
political persecution (Art. 25, 30), or
who had crossed into Germany com-
ing through a “safe third country”
(Art. 26a), make it much more difficult

Albrecht Schnabel is a PhD candidate at the
Department of Political Studies, Queen’s
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for potential refugees to claim asylum
in Germany (Bundesgesetzblatt 1993a,
1362-83). At the same time, Article 32a
of the Auslindergesetz, anew provision
regarding the acceptance of refugees
from civil wars, was introduced in
order to accommodate the increasing
number of civil war victims with
temporary refuge in Germany
(Bundesgesetzblatt 1993b, 1070). How-
ever, this new law can be interpreted
as a major setback for ethnic refugees.

The new law is promoted by the Ger- -

man government as a revolutionary
instrument for granting refuge to
groups of refugees which do not fit
Germany’s characteristics of tradi-
tional “political refugees,” but who are
nevertheless in need of assistance
(Bundesministerium des Innern 1993).
However, according to paragraphs 1
to 3 of Article 32a, these ‘quasi-refu-
gees’ are granted temporary protec-
tion only until the conflict in their
homeland has ended, and only if they
reject the option of applying for asy-
lum (Bundesgesetzblatt 1993b, 1070).
One can thus argue, that this new
stipulation is not directed at the inclu-
sion of new groups of refugees, but the
effective exclusion of an increasing
number of asylum-seekers which,
more than most other refugee claim-
ants, match the typical portfolio of a
Convention Refugee. Moreover, many
victims of ethnic domestic conflict are
not persecuted for their political con-
victions, but solely on the ground of
their ethnic and racial affiliation. Even
a change of the political landscape of-
ten will not résolve the problems of
discrimination, oppression and perse-
cution of ethnic minorities, and these
‘quasi-refugees’ will be subjected to
much of the same persecution they
originally had fled from.

This new approach at granting tem-
porary refugee status, a vital part of
Germany’s new asylum policy, poten-

tially excludes the largest proportions
of Germany’s asylum applicants from
the opportunity to be granted perma-
nent refugee status. It constitutes a
particularly serious shift in policy as it
challenges the Geneva Refugee Con-
vention and as it promotes new and
increasingly restrictive standards for
industrialized nations in dealing with
rising numbers of refugees from ethnic
civil conflicts. Few groups of migrants
fitthe definition of a’Convention Refu-
gee’ better than victims of ethnic wars.
The evolving practice of categorizing
these refugees as ‘civil war refugees’ is
an attempt at wilfully depriving this
group which Hannah Arendt de-
scribed as the ‘modern refugees’
(Hofling 1993, 38) of the opportunity to
apply for asylum in order to evade
threats to their livelihood which are
not simply limited to the duration of
military conflict. Such action totally
underestimates the dynamics of ethnic
conflicts, wars that do not simply come
to an end with the cessation of military
activities.

Duringthe Third Reich, members of
the German Jewish Community were
denied refugee status in many coun-
tries because they had not yet been
physically persecuted by German au-
thorities. Once the genocide of German
Jews by the hands of Nazi authorities
had begun, however, it was often too
late for an escape. Many Jews who
could have been rescued, became vic-
tims of systematic ethnic persecution,
alow-level conflict which never devel-
oped into open civil war. Jews were not
persecuted because of their political
beliefs, but because of their religious
and ethnic origin. Much like the vic-
tims of many of today’s civil conflicts,
they, too, were ‘modern refugees,’” in -
contrast to the much more narrow clas-
sical definition offered by the 1951
Geneva Refugee Convention and the
1967 Protocol. What, then, could be
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better proof for the potentially explo-
sive nature of ethnic persecution and
oppression in post-War rump Yugo-
slavia or Bosnia than the ethnic geno-
cide currently being committed
against members of various ethnic
groups? Who could have justifiably
sent back Jewish refugees to Germany
after it would have won the war and
the Nazi regime would still have been
in power?

Granting victims of ethnic conflict
anything short of full-fledged refugee
status, is undermining the basis of the
Geneva Refugee Convention. The
Convention was created to protect the
innocent. One could even argue that
ethnic refugees are in a weaker posi-
tion than classical political refugees:
after all, political refugees are perse-
cuted partly because of their own do-
ing, as they choose to practice their
human right to political freedom and
freely chose their political orientation,
while ethnically persecuted people
have no choice in choosing their iden-
tity. They are the most vulnerable
group of refugees, and they deserve
the highest degree of compassion. Eth-
nic persecution cannot be degraded to
the status of ‘involuntary victims of
war.” To do so renders current stand-
ards of human rights and refugee con-
ventions useless if not hypocritical in
nature.

If the German approach to civil war
refugees passes the international com-
munity’s judgement without funda-
mental criticism, then the road is
paved for a more broader application
of this new approach. Refugee status
will be robbed of its permanency, and
the asylum-seeker’s hope to have
found a safe haven will turn into an
illusion. Once formal fighting has
stopped, these people will be asked to
return ‘home’ to ethnicoppressionand
persecution. The challenge for other
nations to follow Germany’s example
is great, as such an approach will prob-
ably deter many potential refugees
from seeking asylum in the first place;
and as it will give refugee receiving
nations more control over the number
of permanently residing refugees,
while maintaining the appearance of

providing safe havens for those who
flee persecution and death.

This new German policy has to
come under close scrutiny. Needless to
say, many countries will hope for a
quiet acceptance of this new approach,
as it can then be applied by them as
well. As many refugee receiving coun-
tries are reinterpreting their asylum
policies in ways that favour more so-
phisticated ways at refining exclusive
measures over the inclusive nature of
the meaning and purpose of refugee
law, this approach only manifests the
prospects for a ‘fortress Germany,” a
‘fortress Europe,” or a ‘fortress First
World.” If receiving societies are not
any more able to offer asylum to any-
one who deserves it, proactive meas-
ures directed at root-causes for forced
migration have to be pursued if justice
is to be done according to the princi-
ples established by international
norms of human rights and refugee
protection (United Nations 1988,
Article 14). @

References

Bulletin. 1993. “ Asylbewerberzahlen in Au-
gust 1993.” No.70, September 7.

Bundesgesetzblatt. 1993a. “Neufassung des
Asylverfahrensgesetzes.” Z 5702 A,
no.41, August 5.

Bundesgesetzblatt. 1993b. “Gesetz zur
Anderung asylverfahrens-, ausldnder-
und staatsangehorigkeitsrechtlicher
Vorschriften.” Z 5702 A, no.33, Juli 1.

Bundesministerium des Innern (Federal
Ministry of the Interior). 1994.
“Asylbewerberzahlen fiir den Monat
Dezember 1993 und fiir das Jahr 1993.”
Das Bundesministerium des Innern teilt mit,
January 5.

——.1993. Das Neue Asylrecht. Bonn: Osang
Verlag.

Bettina, Hofling. 1993. “Uberlegungen zu
aktuellen Fluchtbewegungen und deren
Beurteilung.” Politische Studien 44, no.
330, July/August. .

Helmut, Kohl. 1993. “Policy Statement on the
Current State of German-Turkish Rela-
tions; Combating Violence and Extrem-
ism; and Measures to Improve the
Integration of Foreigners in Germany.”
Statement and Speeches 16, no.9, June 16.

United Nations. 1988. 1948 Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights. New York: United
Nations Department of Public Informa-
tion. o ’

Refuge, Vol. 14, No. 3 (June-July 1994)

31

© Albrecht Schnabel, 1994. This open-access work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International
License, which permits use, reproduction and distribution in any medium for non-commercial purposes, provided the original author(s)
are credited and the original publication in Refuge: Canada’s Journal on Refugees is cited.



EU States and the Refugee Crisis in the Former the Yugoslavia

Burden-Shifting Arrangements

The response of European Union (EU)
stafes regarding refugees from the
foffner Yugoslavia should be consid-
eréd in light of recent developments

that have led to burden-shifting

arrangements. These arrangements
have followed the large increase of
refugee claims in western Europe
during the 1980s which resulted in
overburdened national refugee deter-
mination procedures.

EU states have been particularly in-
terested in improving the control of
refugee flows before the evolving un-
ion eliminates internal bartiers to free-
dom of movement.! Since these states
recognize that the ending of internal
border controls greatly limits their na-
tional competence over immigration,
they have been seeking agreement on
common criteria to regulate the entry
of foreigners.

The main concern is to prevent free-
dom of movement from increasing il-
legal activities suchas drugtrafficking,
organized crime and terrorism. Irregu-
lar migrations have also been associ-
ated to these types of criminal activities
as a common policy of deterrence is
being developed. EU states are wor-
ried that refugee claimants might enter
by the state with the most relaxed ex-
ternal border controls and then take
advantage of the suppression of inter-
nal border controls in order to seek out
and settle in the state with the most
enviable living conditions. The fear is
that this would in turn encourage ille-
gal migration and result in an increase
in abusive claims.

In order to avoid this situation, a
coordinated approach is being devel-
oped. Negotiations have already led to
the signing of several intergov-
ernmental agreements? the Schengen
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Agreement® and Schengen II* on the
elimination of internal border controls,
and the Dublin Convention® which es-
tablishes the state responsible for ex-
amining an asylum claim.

The first aspect of this coordinated
approach is the duty to systematically
impose visa requirements on the na-
tionals of most migrant-generating
countries. This policy is enforced by
sanctioning carriers which transport
asylum seekers and others not in pos-
session of the requisite visa. The sec-
ond aspect of the approach is to deny
to those refugees that manage to get
around the access barrier the ability to
choose a state of protection. It is gener-
ally only the state whichissued the visa
or in which the refugee claimant first
arrived that will have to examine and
deal with the claim. The effect
strengthens the mechanisms of exter-
nal deterrence because any member
state which does not fend off the in-
flow of refugees finds itself imposed
with particular duties.®

Several other states have indicated
their willingness to be associated with
this process. Consequently, a Dublin
Parallel Accord has been drafted and
adopted in June 1992 which allows
non-EU states to join in a mechanism
that is similar to the one found in the
Dublin Convention. The EU’s. objec-
tives regarding asylum seekers are be-
coming increasingly clear as states
such as Poland have signed on.” If
these new signatory states do not want
to be considered as potential states of
first asylum and thereby receive refu-
gee claimants returned from western
European states, they must either
block their borders to potential refu-
gee claimants or seek similar arrange-
ments with adjacent states (preferably
both). The intention is to force these
“buffer” states to control their borders
more effectively and prevent the entry
of asylum seekers who would like to
make refugee claims in western Euro-
pean states.

It is important to note that nowhere
inany of theseinstruments is there any
mention of procedural or substantive
harmonization of affirmative norms of
refugee law. No account is taken of the
critical variations in recognition rates

for persons with comparable claims 3
Instead, it is assumed that the treat-
ment refugee claimants obtain in one
participating state discharges the other
states from their duties. The overall
result of this coordinated approach
greatly reduces the options available
to refugees.’

Escape From Armed Conflict

When the crisis in the former Yugosla-
viabegan, the western Europeanstates
were about to start negotiations lead-
ing up to the Maastricht summit in
December, 1991. Although they were
not prepared for this new problem,
they immediately involved them-
selves by sending diplomatic missions
to the area.

When people from Croatia started
crossing international borders in order
toseek refuge, some countries adopted
special measures to allow the admis-
sion of these refugees. Hungary, Aus-
tria and Italy were naturally the first
countries to face refugee flows and
they responded by accepting several
thousands of refugees. They were later
followed by Sweden, Switzerland, and
Germany which admitted tens of thou-
sands of people fleeing the war zone.
These countries either dropped the
visa requirements for ex-Yugoslav
nationals or provided a form of provi-
sional admission.0

However, other EU members did
not admit very significant numbers of
refugees. Furthermore, when the war
started to spread in early 1992, many
countries such as Germany tried to
limit the numbers arriving on their
territory by stiffening their entry poli-
cies. This was followed by the adop-
tion of restrictive measures by
countries that were geographically
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even closer to the war zone such as
Austria and Hungary. Eventually,
even the former Yugoslav republics of
Slovenia and Croatia tried to limit the
number of people fleeing from Bosnia-
Herzegovina

Yet as the horrors of what was going
on in Bosnia-Herzegovina started ap-
pearing on television sets, most Euro-
pean countries relaxed their entry
policies. This attitude was reversed
once again in the beginning of 1993, as
EU ministers agreed to stiffen visa re-
quirements and diminish the possibil-

ity of massive arrivals of refugees. This -

game of dropping or imposing visa
requirements continues. It has proven
to be a somewhat effective way for
politicians to accept or refuse refugees
depending on the public mood.!!

It should be noted that even though
European states have not opened their
borders to refugees from the former
Yugoslavia, they have not completely
closed them either. As shown in Table
1, more than 500,000 refugees have
sought asylum in the member states.

Table 1: Number of Refugees from
the Former Yugoslavia in various
European States as of Dec. 31, 1993.

State No. of Refugees
Germany 300,000
Sweden 50,000
Austria 74,300
Italy 32,000
Turkey 20,000
Switzerland 14,500
France 7,000
United Kingdom 6,600
Total 504,400
Source: World Refugee Survey 1994. p.41. Washing-
tor: US Committee for Refugees.

However, this hesitancy and ambigu-
ous message has had serious con-
sequences for refugees from Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Croatia, the most
important state of first asylum for
refugees from Bosnia-Herzegovina,
decided in July, 1992 that it could no
longer count on other European coun-
tries to provide assistance for the
refugees it was receiving. Since the
government of Croatia considered that
it had reached the maximum number

of refugees for which it could provide
asylum, it closed the border and
stopped admitting refugees from
Bosnia-Herzegovina.

The desire to contain the refugee
flow was openly discussed on 29 July
1992 at the International Meeting on
Humanitarian Aid to the Victims of the
Conflict in the Former Yugoslavia.
Western European states reacted posi-
tively to the Slovenian proposal of cre-
ating “safe havens” in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. By having certain re-
gions that are safe so that people would
not have to leave in the first place, the
pressure on asylum countries would
thus be relieved.

Right To Remain

Itis generally in this context that a new
‘right to remain’ has been mentioned.
By protecting the right of people to
remain in safety in their homes, it is
hoped that refugee flows will be pre-
vented. Theidea is that refugee protec-
tion will be enhanced if emphasis is
placed on the basic right of the indi-
vidual not to be forced into exile.

The promotion of this new right
should not come as a surprise. With the
situation in the former Yugoslavia,
UNHCR has seen its humanitarianrole
increase significantly. Concurrently,
western governments have increased
their financial contributions to
UNHCR which in turn has naturally
led the organization to deal with peo-

- plewhohavebeen displaced in aman-

ner that is conceptually compatible
with the desires of these governments.

Likewise, we have seen UNHCR
increasingly talk about preventive
protection over the last few years. The
goal is to eliminate the causes of dis-
placement and give potential dis-
placed personsand refugees the option
of remaining in their homes:

Preventive protection is activity
undertaken to attenuate the causes of
displacement, so thatchoosing toremain
home is ahumane and viable option ...
Though UNHCR intends to develop
the concept of preventive protection, it
does not intend to do so at the expense
of the principles of non-refoulement
and asylum (emphasis added).!?

Despite these assurances, the devel-
opment of preventive protection at the
expense of asylum does accurately
describe the general tendency in the
international refugee protection re-
gime. UNHCR has in fact changed
from an organization thathad astrictly
palliative role to one thatis focusingon
fixing the problems that cause refugee
flows. This evolution hasbecome even
clearer in the former Yugoslavia as
external asylum protection has largely
been replaced by internal assistance.
Indeed, it was not long before power-
ful European governments made the
transition from giving refugees the
possibility of “choosing to remain” to
becoming the champions of the refu-
gees’ new right to remain. In an exam-
ple of the manipulation of human
rights rhetoric, Western governments
openly expressed their views that eth-
nic cleansing would be supported if
refugees were resettled abroad. Refer-
ring to this position, Frelick writes:

By analogy, it would be like refusing
refuge to the victims of the Nazi
Holocaust by saying that one did not
want to contribute to Hitler’s ‘ethnic
cleansing’ of the Jews, all the while
barring their escape so that rather
than lose their homes and countries,
they would lose their lives.1

This development has to be examined
since its consequences on people at-
tempting to find refuge are very seri-
ous. The promotion of this new right to
remain presupposes that international
law does not at present deal satisfacto-
rily with displacement. It will be noted
that there is effectively no general and
explicit prohibition of displacement in
international law. However, if the in-
ternational protection system does not
deal with displacement in a clear and
comprehensive way, this is because
the refugee regime purposefully and
strategically did not seek to focus on
the prohibition of displacement. Inter-
national refugee law has been con-
ceived as having a distinctive
palliative orientation which comple-
ments and helps the implementation
of human rights law. By reserving a

-sphere of autonomy for victims of hu-

man rights violations, international
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refugee law allows and empowers
them to leave the abusive situation.
The idea is that the international com-
munity contributes by providing relief
in the form of temporary asylum. Con-
ceived in these terms, the role of inter-
national refugee law is to provide a
source of interim protection until the
risks in the state of origin no longer
exist. This approach does not directly
attack .gisplacement and the human
rights ppoblem surroundingit, sinceits
concerris rather to give victims a cer-
tain amount of autonomy by having
some control over their fates and al-
lowing them to seek asylum.

The approach suggested by the
states that are promoting the right to
remain constitutes a fundamentally
different vision of the role of interna-
tional refugee law. The focus is no
longer on securing a refuge outside the
state of origin but rather on attacking
the problem at what is believed tobe its
source. In this sense, the existence of a
righttoremain essentially undermines
the right of seeking asylum and free-
dom of movement by having interna-
tional refugee law collapse into
international human rights law. This
evidently poses a problem if one be-
lieves that refugee law should remain
conceptually distinct from general hu-
man law. Indeed, it should be remem-
bered that refugee law is concerned
about the protection of a particular
group of people who have already
been victims of human rights
violations.

Most importantly, the right to re-
main by itself will not decrease the
possibility of displacement. What will
affect the likelihood of a coerced popu-
lation movement is the relative safety
of a region. Whether the right to re-
main can actually help in making a re-
gion safer or whether it will end up as
one more unenforceable right depends
on the international commitment.
There are however many risks. As the
case in the former Yugoslavia has
shown, it is tempting for states to give
the impression that they are in favour
of such policies of humanitarian inter-
vention. Yet when the time comes for
real action, consensus is found only for

limited types of intervention which
prove tobeinsufficient to actually stop
displacement. Instead, these interven-
tions mainly serve to maintain a facade
of humane concern. In the meantime,
receiving states can adopt the neces-
sary measures so that displaced per-
sons have no choice but to remain in
their state.

Indeed, the current practice of many
states raises concerns regarding the
future of the right to seek asylum. In
the context of burden-shifting arrange-
ments, thereis a real risk that receiving
states will view migration away from
humanrights violations asinappropri-
ate and that this vision will be encour-
aged by the existence of a right to
remain. In effect, the right to remain
gives states that want to contain refu-
gee flows a new argument that is
phrased in humanrightstermsand can
thus be used to cloak restrictive meas-
ures. Various forms of humanitarian
intervention can therefore become at-
tractive methods that self-interested
states use to avoid international
obligations.

The resulting negative use of the
right to remain could develop into a
veritable affront to the autonomous
righttoaccess aninterim remedy when
residencein the state of origin ceases to
be viable. Far from a right which canbe
exercised freely, the right to remain
would then contribute in eliminating
all options.!

Growing Number of de facto
Refugees

The treatment of refugees from the
former Yugoslaviawhohave managed
to access EU territory also illustrates
the inadequacies of the current inter-
national legal refugee definition that is
used by most European states. By de-
fining refugees exclusively in terms of
persons who fear persecutionbased on
their political or civil status, the 1951
Convention is not very useful in pro-
tecting war refugees.

Even if most EU states have very
small refugee status acceptance rates
(generally between 5-15 percent), in
practice they have been unwilling to
deport war refugees.! These refugees

who do not qualify for Convention sta-
tus are therefore given permission to
stay undera designated “Bstatus,” “de
facto status,” “humanitarian status,”
etc. While this is more desirable than
deportation, it often leaves theseinvol-
untary migrants in a sort of legal limbo
with minimal or no rights.

The significance of this develop-
ment is that there is now in Europe a
new uncertain category of legal mi-

grant that is not accorded full rights.
Without a real legal framework to pro-
tect these involuntary migrants, their
status remains ad hoc and subject to the
whims of domestic politics. In the con-
text of European populations that are
increasingly becoming xenophobic,
this is not a desirable form of interna-
tional protection for refugees.

Emerging Norm of Temporary
Protection

Thus, the refugees from the former
Yugoslavia that have been admitted in
EU states have generally not been le-
gally recognized as Convention refu-
gees. According to EU collective policy
decisions, people fleeing the former
Yugoslavia are to be accorded a form
of temporary protection. In effect,
these refugees obtain an authorization
for a temporary stay which varies from
state to state. In some states, refugee
claims are still accepted even though
the decisions are not given full effect.
In other states, the whole treatment
takes place outside the regular refugee
status determination procedure. One
advantage for EU states is that the
lengthy and costly determination pro-
cedures are avoided. In cases of mas-
sive arrivals, this is even more
important since decisions regarding
refugee status cannotbe made in area-
sonable time limit.

UNHCR has announced that certain
minimal conditions must be observed
during the period when temporary
protection is provided: admission at
the border, respect of fundamental
needs and authorization to stay until
safe return is possible. If these condi-
tions are respected, then UNHCR be-
lieves it is not necessary to allow ben-
eficiaries of temporary protection to
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have access to determination proce-
dures. UNHCR has in effect accepted
temporary protection as part of its
mandate while justifying it as a prag-
maticsolution to a complicated problem.6

There is a serious problem in that it
seems EU states are actually quietly
subtracting themselves from interna-
tional obligations concerning refugees.
This is why UNHCR has insisted that
the “freeze” on the examination of
refugee status claims must only be
temporary. The beneficiaries of tempo-
rary protection would therefore have
access to the refugee status determina-
tion procedure if they are no longer
accorded temporary protection. In
practice, however, once temporary
protectionnolonger applies, then refu-
gee status acceptance rates will likely
be very small. In the meantime, a
mechanism that allows EU states to
avoid international obligations while
preserving a different form of hu-
manitarian protection will have been
implemented.

It should be recognized that this EU
policy on temporary protection is not
incompatible with the general objec-
tives of the burden-shifting arrange-
ments and the promotion of a right to
remain—objectives that has preoccu-
pied powerful states in the Union. The
general restrictive policies meant to
prevent the arrival of refugees can con-
tinue (and serve a complementary
role) since temporary protection only
commits EU states if refugees some-
how do manage to arrive on their
territories.

Theresultis clear. Ina context where
states are giving up part of their sover-
eignty in order to participate in the in-
creasing globalization of economic
activities, the right to exclude aliens is
jealously guarded. If this is the EU re-
sponse to a refugee crisis in its own
back yard, we can only imagine what
the response will be to situations on
other continents. Unless there is a re-
form of the international protection
regime which attempts to take full ad-
vantage of what states are in fact pre-
pared to do, the future for the
protection of refugees promises to be
bleak.m

The example of former Yugoslavia
shows that EU states are willing to pro-
vide a form of temporary protection
foralimited number of refugees. How-
ever, the bulk of the assistance takes
place in the region of origin. Any real-
istic attempt at changing the direction
of recent developments in refugee pro-
tection must fully exploit these open-
ings. Otherwise, states will deal with
the problem by themselves and the
emerging regime will most likely pro-

vide even less protection for refugees.

Notes

1. The 1957 Treaty Establishing the European
Economic Community has been modified by
Article 8A of the 1986 Single European Act in
order to establish “an area without internal
frontiers in which the free movement of goods,
persons, services and capital is ensured.” Arti-
cle 8 of the Maastricht Treaty on European
Unity further establishes the concept of Euro-
pean Union citizenship which grants to all citi-
zens of the Union the right to move and reside
freely within the territory of any member state.

2. “The advantages of an intergovernmental ap-
proach for states committed to deterrence are
clear. Because critical decisions have been
taken within an international body and codi-
fied in international agreements, governments
have not had to contend with the vagaries of a
domestic policy debate. Yet by avoiding the
supranational fora of the Council of Europe
and European Community, it has proved pos-
sible to achieve the coordination of immigra-
tion policy without any formal renunciation of
domesticjurisdiction or submission tosubstan-
tive scrutiny and procedural accountability.
There has thusbeennoimperative to engage in
the balancing of communal closure and the
human rights of coerced migrants that an open
and principled reform of refugee law would
have required.” J. Hathaway, “Harmonizing
for Whom? The Devaluation of Refugee Protec-
tionin the Era of European Integration,” (1993) 26
Comell International Law Journal 719, at 733.

3. Schengen Agreement of 14 June 1985 relating
tothe Gradual Suppression of Controlsat Com-
mon Frontiers, between the Government of
States Members of the Benelux Economic Un-
ion, the Federal Republic of Germany and the
French Republic (“Schengen Agreement”).

4. Conventiononthe Applicationofthe Schengen
Agreement of 14 June 1985 relating to the
Gradual Suppression of Controls at Common
Frontiers, between the Government of States
Members of the Benelux Economic Union, the
Federal Republic of Germany and the French
Republic (“Schengen II”).

5. Convention Determining the State Responsi-
ble for Examining Applications for Asylum
Lodged in One of the Member States of the
European Economic Communities (“Dublin
Convention”). .

6. “UNHCRis concerned where the emphasis on
this ‘authorization principle’ has the effect of

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

causing States to strengthen even further both
their entry requirements (visa arrangements)
and their mechanisms to enforce these require-
ments (airline sanctions).” UNHCR, UNHCR
Position on Conventions Recently Concluded in
Europe (Dublin and Schengen Conventions), Au-
gust 1991, p. 4.
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See Amnesty International, Europe: Human
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“While it is important that governments are
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munity and Refugees,” (1989) 65 International
Affairs 617, at 631.
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removed visa requirements during the sum-
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1993, p. 2.
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