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INTRODUCTION.

By Geoff Ryan

Lasl week various imperialist politi-
cians, including John Major called for
the opening of Tuzla airport. They even
threatened the use of air strikes to
achieve this goal. A week later the threat
of air strikes has been dropped. Indeed
they are now talking about pulling all
troops out of Bosnia-Herzegovina and
abandoning any attempts at providing
aid.

Such a change of heart has not been
brought about by any concessions on the
part of Milosevic and Karadzic. On the
contrary the Bosnian Serbs, openly aided
by the so-called 'Yugoslav® army have
been intensifying their attacks on Bosnian
cities. They have been reinforcing their
units with tanks and other weaponry under
the very noses of UN forces.

Socialist Outlook has always opposed
UN intervention. We are not in favour of
UN or NATO air strikes. We support an
alternative policy - providing arms to the
Bosnian resistance so that they can defend
themselves. We draw attention to the hast-
ily withdrawn threats of military action
simply to show that imperialism continues
with a totally cynical policy towards the
destruction of Bosnia-Herzegovina. They
make threats to bomb the Serbs but their
real policy is to force Bosnian President
Izetbegovic into accepting the carve-up of
Bosnia by ensuring people starve this win-
ter. :
Unlike John Major Socialist Outlook has
consistently called for the opening of
Tuzla airport. Indeed it has been Major
and his allies - not the Serbs - who have
kept Tuzla airportclosed to aid. UN forces
have been able to use the airport to supply
their own forces. As Dave Packer argues

in his contribution it has been a deliberate
policy on the part of imperialism to keep
Tuzla airport closed in order to starve the
Bosnian people into accepting the divi-
sion of their country.

Socialist Outlook has consistently sup-
ported the people of Tuzla. We have
drawn attention to the working class and
multi-national composition of its people
and their struggle to preserve a multi-na-
tional Bosnia. That is why we played a
leading role in establishing International
Workers Aid for Bosnia and why one of
our supporters, Mick Woods, participated
in the IWA convoy which successfully
reached Tuzla in November 1993. Mick
provides an account of the first six months
of International Workers Aid and how the
convoy finally reached Tuzla - the first
independent convoy for more than seven
months.

In Tuzla the IWA members received a
rapturous welcome. Among those they
spoke to was Selim Beslegic, mayor of
Tuzla. We include here an interview with
Selim conducted by Jenny Mees, a mem-
ber of the Belgian section of the Fourth
International, with which Socialist Out-
look is in solidarity.

The rest of the pamphlet was written by
me. While some of the text has already
appeared in our previous pamphlet on the
break-up of Yugoslavia it has been sub-
stantially rewritten and includes large
amounts of new material.
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PART ONE

From The Kingdom Of Serbs,
Croats And Slovenes To The
Second World War

The first Yugoslavia was formed in
1918 as the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, changing its name in
1929 to the Kingdom of Yugoslavia
(which means State of the South Slavs
in Serbo-Croat).

It incorporated the previously inde-
pendent Kingdoms of Serbia and Mon-
tenegro, the former Austrian controlled
territories of Slovenia, Bosnia-Herze-
govina and Dalmatia, the Hungarian ruled
Vojvodina and Croatia-Slavonia and part
of Macedonia (1), which achieved inde-
pendence from Turkey in 1912 but was
immediately annexed by Serbia. As the
original name implies the first Yugoslavia
only recognised the existence of three Yu-
goslav nations: Macedonians and Mon-
tenegrins were classed as Serbs whilst
Muslims were 'nationally uncommitted’.
The many non-South Slav nationalities
had no rights at all.

The first Yugoslavia rapidly became a
state dominated by the Serbian monarchy
in which all nations and nationalities were
expected to assume a " Yugoslav® identity.
Significantly the first Constitution was
adopted on Vidovdan (2) - St. Vitus® day,
the 28th June - which is also Serbia’s
national day, commemorating the defea
of Serbian Prince Lazar by the Ottoman
armies at Kosove Polje in 1389

The history of the first Yuogosiavia re-
veals some of the important themes tha
were to tear Yugoslavia apart in the ke
1980s, not least because in both cases the

dominant currents were nationalist: cen-
tralised state versus federalism, the crea-
tion of a single 'Yugoslav' identity or
recognition of different nationalities.

Just as in the 1980s the opposing camps
were virtually the same: Serbs favoured a
strong, unitary state and the development
of a'Yugoslav' nationality - which means
a Serb dominated state in which "Yugo-
slav’ nationality is synonymous with Serb
hegemony. This concept was summed up
in the 1980s by Slobodan Milosevic in his
oft repeated slogan "Strong Serbia, strong
Yugoslavia". The order of the words is by
no means accidental. The alternative to
these conceptions was led by Croats and,
to some extent Slovenes and Macedoni-
ans, who argued for a federation which
recognised national rights and provided
for autonomy.

In both the first and the second Yugosia-
via there were Serbs who favoured feder-
alism and Croats or Slovenes who sup-
ported a umstary state: Federal Prime Min-
ister Ante Markowic [a Croat] and Deputy
Federal Secrstary for National Defence
Vice-Admiral Stane Brovet [a Slovene]
opposed Croatian and Slovene inde-
pendence m the 1980s, for example. Nev-
ertheiess. the dominant trend has been for
Serb satonalists to see Yugoslavia as a
cemtralised state under Serbian hegem-
omy Withen this state all nations lose their
sdeatity @ 2 common 'Yugoslav' con-
scwesness [which means, in this context,
thae 2l patsons dissolve into the Serb na-
tom| and for Croat, Slovene, Muslims etc
matomalhists to argue for a federal structure
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which recognises national rights and
autonomy.

Croatia was finally granted some auton-
omy in 1939: significantly the Croat
leader Macek did not argue for the exten-
sion of autonomy to other nations or na-
tionalities. Indeed the 1939 Sporazum
(agreement) between Macek and Serbian
Prime Minister Cvetkovic divided up
Bosnia-Herzegovina between Serbia and
Croatia. Echoes are found in the secret
negotiations between current Croatian
President Tudjman and Slobodan
Milosevic, or their henchmen Mate Boban
and Radovan Karadzic to carve up Bos-
nia.

The Second World War

Much of the rhetoric used by both Serb
and Croat nationalists today dates from
events during the Second World War, In-
deed, not just the rhetoric mimics World
War Two. Some of the modern day Serb
nationalists wear the long beards favoured
by the Cetniks whilst the uniform of the
Croat "Black Legion’ recalls the war-time
Ustase. Some background information is
necessary.

The first Yugoslavia collapsed follow-
ing the fascist invasion in 1941. In Croa-
tia, following the German invasion, the
Nazis created the so-called Nezavisna
Drzava Hrvatska (NDH, Independent
Croatian State) headed by the puppet Us-
tase regime of Ante Pavelic (3). The NDH
was neither independent nor purely Croa-
tian since it encompassed virtually the
whole of Bosnia and contained many non-
Croats. The Kosova (4) : region (and parts
of Montenegro and Macedonia) were con-
trolled by the Italian Army and were for-
mally incorporated into Albania (also un-
der Italian domination), whilst other parts
were occupied by the armies of Bulgaria
and Hungary. Slovenia was divided be-
tween Italy and Germany , as was Croatia,
and Serbia was primarily under German
occupation, though the government was
nominally in the hands of Serbian General
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Nedic. The result was to pit each national
or ethnic group against the others (with the
exception of Slovenia where the national
homogeneity made the conflict a war be-
tween pro and anti-fascist forces from the
beginning).

No-one knows exactly how many Yugo-
slavs died, though slightly over one mil-
lion is probably the most accurate esti-
mate.(5) The Ustase forces in the NDH
carried out a policy of expelling, convert-
ing to Roman Catholicism (6) or murder-
ing the Serb population - supposedly in
equal proportions, though the evidence
tends to suggest that physical extermina-
tion was more frequently used than either
expulsions or conversions. Jews, Ro-
manies, Muslims and anti-fascist Croats
were also massacred, though some Mos-
lem units fought alongside the Ustase.

However, contrary to Serbian nationalist
myths the Ustase did not have a monopoly
on extermination. Similar barbarism was
carried out by all nationalist forces: the
Cetniks, the collaborationist government
of Milan Nedic in Serbia, the Slovene and
Croatian Domobranci, the Albanian Balli
Kombeter and others.

The majority of Jews, for example were
not murdered in the Ustase concentration
camp at Jasenovac: more were killed by
Nedic’s regime in Serbia than in the whole
of the NDH.

Nor were the vast majority of Serb
deaths at the hands of the Ustase, as Ser-
bian nationalists would have us believe.
Just over half of all Serb deaths occurred
on the territory of the NDH. These include
large numbers of Cemiks killed by the
Partizans (the majority of whom were
Serbs) and Serb Partizans killed by Cer-
niks. Proportionately the greatest number
of deaths was suffered by the Slav Mus-
lims.

None of this is to deny that the Ustase
committed atrocities or that the Serbs suf-
fered large losses. Nor is it to welcome the
destruction of the Jasenovac memorial by
Croat nationalists during the recent war in
Croatia. Jasenovac was, in its own way, as
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important a memorial to capitalist barba-
rism as Auschwitz. Nor do we deny Tud-
jman’s anti-Semitism and his attempts to
minimise the atrocities committed in the
NDH. It is, however, to reject the claims
by Serb nationalists that only the Ustase
were guilty of atrocities and the portrayal
of all Croats as Ustase, a stock-in-trade of
Milosevic.(7)

Notes

I. Macedonians are a distinct Slav nation,
though this is disputed by Greater Serbian
nationalists and the governments of Greece
and Bulgaria. The part of Macedonia for-
merly inside Yugoslavia is sometimes re-
ferred to as Vardar Macedonia. Macedonia
in Greece and Bulgaria is referred to as
Aegean Macedonia and Pirin Macedonia
respectively. ltwasonly in Tito's Yugoslavia
that the Macedonians were recognised as a
nation. In Greece and Bulgaria they con-
tinue to be seen as Greeks or Bulgarians.

2. It was also on Vidovdan in 1914 that
Gavril Princip, a Bosnian Serb, assassi-
nated Archduke Ferdinand of Austro-Hun-
gary in the Bosnian capital of Sarajevo,
thereby unleashing a chain of events which
led to the First World War, the collapse of
both the Austro-Hungarian and Otioman
Empires and the creation of the Kingdom of
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.

3. Pavelic was actually a client of Mus-
solini, who had supported him throughout
the 1930s and it was from Italy that Pavelic
returned to head the NDH.

4. I have used the Albanian form Kosova
throughout, rather than the more common
Serbo-Croat Kosovo.

5. See the figures given by Bogolub Ko-
cevic (quoted in B. Magas, The Destruction
of Yugoslavia, p314) and Vladimir Zerjavic
(quoted in S. Ramet, Nationalism and Fed-
eralism in Yugoslavia 1962-1991, p255).
Whilst there are some differences in their
figures they are remarkably similar esti-
mates. Kocevic is a Serb and Zerjavic a
Croat.
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6. Sections of the Roman Catholic Church
actively supported the Ustase. Archbishop
Saric of Sarajevo for example was an Ustase
member whilst Archbishop Stepinac of Za-
grebwas able to see the hand of God at work
in the N.D.H. Franciscan friars served in the
Ustase government and staffed the concen-
trations camps at Gospic and Jasenovac.
Contrary to Serbian chauvinists, however,
not all Catholic clergy supported Pavelic
and the hands of the Serbian Orthodox
clergy were not exactly clean.

7. In fact the majority of Serbs in the
N.D.H. rejected the Cetniks precisely be-
cause of their anti-Croat actions. The over-
whelming majority of Serbs supported the
Partizans, though inside the N.D.H. the ma-
Jority of Partizans were Croats.
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PART 2.

The Communist Party of
Yugoslavia Takes Power.

Thc great achievement of the Com-
munist Party of Yugoslavia was to be
able to unite the different nationalities
into a common struggle against the fas-
cist invaders, their local quislings, and
the government-in-exile (based on the
Serbian nationalist Cemiks), a struggle
which led to the overthrow of capital-
ism. Tito's success can be explained by
a number of factors,

Firstly he rejected previous stageist con-
ceptions in favour of an immediate strug-
gle for state power. Whilst it is sometimes
argued that Tito carried out a socialist
revolution because he was forced to do so
in order to survive Milovan Djilas (a then
leader of the CPY) wrote that in May 1941

'Tito established a new thesis: the pos-
sibility of a direct Communist takeover
of power; the denial of the need for the

revolution to go through two stages, the -

bourgeois-democratic and the proletar-
ian, which had been the party position
until then, following the Comintem deci-
sions’. (1)

Tito himself claimed

'We did not want to stop halfway: to
overthrow the king and destroy the mon-
archy, come to power and share it with
the representatives of the capitalist
class...This was the will neither of the
working class nor of the vast majority of
the Yugoslav people. We decided,
therefore, to enter boldly on the road of
complete liquidation of capitalism in Yu-
goslavia'. (2)

Whilst there were a few bourgeois min-
isters in Tito’s government at the end of
the war they only lasted a short time

March-October 1945) and exerted little, if
any, influence on the policies pursued.
Tito also created a genuinely popular
Partizan army which, by the end of the 2nd
World War, numbered some 800,000
members. Whilst the units of the Partizan
army were frequently locally based Tito
also created Proletarian Brigades, which
brought together working class militants
of all nationalities from throughout the
Yugoslav state. Because of the broad sup-
port for the Partizan army it was able to
defy the orders coming from Moscow,
where Stalin and Molotov had agreed that
Yugoslavia should be part of the British
sphere of influence. They argued the CPY
should form an alliance with the Cetniks
and support the return of the monarchy, In
particular Stalin and Molotov objected to
the formation of ’proletarian brigades’
within the Partisan army. Tito refused to
comply on all counts. The Partizans were
forced to fight without assistance for
nearly two years, relying on weapons they
could capture from their enemies. Despite
Stalin’s insistence on the CPY dropping
any reference to socialist revolution in
case they frightened off the Allies it was,
ironically, Winston Churchill who was
forced to recognise the reality that the
Partizan army was the main force actually
fighting the Nazis and therefore, eventu-
ally supplied arms. (3) Moreover, the
partisan Army was based on the Antifasis-
ticko vijece narodnog oslobodjenja Ju-
goslavije (AVNOIJ: Anti-Fascist Council
for the National Liberation of Yugosla-
via), which was the only genuine national
authority. AVNOJ was also formed on a
federative basis that prefigures the future
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Republics. At its 2nd conference, held in
Jacje, Bosnia-Herzegovina, AVNO]
agreed to refound Yugoslavia on a federal
basis, though most of the details of what
exactly that would imply were left un-
clear. The AVNOJ was also transformed
into a Provisional National Government.

The new position in support of a Federal
Yugoslavia was yet another change in the
line of the CPY on the national question.
It is useful to look at the way in which its
line changed during the existence of the
first Yugoslavia. Many of these changes
were the result of direct pressure from the
Comintern, particularly after the consoli-
dation of the Stalinist bureaucracy but itis
too simplistic to see all the changes simply
as machinations from Moscow. The dif-
ferent positions and the debates that sur-
rounded them also reflected internal pres-
sures and different assessments of what
"Yugoslavia® meant.

Communist Party
Positions on the
National Question

There had been frequent debates inside
the CPY since its foundation on what at-
titude to take to the national question.
From 1919 to 1923 it argued for a central-
ised unitary state based on the three named
nations, dismissing national demands as
essentially bourgeois. Such a view was
particularly strongly expressed by Serbs,
even by left-wing Serbs who split from the
Serbian Social Democratic Party, to join
the CPY. In some case this was a result of
Great Serb chauvinism but there was also
a view that in the process of developing
the new Yugoslav nation old national loy-
alties would disappear in favour of work-
ing class unity. The party believed that
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes were simply
three different words for one nation and
Slovenian was a dialect of Serbo-Croat.
From 1923 however, following the adop-
tion of a federal policy in the Soviet Un-
ion, fierce debate raged inside the CPY
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between advocates of a centralised state
and supporters of a federal structure. By
1928 the CPY had been brought to heel by
the Comintern leadership and put forward
a line on the need to break up Yugoslavia
into individual states, as a prelude to form-
ing a Balkan Socialist federation. This line
lasted until 1934 when the Comintern,
after the victory of Hitler, decided that the
national question could be resolved in a
single Yugoslav state - though lip-service
was still paid to the right to secession. The
line on a Balkan Federation was conse-
quently down-played. However, the prac-
tice of the CPY was often at variance with
this stated position. For example, separate
party organisations were established in
Croatia and Slovenia (1937) at the same
time as Kardelj (the main theoretician of
the CPY) was arguing that

‘although it is necessary to recognise
the right of the Slovenes and Croats to
self-determination, nevertheless, every
separatist action that at this moment
attempts to break up Yugoslavia is in
reality a preparation for a new enslave-
ment, and not for self-determination’.(4)

The CPY and the
National Question
During the War of
National Liberation

The approach of the CPY to the National
Question during the course of the war was
essentially pragmatic. According to
Djilas,

'We looked on the national question as
a very important question, but a tacfical
question, a question of stirring up a revo-
lution, a question of mobilising the na-
tional masses. We proceeded from the
view that national minonties and na-
tional ambitions would weaken with the
development of socialism, and that they
are chiefly a product of capitalist devel-
opment...Consequently the borders in-
side our country didn't play a big
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role...We felt that Yugoslavia would be
unified, solid, that one needed to respect
languages, cultural differences, and all
specificities which exist, but that they
are not essential, and that they can't
undermine the whole and the vitality of
the country, inasmuch as we under-
stood that the communists themselves
would be unified". (5) However, whilst
the CPY had a pragmatic approach that
does notmean they did not take national
rights seriously. As Tito put it

"The term National Liberation Struggle
would be a mere phrase and even a
deception if it were not invested with
both an all-Yugoslav and national mean-
ing for each people individually... The lib-
eration and emancipation of the Croa-
tians, Slovenes, Serbs, Macedonians,
Albanians, Muslims, etc...Therein also
lies the essence of the National Libera-
tion War." (6)

The practice of the CPY on the national
question, whatever its theoretical short-
comings, was vastly superior to that of any
other Communist Party. For example,
whilst the CPY championed the national
rights of the Macedonians the Communist
Parties of Bulgaria and Greece refused to
raise the issue. Indeed they frequently
adopted the same chauvinist attitudes as
the Bulgarian and Greek bourgeoisie. (7)

On the basis of its new positions on the
national question the CPY was the only
force capable of organising on an all-Yu-
goslav scale. Because of these largely
correct positions on the national question,
and their practical application in the struc-
tures of the AVNOJ, the CPY was able to
turn the war in each of the future Repub-
lics into a civil war between pro and anti-
fascist forces, not a war between the dif-
ferent nationalities. (8) The Titoist slogan
of bratstvo i jedinstvo (Brotherhood [sic]
and Unity) was given a concrete form.

Nevertheless, these basic strengths of
the Yugoslav CP also contained within
them the seeds of the destruction of Yu-
goslavia.
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1. Quoted in C. Samary, The Fragmenta-
tion of Yugoslavia, p32.

2. Quoted in B. Magas, op cit, Note 19,
p43.

3. In fact collaboration between the Allies
and Tito continued afier the war. Escaped
Cetniks and Ustase and other collaborators
were handed over to the Partizans by the
Allies, usually to be executed.

4. S. Ramet, op cit, p49. Kardelj also ar-
gued that with economic progress and the
acceptance of communist values the na-
tional question would eventually wither
away. He was neither the first nor the last to
put forward such ideas. Much of the left
today still holds to these views in various
Sforms.

5.Quoted inL. Cohen, Breaking the Bonds,
p24. Djilas remarks may show a pragmatic
approach to the national question but they
also reinforce the view that the CPY con-
sciously set out to seize power.

6. Cohen, op cit, p23.

7. For a detailed account of the debates
between the Communist Parties of Bulgaria,
Greece and Yugoslavia see S. Vukmanovic
(General Tempo), Struggle for the Balkans.

8. With varying degrees of success. The
CPY was most successful in Bosnia and
Croatia, which both fell within the N.D.H.
and where the main battles of the war were
fought. It was relatively successful in Mon-
tenegro and, eventually, Macedonia. It was
at its weakest in Kosovo and Serbia. Given
the weakness of the CPY in Serbia the fact
that a majority of the Partizans were Serbs
shows the massive level of support for the
CPY amongst the Serbs of Bosnia and Croa-
la.
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PART 3

Economic and National
Questions in Tito’s Yugoslavia

Weaknesses of the
Tito Project

ﬁ_federal Yugoslavia

he victorious Partizans established
the Federative People's Republic of Yu-
goslavia (changed to the Socialist Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia, SFRY, in
1963). This recognised five 'nations’:
Croats, Serbs, Slovenes, Macedonians,
Montenegrins. Each 'nation’ had a Re-
public which could serve as a reference
point for those members of that 'nation’
leftoutside of its boundaries. The settle-
ment left 25% of Croats outside Croatia,
28% of Serbs outside Serbia and many
Muslims and Albanians outside Bosnia
and Kosovo, for example. Thus Serbs
outside Serbia or Croats outside Croatia
could accept that the existence of the
Serbian or croatian Republic would
guarantee their national rights.

The main exceptions to this were the
Slav Muslims (1) who had no 'national’
Republic. Part of the reason for Tito cre-
ating a separate Republic of Bosnia-Her-
zegovina was to provide a reference point
for the Muslims, who were a large minor-
ity there. The Muslims of the Sandzak
found themselves divided between Serbia
and Montenegro.

Whilst it is not true that the federal struc-
ture adopted was some sort of plot by Tito
to weaken the Serbian nation (as Serb
nationalists claim) it is undoubtedly the
case that it made the rise of Great Croatian

and particularly Great Serbian national-
ism much more difficult.

The other major losers were the Albani-
ans who, despite Tito's previous support
for Albanian national rights were, in prac-
tice denied any such rights. The Albanians
were classed as one of the 'nationalities’
of Yugoslavia, not one of the 'nations’.
(For an account of the difference between
"nations’, 'nationalities’ and "national mi-
norities’ in Yugoslavia see below). Al-
though concessions were made to the
Hungarian minority in Vojvodina the ma-
jority Albanian population of Kosovo
were only given limited autonomy within
the Serbian Republic. This denial of na-
tional rights to the Albanians was partially
because at the time the Yugoslav leaders
were still committed to the idea of a So-
cialist Federation of the Balkans but also
a capitulation to Serbian nationalists who
endow Kosovo with a semi-mythical
status in Serbian history. Djilas explains

'l considered, as did many others, that
unification - with the truly voluntary
agreement of the Albanian leaders -
would not only be of direct value to Yu-
goslavia and Albania, but would also
finally put an end to the traditional intol-
erance and confiict between the Serbs
and the Albanians. Its particular impor-
tance, in my opinion, lay in the fact that
it would make possible the amalgama-
tion of our considerable and compact
Albanian minority with Albania as a
separate republic in the Yugoslav-Al-
banian federation. Any other solution fo
the problem of the Albanian national
minority seemed impracticable to me,
since the simple transfer of Yugoslav
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territory inhabited by Albanians would
arouse violent opposition in the Yugo-
slav Communist Party itself'. (2)

Whilst there is no reason to reject
Dijilas's explanation as to why the CPY
did not grant the Albanians the status of a
"nation’ this failure was, nevertheless, a
clear violation of their national rights.
There is certainly no excuse for the brutal
suppression of the Albanian revolt that
inevitably occurred.

It was by no means inevitably wrong to
have ethnically mixed states, with some
nationalities spread over one or more Re-
publics. On the contrary, the idea of "eth-
nically pure’ states is a reactionary abomi-
nation. Unfortunately the bureaucratic na-
ture of the CPY and the lack of any real
socialist democracy meant that the masses
had little influence over the drawing of the
borders between the Republics. And, pre-
cisely because there was (and is) no easy
answer to the complex national problems
posed in such an ethnically heterogeneous
area as Yugoslavia (and the Balkans as a
whole) then the only way a satisfactory
solution could be found was through the
greatest possible participation of the
masses. Failure to do this stored up prob-
lems that could be exploited by nationalist
forces.

Only A Partial Break
From Stalinism.

Because the federal structure did allow
some real autonomy - albeit heavily bu-
reaucratised - the only way to hold every-
thing together was through the one force
that existed at a federal level - the CPY
itself. Thus, despite his partial breaks with
Stalinism in order to carry out what was
undoubtedly a real, popular revolution
Tito remained committed to a key aspect
of Stalinist ideology - the "leading role of
the party” within a single party state.

This "leading role of the party” affected
all areas of Yugoslav social and political
life, including during the war of national
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liberation and the revolution. Thus whilst
the Partizan army was a genuinely popular
army it was under the control of the Cen-
tral Committee of the CPY. Similar con-
siderations apply to the AVNOJ where the
vast majority of delegates were CPY
members.

And although the Republican Commu-
nist parties also had some degree of auton-
omy - including the right to exist as sepa-
rate parties with their own leadership -
they too were subordinated to the control
of the Federal CPY. Hence there was a
constant tension between all those bodies
which nominally (and, to some extent, in
reality) had decision making powers and
the CPY, which attempted to hold the
whole structure together.

This absence of any real decision mak-
ing power for the masses, the single party,
the lack of the right to tendencies and
factions inside the party - in other words
the absence of socialist democracy - were
to prove decisive in the future break-up of
Yugoslavia. Denied the possibility of cre-
ating alternatives to the CPY on a federal
level the masses turned to the only option
open to them: nationalist parties.

The Consequences Of
The Break With Stalin

From 1945 until 1948 Tito remained a
loyal ally of the Soviet Union. He de-
scribed himself as a Stalinist. The 1946
Constitution was modelled on that of
Stalin’s 1936 Constitution for the Soviet
Union. Economic policies too were based
on the Stalinist model with heavily cen-
tralised planning, except in agriculture.
(3) Tito was seen as second only to Stalin
- both by the world Stalinist movement
and by imperialist governments. Large
numbers of volunteers, inspired by the
Yugoslav revolution, came from around
the world to help rebuild the shattered
country. Thus the expulsion of Yugosla-
via from the Cominform in 1948 caused
enormous shock waves not only inside
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Yugoslavia but throughout the Commu-
nist Parties of the world.

The ostensible reasons given were "na-
tionalism" and a "pro-capitalist orienta-
tion”. In reality Stalin objected to the un-
willingness of the CPY to give Moscow
control over the Yugoslav economy and
Tito's continued espousal of a Balkan
Federation. The proposal for a Federation
was supported, to varying degrees, by the
ruling CPs in Albaniaand Bulgaria as well
as by the Greek CP until its final defeat in
the civil war. Such a Federation would
have posed as arival pole of attraction to
Moscow and therefore had to be pre-
vented.

Tito, however, had had to assert his in-
dependence from Stalin in order to make
the revolution. The Yugoslavs refused to
back down and maintained their stance,
whilst carrying out purges of "Cominform
agents’ in Yugoslavia. (Whilst there un-
doubtedly were real Cominform agents in
Yugoslavia the purges were often indis-
criminate).

Workers’ Self-
Management And The
Turn To The Market

The expulsion from the Cominform had
important consequences for the future de-
velopment of Yugoslavia. Firstly Tito de-
veloped an independent foreign policy, to
be concretised at a later date in the found-
ing of the Non-Aligned Movement. How-
ever, in 1950 this led to the Yugoslavs
wrongly supporting the United Nations
aggression against North Korea, thus con-
firming - for Stalin - his claim that "the
Tito clique never had anything incommon
with socialism or democracy". Secondly,
again confirming Stalin’s self-fulfilling
prophecies, the CPY turned towards im-
perialism for economic aid. Thirdly,
partly as a result of Djilas’ attempts to
come to terms with the expulsion by ana-
lyzing the bureaucratic degeneration of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
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(4) and partly, probably, by accident
Djilas and Kardelj developed the policy of
self-management. The way in which self-
management was applied in a one party
state increasingly orientated towards the
market were also to have important con-
sequences for the future of the Yugoslav
Federation.

The period up to the 7th Congress in
1958 saw much debate about whether or
not a multi-party system could exist in a
workers’ state - even though the CPY
leadership answered in the negative there
was a real discussion, unheard of any-
where else in Eastern Europe. The deci-
sion to change the party’s name to the
League of Communists of Yugoslavia at
the 6th Congress in 1952 is a reflection of
the much looser nature of the Yugoslav
party. (For simplicity I have continued to
use the initials CPY throughout).

Moreover, the 7th Congress adopted the
position that the self-management system
should be the norm for all workers’ states.
Despite the limitations of the "self-man-
agement system” practised in Yugoslavia
this position was a step forward in relation
to the views of every other Communist
Party.

However, whilst the concept of the role
and nature of the party embodied in the
change of name and the promotion of the
policy of self-management were, in some
ways, a step forward, they also contained
potentially enormous dangers. In reality,
because there was no real socialist democ-
racy, self-management and the concept of
a League of Communists meant that the
only arenas open for political discussions
-even within the party - were in the struc-
tures of the Republics, Thus, rather than
reducing the growth of nationalism, they
tended to encourage it.

Economic Crises

Although there had been a marked in-
crease in the standard of living of the
peoples of Yugoslavia from the revolution
- despite the Cominform blockade - the
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economy went into recession in the early
1960s. Moreover, the effects of the pre-
vious economic policies had been to in-
crease the wealth of the richer northern
Republics at the expense of the south. This
. was despite massive investment in the
poorer Republics and Kosovo. Investment
in these regions was primarily in heavy,
basic industry. There was some rationale
to this. Kosovo is rich in minerals with the
Trepca mines alone producing 25 percent
of Europe's lead and 13 percent of
Europe's zinc. It also has important coal
deposits. Bosnia-Herzegovina too has
large reserves of coal, iron ore, timber and
potential sources of hydro-electric power.
The effect, however, was to increase the
wealth of the richer Republics and Vo-
jvodina by supplying them with raw ma-
terials for their much more profitable light
industries. Moreover, because investment
decisions were sometimes made on politi-
cal rather than economic bases -in order
to satisfy local bureaucrats - this led to the
duplication of industries and, often, inef-
ficiency. Thus the shift of steel production
from Slovenia to Bosnia made it cheaper
to import steel rather than produce it in
Yugoslavia. As a result neither the rela-
tively rich Republics of Croatia and
Slovenia (and to some extent Vojvodina -
the major agricultural region of Yugosla-
via - and the Belgrade region of Serbia),
not the poorer Republics were satisfied.
The solution was a further turn to the
market and the key criterion became prof-
itability. This was accompanied by the
transfer of considerable responsibility for
administration of the economy from the
federal government to the Republics (who
were expected to be self-supporting. In
addition the banks and economic enter-
prises also took on a more important role
at Republican level. There were marked
increases in the price of raw materials,
agricultural goods and other commodities
and services. The federally controlled
General Investment Fund was abolished.
Thus: the 1965 reforms resulted in a
greater role for the Republics and the Re-
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publican controlled enterprises at the ex-
pense of the Federal government and the
Belgrade banking monopoly. (5)

The tensions between the different Re-
publics were held in check - with brief
exceptions such as the 'Croat Spring of
1971" - so long as the CPY was able to
hold everything together. In turn the CPY
was able to retain its "leading role" as long
as it was able to keep the economy rela-
tively stable.

However, many of the measures taken to
keep the economy stable also contained
dangerous centrifugal tendencies, particu-
larly within the framework of the increas-
ing reliance on market forces pursued by
the CPY from the mid-1960s.

For example, whilst the *workers’ self-
management’ allowed from the early days
of the Tito regime was very limited and
subject, ultimately, to party control it was,
nevertheless jealously guarded by the Yu-
goslav working class who fought every
attempt to abolish or restrict it.

However, once the logic of the market
came to exert its influence then "workers’
self-management" developed into compe-
tition between different factories, differ-
ent groups of workers and - in the 1980s -
helped fuel the national antagonisms that
were to result in the disintegration of Yu-
goslavia. Self-management within the
frame-work of the market and without
socialist democracy will always be impos-
sible. In Yugoslavia, the deformed work-
ers’ state most integrated into the market,
it rapidly turned into a disaster.

The turn to the market in the 1960’s -
which accompanied the purge of the hard-
line Stalinist faction around Rankovic -
nevertheless opened up the possibility of
political challenge to the Tito regime. In
1968 a wave of protests by students, soon
joined by workers, swept the country. Be-
cause of the historical legitimacy of the
Tito regime - and particularly its inde-
pendence from Moscow - Marxism re-
tained an appeal to broad layers of Yugo-
slav society. Students and workers raised
slogans such as "Down with the Red
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Bourgeoisie” and demanded real workers’
control. The Marxist journal Praxis had a
wide circulation; Marxists from all over
the world - including leading members of
the Fourth International - participated in
annual discussions on the island of Kor-
cula. The French Trotskyist paper Rouge
was widely available.

Tito dealt with this crisis in his usual
fashion: a mixture of repression and con-
cessions. A long campaign was carried out
to remove the central figures involved
with Praxis from their posts in the Phi-
losophy department at Belgrade Univer-
sity - eventually achieved by using the
self-management structures! Purges of the
Republican parties were carried out. On
the other hand Tito adopted some of the
students’ and workers' demands as his
own, blaming local bureaucrats for all the
problems! The final attempt by Tito to
resolve the acute political, economic and
national problems of Yugoslavia was the
1974 Constitution.

The 1974 Constitution

The 1974 Constitution marked a further
step in the devolution of decision making
to both the Republics and the enterprises
through a broadening of “workers' self-
management”. Republics and the two
Autonomous Provinces had the right to
enter into negotiations and make agree-
ments with foreign enterprises. Wages
were also raised to head off the increasing
working class discontent. Above all the
1974 Constitution granted Kosovo the
status of an Autonomous Province within
Serbia (on a par with Vojvodina). Whilst
‘this fell short of full Republican status the
Albanians were clearly the biggest bene-
ficiaries from the new constitution. Al-
banian became an official language (in
practice the main language in civil af-
fairs); an Albanian university was opened;
Kosovo was entitled to its own flag (the
flag of Albania), police force etc; the civil
apparatus became rapidly Albanianised.
These were real gains for the Albanian
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population, not merely sops. Most impor-
tantly Kosovo was able to participate -
along with Vojvodina - on an equal basis
with the 6 Republics in the 8 person Presi-
dency set up to replace Tito on his death.
[This collective presidency was also a
way to resolve the difficulties of replacing
the ageing Tito, around whom there was
an undoubted "cult of the personality” and
the lack of any "successor” with the same
credibility on an all-Yugoslav scale].

However, the 1974 Constitution was it-
self fraught with dangers. Firstly it gave
the Army a much greater role in both state
and party activities. This was to prove
decisive for the centralising project of Slo-
bodan Milosevic. At an economic and
political level the proposed solutions
stoked up further problems - in particular
massive discrepancies in wealth between
Slovenia and Croatia (with living stand-
ards nearing those of, say, Austria) and the
wide-scale poverty of Kosovo and Mace-
donia. Unemployment was high in many
regions (over 1 million throughout Yugo-
slavia) and a further million Yugoslavs
found work abroad.

The whole Titoist project for dealing
with the still unresolved problems was to
engage in delicate balancing acts in order
to attempt to defuse nationalist tensions.
Thus the 1974 Constitution made signifi-
cant concessions to Croat, Slovene and
Albanian nationalist sentiments by grant-
ing even greater devolved powers to the
republics. Indeed, it tended towards the
creation of a confederation. On the other
hand, for example, Serbs in Croatia were
given a much greater proportion of lead-
ing positions in the Party and Republican
institutions than their numbers in the
population of Croatia would warrant. This
was, at least partly, a way of keeping Croat
nationalism in check.

Moreover, the economy was kept going
by more and more loans from the IMF. [t
is no accident that the break-up of Yugo-
slavia began in the early 1980s. Capital-
ism was heading for slump and the inter-
national bankers were becoming con-
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cerned about their ability to get back the
monies they had loaned - Mexico, Brazil
and a whole host of countries were on the
verge of bankruptcy. Once the IMF began
to demand repayments then the Yugoslav
economy was heading for catastrophe.

Notes

1. The Slav Muslims were finally recog-
nised as one of the constituent 'nations’ of
Yugoslavia in the 1960s.

2. Quoted in B. Magas, Destruction of
Yugoslavia, Note' 28, p44. Similar consid-
erations informed the compromise on the
division of Macedonia, Tito believing that a
Socialist Federation would allow the crea-
tion of a Macedonian state uniting Mace-
donians in Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and
Greece.

3. The maintenance of private agriculture
was one of the reasons cited by Stalin for the
"pro-capitalist” nature of the Tito regime in
1948. Tito's response, to collectivise agri-
culture, did not prevent the expulsion of the
Yugoslavs from the Cominform.

4. It was perfectly acceptable for Djilas to
criticize the bureaucratic degeneration of
the CPSU. However, when in 1954 he began
to apply similar criteria to the CPY itself he
was expelled and subsequently jailed.

5. Foramuchmore detailed account of the
economic debates during the 1960s see S.
Ramet, op cit.
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PART 4

The Break Up of Yugoslavia

The Kosova Uprising
d Its Aftermath

y the time of Tito’s death it was
obvious that the massive borrowing un-
dertaken in the 1970s ($20 million) was
having serious effects on the Yugoslav
economy. This was experienced most
acutely in the poorest, most backward
region - Kosova where unemployment
was over 20% (compared to 2% in
Slovenia). In 1981 the people of Kosova
demanded the right to become a full
Republic. The prime motivation was
not any perceived national oppression -
indeed the 1974 Constitution had
largely ended the oppressed status of the
Albanians - but because they believed
that it was only through full Republican
status that they would be able to solve
the massive economic problems
Kosova experienced. Indeed, it was the
Albanian youth who had been able to
gain access to higher education as a
result of the 1974 Constitution who
were hardest hit. Their protest was met
with savage repression, which contin-
ued at an even higher level after the
1989 miners’ strike and the abolition of
Kosova's (and Vojvodina’s) autono-
mous status by Milosevic.

All the other Republics were also expe-
riencing acute economic crises. However,
their solutions were radically different.
The richer economies of Slovenia and
Croatia (with its revenue from tourism)
objected to money being allocated to prop
up the bankrupt economies (literally in
some cases) of the poorer Republics.

These were not, of course, new objections.
Similar views were expressed in the
heated debates of the 1960s. But because
of the absence of any genuine socialist
democracy this very real problem of eco-
nomic differentiation - and the necessary
transfer of resources between the Repub-
lics - could not be democratically agreed
upon by the people of Yugoslavia. Since
every section of the bureaucracy, at Re-
publican and Federal level, agreed on the -
need for even greater reliance on market
forces, the result was to increase the cen-
trifugal tendencies inherent in the Federal
structure and the system of "self-manage-
ment".

At a political level differentiations be-
gan to develop within the bureaucracy. In
Serbia, economically backward compared
to the northern Republics and facing a
growing economic crisis, there was a
growing nationalist movement in re-
sponse to the Kosova rebellion - a mood
that Slobodan Milosevic was able to latch
on to in the course of the 1980s. This
movement was both Serbian nationalist
and centralist. Milosevic was hailed as
"the greatest Serb leader since Rankovic"
- the hated, ultra-Stalinist removed by Tito
in 1965.

Crucially it was able to win the backing
of the army leadership which, like army
chiefs everywhere, preferred a strong,
centralised state. The majority of army
officers (about 70%) were Serbs and
Montenegrins (1) (though it is far from
clear that this was a deliberate policy -
rather it was a reflection of the much
stronger historic traditions of militarism in
Serbia and even more so in Montenegro).
However, Serbian domination of the army
was consolidated and reinforced by the
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use of Serbian as the official language of
the army (a policy justified by claims
about the need for a common language to
allow a clear chain of command, under-
standing of orders etc). Such a policy
clearly discriminated against those whose
main language was not Serbian (including
Croats who would have difficulty in un-
derstanding written communications),
who made up the majority of the soldiers.
Moreover, the army remained a purely
Federal institution. The different Repub-
lics and the Autonomous Provinces had
their own Territorial Defence Forces — set
up because of the fear of Soviet invasion
following the intervention in Czechoslo-
vakia in 1968 — but not their own armies.
The Defence Forces were subject to over-
all control by the Federal army — which
facilitated their disarming in the period
leading up to the invasion of Slovenia.
This Serbian domination of the army at the
highest levels, explains the way in which
it has acted in support of Milosevic — or
perhaps, more accurately, we should say
that Milosevic has acted on behalf of the
army. It was these Serbian army chiefs
(active or retired) who tried to form a new
Communist Party (League of Communist
- Movement for Yugoslavia) (2) after the
collapse of the League of Communists at
its 14th Congress in 1990.

Because Belgrade was both the Serbian
and Federal capital the Federal institu-
tions also tended to have higher percent-
ages of Serbs. In Croatiaand - in particular
- in Slovenia, on the other hand, the CP
leaderships allowed much greater politi-
cal freedoms and moved in the direction
of further decentralisation. Their positions
were essentially 'Republican® - that is,
greater rights for the Republics as they
currently existed, including their national
and ethnic composition - not nationalist.
Massive demonstrations against the Fed-
eral army took place in Slovenia in 1988
following reports that the army was pre-
paring to intervene to put down the
"counter-revolution‘. Three Slovene jour-
nalists and a soldier were put on trial for
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handling a "secret military" document - in
a blatant violation of the Federal Consti-
tution the trial was conducted in Serbo-
Croat, not Slovenian, further increasing
Slovene nationalist feelings.

However, the leaderships of the other
Republican parties largely failed to re-
spond to the key question - the violation
of Albanian national rights.(3) Apart from
a few token protests they treated the re-
pression in Kosova as an internal Serb
affair. Despite the undoubted desire of the
Croatian and Slovene CPs to maintain a
unified Yugoslavia - albeit on a modified
basis - their failure to defend Kosova, to
organise opposition on an all-Yugoslav
scale not only allowed the rise of right-
wing nationalism in Serbia, it also created
the conditions in Slovenia - and especially
Croatia - for the rise of right-wing nation-
alist currents.

The Rise of Serbian
Nationalism

The recreation of a unified Yugoslav
state had only been possible on the basis
of equality of nations and nationalities
(apart from the Albanians), This required
a guarantee that there would be no possi-
bility of the rise of the strongest power -
Serbia - into a dominant position, such as
it had enjoyed in the pre-war 1st Yugosla-
via. The response by a section of the Ser-
bian Party to the Kosova events began to
challenge this settlement - not least be-
cause it was a useful diversion from the
serious economic difficulties confronting
Serbia. Moreover, the most Stalinised and
repressive wing was joined by many of the
former critics of the Tito regime around
the journal Praxis. This capitulation by
ex-Marxists such as former Praxis editors
Mihailo Markovic and Ljubomir Tadic
was part of a wholesale capitulation to
nationalism by the Serbian intelligentsia.
(4) On the whole the working class of
Serbiaremained aloof, if not hostile, to the
rise of nationalism - at least until the late
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1980s. The power base of Milosevic was
primarily the Belgrade party machinery,
the Belgrade press, which was rapidly
brought under Milosevic’s control, the
Serbian intelligentsia and the army -
backed up with appeals to Serbs living in
Kosova, Croatia, Vojvodina and Bosnia.
These were frequently to be found in the
most rural - and therefore most backward
- regions. Moreover, Milosevic formed an
alliance with the previously dormant Ser-
bian Orthodox Church whose influence
was, of course, particularly strong
amongst the Serbs of the most backward
rural regions.

The Serbian nationalists initially based
their campaign on supposed atrocities
committed against Serbs living in Kosova.
The press ran a massive anti-Albanian
campaign. It was in response to the
Kosova rebellion that the first charges of
"ethnic cleansing* and rape were made -
supposedly carried out by Albanians
against Serbs. (Branka Magas clearly
shows there is no substance to these alle-
gations: the level of rape was no worse in
Kosova than anywhere else in Yugoslavia
and the vast majority of cases were of
Albanian women by Albanian men.). The
ensuing battle inside the Serbian CP re-
sulted in the eventual victory of the most
nationalist forces around Milosevic. The
nationalist campaign began to attack the
Federal basis of Yugoslavia as some plot
by "the Croat" Tito and "the Slovene"
Kasdely against the Serbian people - n
alliance with the Vatican, Cominform, im-
perialism etc. In particular the 1974 Con-
stitution came under fierce attack. The
solution put forward was a centralised
Yugoslav state under Serbian domination.
Under Milosevic, for the first time ever,
celebrations were held to celebrate the
founding of the first Yugoslavia.
Milosevic referred to Yugoslavia as a 70
year old state - indications of the extent
to which the Serbian leadership had bro-
ken from the policies of Tito. It was only
after the rapid defeat of the Federal army
in its attempted invasion of Slovenia in
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1991 that Milosevic changed his policy.
Having failed to prevent Slovene inde-
pendence he then embarked upon the pol-
icy of a "Greater Serbia", the logic of
which inevitably led to war in Croatia and
Bosnia.

After Milosevic came to power in 1987
he set about changing the old balance of
forces. By the following year he had re-
placed the leadership of the Vojvodina
party By 1989 the Montenegrin leadership
had also been replaced - not least because
it was unable to deal with the growing
working class militancy in response to the
economic crisis - and the Serbian consti-
tution unilaterally changed, abolishing the
autonomy of the 2 provinces. This was, of
course, equally a violation of the Federal
Yugoslav constitution. However, Kosova
and Vojvodina still retained their places
on the Federal institutions, giving
Milosevic 4 guaranteed votes.

The rise of Serbian nationalism led in-
itially to a rise of Republicanism in the
other Republics who clearly felt threat-
ened - not least because part of
Milosevic's programme was to continue
the project already set in train in Kosova,
encouraging the Serb populations outside
Serbiato oppose the dominant Republican
sentiments in the Republics where they
lived. Moreover, Slovenia (partially),
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina had
been disarmed by the confiscation of the
weapons belonging to their Territorial de-
fente umts. Whitst in Croatha tms Repob-
licanism soon gave way to the rise of
ethnic Croatian nationalism in Bosnia
there remained a strong Bosnian identity.

A secret meeting of the (suspended) Al-
banian deputies to the Kosova assembly
declared an independent Republic in
1990. Referenda or decisions by Republi-
can Parliaments on independence fol-
lowed in Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina. However, all
these moves towards independence took
place within the frame-work of exercising
their guaranteed constitutional right to
self-determination and an attempt to
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maintain a unified state. They were funda-
mentally defensive responses to rising
Serbian nationalism. It was the unilateral
overturning of the Federal Constitution by
Milosevic, the attempt to mobilise the Ser-
bian populations of Kosova and Croatia
(and later Bosnia) against the Republican
governments and to create a Serbian
dominated, highly centralised state that
led to the putting into practice of the dec-
larations of independence. The final straw
was the refusal by Milosevic to recognise
the right of the Croat nominee Stipe Mesic
to take his place as head of the collective
presidency.

In the-1980s all the structures that had
held Yugoslavia together were rapidly
falling apart. The economy was in serious
difficulties. The CPY was rapidly losing
its authority. In every Republic and
Autonomous Province, except for Serbia
and Montenegro, there was a drastic de-
cline in party membership, especially
amongst the youth. (6) There were two
very different solutions being put forward
within the League of Communists:
Slovenia and Croatia argued for a looser
confederation, Serbia for a more central-
ised state. Given the absence of socialist
democracy it was inevitable that disagree-
ments would take the form of conflict
between different Republican leaders.
However, it was by no means inevitable
that this would end in war. Various at-
tempts were made by the Slovene and
Croatian LC leaders to find solutions
within a "Yugoslav' framework. Even af-
ter multi-party elections had brought na-
tionalist parties to power in the various
Republics attempts were still made to find
a solution. Izetbegovic of Bosnia and
Gligorov of Macedonia tried to find a
compromise between the confederal posi-
tions of Slovenia and Croatiaand the rigid
centralism of Serbia.

It is certainly not the case that the Slo-
vene and Croatian party leaders, or their
nationalist successors, were without
blame for the crisis. They frequently only
showed an interest in the problems of their
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own Republics. They were certainly not
only motivated by altruism. However, the
decision to resolve the conflict by military
means was that of Slobodan Milosevic
and the leaders of the Yugoslav National
Army (JNA).

1. Most of modern day Montenegro re-
mained independent of both the Austro-
Hungarian and Ottoman empires. Montene-
grins are divided about their origins and
history. Amajority see themselves as related
fo the Serbs and consequently have tended
to follow Serbian leadership and identify
with Greater Serbia projects. A minority
insist on a separate Montenegrin identity.
Montenegrins have been the nation most
likely to join the Communist Party - approxi-
mately 1 in 4 is a member.

2. One of those involved with the formation
of the LC-MY was the wife of Slobodan
Milosevic. She also had her own party in the
recent Serbian elections. However, this is
not an indication of independent activity on
her part but an attempt by Milosevic to cover
all eventualities. It is rather reminiscent of
when lan Paisley stood his wife for election
to Belfast City Council. If she lost it was a
defeat for her, whereas if she won it was a
victory for her husband.

3. Milan Kucan and the leadership of the
Slovenian League of Communists did pro-
test about the repression in Kosova in 1989.
They were partially supported by the LC of
Croatia. By then, however, it was too late.
The Slovene and Croat working class organ-
ised wide-spread support for the Kosova
miners’ profest.

4. Indeed some Serbian intellectual such
as the novelist Dobrica Cosic - until recently
President of Milosevic's rump 'Yugoslavia’
- had expressed nationalist sentiments even
when he was a loyal Titoist. To appreciate
the degeneration of Mihailo Markovic com-
pare the infamous Memorandum of the Ser-
bian Academy of Arts and Sciences of 1986,
in which he demands greater repression of
the Albanian population of Kosovo and his
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article published in Inprecor Feb 27, 1975
in which he analyzes how the bureaucracy
attemplts to whip up nationalist hysteria.

5. Destruction of Yugoslavia, p61-62. In-
deed, despite all Milosevic's claims of mas-
sacres of Serbs the first Serb to die in politi-
cal violence was Branivoje Milinovic, an 18
year old student killed by Milosevic's own
police in Belgrade on 9th March 1991. He
was not even one of the student protesters
demonstrating against the Milosevic re-
gime. He had simply gone into Belgrade to
buy some cassettes and inadvertently found
himself in the middle of a police riot.

6. See Cohen, op cit, p48.
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PART 5

Milosevic Is Responsible For
The Wars And Atrocities

The responsibility for the wars in
Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia lies firmly
with Milosevic and his Greater Serbia
project. Nota single act of war has taken
place on the territory of Serbia. There
can be no doubt that the Serbian regime
is guilty of acts of aggression against its
neighbours. War was declared on Bos-
nia even before the referendum on inde-
pendence had been held. We do not
equate expansionist, Great Serbian na-
tionalism - which we condemn - with
the essentially defensive nationalism of
the Croats which we defend, even if we
do not share their nationalist ideology.
To equate Serbian and Croatian nation-
alismis to equate the aggressor with the
victim.(1)

This is not. of course. to deny the reac-
tionary nature of the Tudjman regime or
to imply support for its policies. Tudjman
has frequently played into the hands of the
Greater Serbia chauvinists. For example,
the decision of the Croatian government
to change its law on citizenship - de facto
denying equality to Serbs - strengthened
Milosevic's appeals to Serbian chauvin-
ism and his preparations for war. His use
of the sahovnica, the red and white chequ-
ered shield, as the main emblem of Croatia
intensified Serb fears.(2) The abolition of
the use of the Cyrillic script in favour of
the sole use of the Latin script further
antagonised Croatian Serbs. (3)

Tudjman’s measures have to be seen in
the light of the undoubted over-repre-
sentation of Serbs in Croatian institutions,
Serbs accounted for 40% of members of

the League of Communists in Croatia,
eightout of twelve editors at Radio Zagreb
and more than 60% of Police. (4) Tud-
jman’s attempts to replace Serbs with
Croats facilitated Milosevic in his attempt
to whip up nationalist hysteria allowing
him to intervene militarily in Croatia.
Moreover, it is obvious that Milosevic and
Tudjman agreed on the carve-up of Bos-
nia-Herzegovina some time ago.(5)
However, despite the crimes of Tudjman
it is completely false to claim that he is
equally responsible for the destruction of
Yugoslavia or, even worse, primarily re-
sponsible (as does Socialist Worker).
Ithas been the Serbian army and Seselj's
Cetniks that have carried out systematic
murder of people because of their ethn ic
origins. It has been the Serbian army and
Cemiks that have driven people out of
their towns and villages, the so-called pol-
icy of "ethnic cleansing*. It has been the
Serbian army and the Cemiks that have set
up concentration camps. It has been the
Serbian army and the Cemiks that have
used mass rape as a weapon of war, The
rape of Bosnian women has been a Sys-
tematic policy decided on by the Serbian
military and political hierarchy. The vic-
tims (and the rapists) have not been cho-
sen at random. Women (and often chil-
dren) have been raped by men known to
them. Serb soldiers have been forced — at
gun-point - to rape their neighbours,
friends, relatives etc. Those who have re-
fused have been executed. The aim has not
simply been to degrade and humiliate
Wwomen — particularly Moslem women —
but to make it impossible for there to be
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any reconciliation between the different
communities. (6)

Whilst it is almost certainly true that
murders, expulsions and rapes have been
carried out by soldiers and militias of all
sides these have - until recently - primarily
been carried out by individuals or small
groups. However reprehensible these acts
may be they do not compare to the delib-

erate policy of murder, rape and torture -

embarked upon by Milosevic, Seselj and
Karadzic in order to carry out the "ethnic
cleansing’ which is necessary to imple-
ment their policy of uniting all the Serbs
in a single state. Their main targets have
overwhelmingly been the non-Serb civil-
ian populations and all cultural manifesta-
tions of their existence.

The Croat HVO is now carrying out
similar acts in northern Bosnia and evi-
dence is emerging of collusion between
Serb and Croat forces to facilitate attacks
upon Muslims and others opposed to the
carve-up of Bosnia. The ability of the
HVO to attempt to emulate Karadzic is,
however, a direct consequence of the to-
tally cynical policies pursued by the im-
perialist powers,

War in Croatia

Some historical
background on the
Krajina

In the 17th century, after a defeated at-
tack by the Austro-Hungarian Habsburg
empire on the Ottoman army, tens of thou-
sands of Serbs fled from the spiritual
home of the Serbian Orthodox church in
Pec, Kosova. They re-established the Or-
thodox Patriarchy at Sremski Karlovci in
Vojvodina where they were granted relig-
ious freedom and limited self-government
by the Austro-Hungarian empire. In return
the Serbs agreed to defend the Habsburg
Military Frontier (Vojna Krajina) which
stretched from the Dalmatian coast of
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modern day Croatia to the western edge of
Romania.

Whatever Croatian nationalists may
claim there were already Serbs living in
these Krajina regions. Most had simply
migrated there. Some had even been set-
tled by the Ottoman empire. However, the
Serbs who came as soldiers to defend the
Vojna Krajina had a very different rela-
tionship to the Habsburg empire than the
rest of the population of Croatia. The Vo-
Jna Krajina Serbs were always under the
direct control of the dominant partner in
the Habsburg empire, Austria. Croatia (or
at least those parts under Habsburg domi-
nation) was nominally under Hungarian
rule, though with a certain degree of inde-
pendence.

During the reign of Maria-Theresa in the
18th century the Krajina Serbs lost much
of their powers of self-rule. The Vojna
Krajina was organised into military dis-
tricts. The Serbs were organised into regi-
ments under Austrian control, based on
the city of Karlovac which was con-
structed solely for military purposes. Thus
large parts of Croatia were administered
from Vienna, frequently against the
wishes of the Croatian and Hungarian no-
bility, - to say nothing of the wishes of the
people of Croatia - via Serb settlers based
in small garrison towns and the surround-
ing countryside. Approximately 26 per
cent of the Serbs of Croatia live along the
former Vojna Krajina. Although they
form a majority in most of these regions -
there is a sizeable Croat population.

One of those towns on the Vojna Krajina
is Knin, formerly the place of enthrone-
ment of medieval Croat kings. Today it is
the capital of the ' Autonomous Republic
of Krajina’ (ARK), the home of the most
hard-line Serb nationalists in Croatia. It is
also the main centre of the Serbian Demo-
cratic Party (SDS). Interestingly, during
the 2nd World War the Knin region was
virtually the only Serb area of Croatia in
which the Serbian nationalist Cetniks
were the dominant current. In virtually
every other area the Serbs of Croatia sup-
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ported Tito’s Partizans. In July 1989 the
Serbs of Knin organised demonstrations
in support of Milosevic’s repression of the
Albanian majority population of Kosova.
These demonstrations of open Greater
Serbian nationalism brought the Serbs of
Knin into conflict with the then Commu-
nist government in Croatia (in which, as
we have noted above, there was a dispro-
portionately large number of Serbs).

Knin is a small town of about ten thou-
sand inhabitants. The Knin region (Knin-
ska Krajina) is primarily rural. Its pre-
vious military role is continued in the
extraordinary affinity of the Krajina Serbs
with weapons. (7) However, Knin also has
an important role in the economy of Croa-
tia. It is the central communications point
between Zagreb and the tourist resorts of
Dalmatia. The loss of Knin would be,
therefore, a serious blow to the Croatian
economy.

Despite all Milosevic’s attempts to por-
tray the war in Croatia as one of defence
by a Serb population threatened with an-
nihilation there is no truth whatsoever in
his allegations. Indeed, as noted, the Serbs
of the Krajina first came into conflict with
the Serb dominated Communist party. Mi-
lan Babic and other leaders of the Serbian
Democratic Party (SDS) whipped up hys-
teria against the supposedly Ustase re-
gime of Franjo Tudjman.(8) Their allega-
tions were faithfully repeated by the Bel-
grade press. They were not only already
well-armed but received further weapons
directly from the JNA. The terms of the
referendum which the SDS organised to
support its secession from Croatia were
left vague. Voters were only asked
whether they supported autonomy for the
Serbs, which does not necessarily imply
secession. Croats living in the Krajina
were not, of course, allowed to vote whilst
Serbs living outside Croatia were able to
do so. The war in Croatia had nothing to
do with defending the rights of the Serb
population but was aimed at preventing
the Croatian people from exercising their
right to self-determination. (9)
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War of the
Countryside Against
the Cities

In fact the vast majority of Croatia’s
Serbs do not even live in the Krajina. Yet
Milosevic and Babic continued to claim
that they spoke in the name of all Serbs.
The wishes of the 200,000 Serbs living in
Zagreb were ignored. It was the rural
Serbs who dominated. Thus the war in
Croatia not only became a war of Croats
against the Serbs of the Krajina, backed
by Serbia and the JNA. It also became a
war of the countryside against the cities.
It is the backward, reactionary nature of
the rural populations that explains why
war in both Croatia and Bosnia has been
so savage and why there has been destruc-
tion of cultural and historical symbols on
a scale far surpassing that of the Nazi
occupation (10). The rural populations
tended to be less ethnically mixed than the
cities. Hence the driving out of whole
populations from villages. Thus war was
notonly waged by the JNA against Croats.
Hungarians and Czechs were also forced
to flee their villages. By contrast, in the
cities many Serbs in Croatia fought
against the INA. In Dubrovnik the whole
of the Serb community remained to de-
fend their city. In Vukovar a third of the
defenders were Serbs, Hungarians or
Ruthenes. Similarly in Bosnia 'ethnic
cleansing’ has been at its worst in the
countryside. In the cities the mixed popu-
lations continue to fight alongside one
another. It is simplistic, therefore, to see
the wars in Croatia and Bosnia as purely
nationalist in character.

Why Bosnia Is of
Crucial Importance

Bosnia-Herzegovina has been, through-
out history, and in all its different forms,
a multi-national, multi-ethnic, multi-re-
ligious entity. In some ways it is a micro-
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cosm of Yugoslavia. The attachment to
Yugoslavia was probably stronger in Bos-
nia- Herzegovina than in any of the other
Republics - not least since the proclama-
tion of the second Yugoslavia was made
at a meeting of the AVNOJ on 29th-30th
November 1943 in the town of Jacje, (re-
cently destroyed by Serb Cetniks) near
Sarajevo.(11) It was in Sarajevo in 1992
that the biggest demonstration against the
war in Croatia took place - uniting Bosni-
ans of all national and ethnic groups. This
demonstration was fired on by Serb na-
tionalist forces.

Bosnia-Herzegovina has 3 main na-
tional/ethnic groups: Croats (17.3%);
Serbs (31.3%) and Muslims (43.7%) [fig-
ures from 1991 census]. In addition 5.5%
of the population defined themselves as
"Yugoslavs’ (Montenegrins, Jews and
other nationalities present in very small
numbers are 2.1%). The numbers defining
themselves as Yugoslav are higher than
for the former Yugoslav Federation as a
whole (2.9%) or any of the other Repub-
lics. Only in the formerly autonomous -
and even more ethnically heterogeneous -
province of Vojvodina did a greater num-
ber of people see themselves as Yugoslavs
(8.4%) ;

However the numbers of Bosnians de-
fining themselves as Yugoslav had de-
clined in comparison with the 1981 census
(10.1%) - an indication of the growing
threat of war. In particular there was an
increase in the numbers of those defining
themselves as Muslims - people who had
previously defined themselves as Yugo-
slavs.

The Bosnian Muslims

The Bosnian Muslims are Slavs who
converted to Islam when Bosnia was con-
quered by the Ottoman empire. Neverthe-
less they retained many of their old relig-
ious beliefs. They have been afforded the
status of a nationality since the foundation
of the 2nd Yugoslavia. Many Bosnian
Muslims rejected their religious beliefs at
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least two generations ago. In the cities,
where the majority of Muslims live, they
do not, by and large, observe Islamic laws.
Young Muslims of both sexes frequently
live together - or with partners from a
different nationality - outside of marriage.
Islamic dietary laws forbidding consump-
tion of pork, alcohol etc are mostly ig-
nored. Bosnian Moslem women wear the
same clothing as Serbian, Croatian - or,
for that matter, other European - women.

Whilst we can debate whether or not
"Muslims" should be defined as a nation-
ality the reality is that they have been
treated as such ever since the formation of
ex-Yugoslavia. (Only the most extreme
Croatian nationalists have ever chal-
lenged this - they argue the Muslims are
Croats). However, the issue has become
of importance because Serbian (and to a
lesser extent) Croatian nationalist - as well
as sections of the left in Britain - have
raised the spectre of an Islamic state in
Bosnia. Thereality is that, for the moment,
the Bosnian Muslims have been the least
attracted to Islamic fundamentalism of
any Moslem community anywhere in the
world. Even the Imam of Sarajevo - the
highest ranking Islamic official in Bosnia
- stated that the Bosnian Muslims desper-
ately needed arms and that he would ac-
cept them from Islamic fundamentalist
sources - but only as a last resort and with
the greatest of reluctance.

Alija Izetbegovic, president of Bosnia
has, on occasions, made statements fa-
vourable to the creation of an Islamic
state. However, his government - the legal
government of Bosnia-Herzegovina, now
simply portrayed as ‘one of the warring
factions' by both the bourgeois and much
of the left press - includes Serbs and
Croats.(12) The "Platform of the Presi-
dency of Bosnia-Herzegovina in the Con-
ditions of War", issued at Sarajevo on 26th
June 1992, makes clear commitments to
maintaining Bosnia-Herzegovina as a
sovereign state founded on equality of all
its citizens. It makes no claims to the
establishment of an Islamic state. More-
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over, it calls for the formation of multi-na-
tional defence forces to resist external ag-
gression.

The only known ‘Islamic’ defence unit
operates entirely outside the framework of
the Bosnian army.

Of course we can - and should criticise
Izetbegovic for his occasional ’Islamic*
statements. We should criticise him for his
support for market forces - something he
has in common with all the ex-bureaucrats
throughout ex-Yugoslavia.

But it is totally false to conclude that the
Izetbegovic government is simply another
gang of nationalist war-mongers - no dif-
ferent from the Serb Cetniks or Croatian
HVO - and cannot, therefore, be given any
support, however critical.

Defend Bosnia -
Arm The Resistance

The outcome of the war in Bosnia will
affect the development of the Balkans. A
victory of those who wish to carve up
Bosnia amongst different national and
ethnic groups will strengthen reactionary
nationalism in all its manifestations. The
surest way to guarantee a rise in support
for Islamic fundamentalism -