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To our daughters, who we hope will not see
genocide again in their lifetimes.
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Thomas Cushman and
Stjepan G. Mestrovic¢

Introduction

In the summer of 1995, Bosnian Serb attacks on UN-declared safe areas
of Srebrenica and Zepa proceeded, as did previous onslaughts in
Bosnia, under the watchful gaze of the West. In the ensuing violence,
thousands of Muslims were driven from their homes or executed and
buried in mass graves. In late November 1995, UN Secretary-General
Boutros Boutros-Ghali reported that as many as 5,500 people are still
unaccounted for in the wake of the Serbian attacks. At the time, no
Western power intervened to stop the massacres. In the aftermath of the
slaughter, however, the unexpected happened: Western powers seemingly
decided that they had had enough of Serbian atrocities, war crimes, and
genocide in Bosnia and made an apparent commitment to mobilize mili-
tary power to protect other safe areas and to bring the Bosnian Serb
leaders to the peace table. NATO air strikes commenced against the
Bosnian Serbs, ostensibly to force them to remove their heavy weapons
from the perimeter of Sarajevo.

This Western action was not agreeable to all the members of the NATO
alliance. Yet it did occur, and the very fact that it did was remarkable, for
the response of the West to the crisis in the Balkans prior to the air strikes
had been weak, indecisive, and ineffective. One could even make the case
that the nature of the Western response actually abetted genocide and
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other crimes against humanity- in the region by allowing the perpetrators
to proceed with a guarantee that they would not be punished. Bosnian
Serb forces pulled their weapons back, but fighting continued and ethnic
cleansing and war crimes continued even as peace talks proceeded. In the
northern territory near the city of Banja Luka, under threat of a concerted
Croat-Muslim drive in 1995 to reconquer territory that was seized and
ethnically cleansed three years ago, Bosnian Serb leaders reactivated
concentration camps and their policies of mass terror and summary execu-
tion of civilians. Nonetheless, the West, weary of the conflict and perhaps
guilty about its own silence in relation to it, continued to press for peace at
any cost. Peace talks were held in Dayton, Ohio, and—despite Radovan
Karadzi¢’s pronouncement that, as a result of the peace talks, “Sarajevo
will bleed for decades”—the parties in the conflict concluded a peace
agreement in December, 1995. Questions of a “just peace” were put to
the side in favor of settling the conflict, even at the cost of legitimizing
ill-gotten Serbian territorial gains in Bosnia and at the cost of tolerating
the nefarious deeds of indicted war criminals such as Radovan Karadzi¢
or General Ratko Mladi¢ (see appendix 2 for the text of the indictments
against the latter by the International War Crimes Tribunal for the Former
Yugoslavia). Events change daily in the Balkans, and one wonders, given
the history of broken promises, just how stable the peace agreement
will be.

The NATO objective of stopping the interminable siege of Sarajevo
was apparently achieved. Yet at the same time hundreds and perhaps
thousands more Muslims from northern Bosnia, from the area near the
city of Banja Luka, were ethnically cleansed, some expelled to other parts
of Bosnia, others summarily executed and thrown into mass graves. In
spite of apparently more decisive action on the part of the West, the
tragedies and atrocities continued. It is clear that peace in the former
Yugoslavia is preferable to the continued loss of life. Yet even if peace is
achieved there, a vivid memory of a form of barbarism unmatched in
Europe since World War II will remain. Western scholars will try to
explain that barbarism to themselves for a long time to come. They will
seek answers to questions about the perpetrators of atrocities and war
crimes. But at the same time, the nature of our response to the Balkan
crisis will press us to explain another important aspect of the war: our
own silence and irresponsibility. The German historian Leopold von
Ranke once claimed, “history is.” In the postmodern age of mass media
we can agree with Ranke, but add that history is watched. For the last
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four years, the West has played an important role in the Balkan War: the
role of voyeur. The West has been a silent witness to some of the worst
atrocities and crimes against humanity to occur in Europe in this century.
So, in addition to exploring the minds of the perpetrators—a usual
approach in the social scientific study of genocide— we must also explore
the mind of those who have watched the perpetrators. In a postmodern
world, we continue to study the other, but it is also necessary to study
those who watch the other.

In recent years we have seen a proliferation of books and articles on
various aspects of the current Balkan War. But one important area that
has been neglected thus far is the self-critical, reflective study of the role
of the West in interpreting and responding to the war. We propose to
remedy this lack of critical reflection by offering detailed sociological,
political, and historical analyses of Western responses to the war. In
particular, we focus on the response of Western elites—defined broadly
as academics, public intellectuals, journalists, and policy makers—to the
war. While many authors have made discussions of the Western response
to the Balkans central in their historical examinations of the area, we offer
an extended analysis from a variety of perspectives. In this respect, the
present volume includes many essays by intellectuals who have brought
to the interpretation of the issues at hand perspectives that are not neces-
sarily present in the dominant Western discourse on the events in the
Balkans over the last five years.

We begin with the observation that most writers use the terms “Balkan
War,” “war in the former Yugoslavia,” and similar referents uncritically.
To be precise, the wars that began in June 1991 against Slovenia and
which were still raging in Bosnia as of this writing have not included a
single hour’s war in Serbia, Greece, Bulgaria, or other regions of the
Balkans.! Until relatively recently, with the formation of a Muslim-Croat
federation and the Croatian recapturing of territory occupied by armed
Serbian rebels, the wars in question have been waged by proxies of
the Belgrade regime and have been fought exclusively on the sover-
eign territories of the recognized nation-states of Slovenia, Croatia, and
Bosnia-Herzegovina. The assessment given by Michael T. Kaufman in
1992 is the most accurate and still holds in 1995: “It is guns and ammuni-
tion supplied by Belgrade that are killing civilians in areas beyond the
borders of Serbia.. .. Since the fighting started a year ago, not a single
part of Serbia or its allied state of Montenegro has come under attack
from a Croatian or Muslim force.”?2
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In addition, while we mostly think of war as occurring between orga-
nized armies, these have not been wars among organized armies for the
most part, but mainly destruction inflicted by military and paramilitary
forces against civilians. This is significant because the deliberate killing
of civilians in wartime is considered a war crime. This was the situation
when Croatian Serbs, backed by Belgrade and the might of the Yugoslav
National Army, captured one-third of Croatian territory in an invasion in
1991, and it is especially the case in Bosnia, where, for almost four
years, Bosnian civilians were left defenseless against a Serbian military
juggernaut because of an arms embargo imposed on them by the West. It
was still the case as Serbian paramilitary units—Iled most notably by
the infamous Arkan—were imported from Belgrade to commence mass
killings and ethnic cleansing in northern Bosnia near the Serb stronghold
of Banja Luka, even as the sides prepared to make peace. Bosnian
government officials have regularly referred to the conflict as “slaughter,”
not war, an assessment reflected in David Rieff’s 1995 book titled Slaugh-
terhouse: Bosnia and the Failure of the West.

The central question that is the impetus for the present volume is why
so many Western intellectuals have been so unconcerned or ambivalent
about the genocide that has occurred in Bosnia for the last four years.
Again, let us attempt to be precise by noting that some sort of concern is
indicated by the existence of thousands of articles and books on the
events in Bosnia, to say nothing of the information that circulates along
the information superhighway on the internet. Yet such concern is only
partly characterized by strong statements advocating that this aggression
should be stopped, that genocide should be halted, that Bosnia has a
fundamental right to self-defense, and that territorial sovereignty of recog-
nized European nations ought to be respected. Key elements of the ratio-
nalizations put forth by indicted war criminals have appeared with fre-
quency in the pages of the most well respected Western journals,
newsmagazines, and newspapers (indeed, in some cases the indicted war
criminals themselves have been given equal time in the press to argue
their cases). We cannot imagine that during World War II, the last time
genocide appeared as a state policy in Europe, Nazi leaders or their
acolytes in the West would have been interviewed on forums such as the
CBS newsmagazine Sixty Minutes, on National Public Radio, or in the
pages of large-city newspapers such as the Houston Chronicle.> More
astoundingly, we cannot imagine that some of the most well respected
Western intellectuals, both writers and policy makers, would reproduce
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and agree with the views of leaders like Radovan KaradZi¢ or Slobodan
Milosevi¢, whose actual and alleged deeds are so ignoble that any self-
respecting thinkers should in their political decisions and in their writings
immediately distance themselves from them.

In addition to these outright supporters, many Western intellectuals —
despite their curdled indignation at the reported atrocities and genocide in
Bosnia—have taken some variant of the ambivalent position that all sides
are equally guilty (specifically, the Croats, Bosnian Muslims, and Serbs)
and that peace at the price of ethnic partition or forgiving indicted war
criminals is preferable to “more fighting.” We see this as evidence of a
significant change in the kabitus of Western intellectuals; in contrast to an
earlier age when intellectuals were inclined to choose sides and fight for
a cause, the dominant disposition of the contemporary intellectual is to be
ambivalent in relation to the dramatic conflicts that are emerging in the
“new world disorder.” Indeed, if in a previous age intellectuals were
characterized by an almost overzealous degree of commitment to various
causes, the present age is characterized by a stance of almost “aggressive
ambivalence.” It often seems that modern-day intellectuals, on both the
left and the right, go out of their way to be “balanced” in their discourse
on the Balkan conflict, even if such attempts at balance cause confusion
about the historical record of just who is killing whom and why, or how
many people have been killed. Balance is a necessary quality of intellec-
tual life, except when it comes, as it has in the case of much analysis of
events in the former Yugoslavia, at the cost of confusing victims with
aggressors, and the failure to recognize those who are the perpetrators of
genocide and crimes against humanity.

In 1936, George Orwell went to Spain to write about the Spanish Civil
War and decided to remain there to fight against fascism. In his resultant
chronicle, Homage to Catalonia, Orwell discusses many particulars of the
war and his experiences of battle. But only in one short line does he give
us some inkling of why he decided to stay and fight: “I had come to Spain
with some notion of writing newspaper articles, but I had joined the
militia almost immediately, because at that time and in that atmosphere, it
seemed the only conceivable thing to do.” For Orwell, and for many
intellectuals of the day, there was little difference between holding a
position and acting on it: one’s beliefs and values necessarily led to
action. In Orwell’s case, his contempt for fascism served as a compulsion
to act against it by supporting antifascists with his thoughts and, if need
be, his life.
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In the present day, it seems, a new kind of ethic seems to have emerged
among intellectuals. This ethic champions a kind of cynical, detached,
Panglossian ambivalence that not only leads to inaction, but actually
celebrates it and seeks to justify it. Many of the articles in the present
volume explore this ambivalence and the historical, social, and cultural
reasons for its existence. As a way of contextualizing our discussion of
ambivalence, however, we focus on the significance of this ambivalence
as it is occurring fifty years after World War II.

From Auschwitz to Bosnia

Until now, the most common rationalization given by intellectuals for not
stopping the Holocaust is “we did not know.” This may or may not have
been the case, since, even with regard to the Holocaust, one ought never
to forget that the standard German cliché “we did not know” was more a
rationalization than a truism. As Lucy Dawidowicz notes, the burning of
corpses could be smelled in major population centers in Germany, and it
is hard to imagine that Germans did not hear reports of atrocities and
circulate them among themselves.* Still, the authentic shock registered on
the faces of Allied troops as they liberated the death camps and more
general Western responses to what we realized had happened in Ausch-
witz, Dachau, and elsewhere provide some evidence that we in the West
did not know the true extent of the crimes being committed by the Nazis.

In relation to Bosnia, the globalization of information through the mass
media has made available a great deal of information about the conflicts
and crises set into motion by the Belgrade regime in the 1990s. As in
World War II, when we watched and read about German troop move-
ments, we knew of the invasion of Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herze-
govina as they happened. We also knew about ethnic cleansing, mass
rapes, and genocide. In contrast to a previous age, Western observers have
been literally bombarded with information about the most recent wave of
genocide in Europe. Atrocities have been recorded in sound bytes of
human history for all to see—every concurrent episode of atrocity can be
seen, compared with the previous one, and filed away in physical archives
and human memories.

The excuse that “we did not know” is thus not applicable to the present
context; it might even be said that we “know too much.” One might
paraphrase the shift in collective attitudes to genocide in Europe over the
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span of fifty years as a movement from “we did not know” to “we are
confused, or ambivalent” precisely because we know so much. This shift
is the central focus of the present volume. With the advent of instanta-
neous forms of mass media in the early twentieth century, intellectuals
were optimistic that these media would be an instrument of information
in the service of democracy. In just a short time, we witnessed the loss of
this optimism and the recognition that mass culture was preferable to
learned discourse on the problems of the age. In what Mark Poster has
called “the second media age” of the postwar era, the problem is similar,
but of a slightly different order.’ The new computer-based media such
as electronic mail and the internet allow us to gain access to hitherto
unimaginable amounts of information and to reform and reshape our
thinking and our identities based on that information. For Poster, this
reshifting of identity is what is most important about the new media, for
we now have the power to resist conventional identities and to make
ourselves, via the media, into new types of people and engage in new
forms of political practice.

Yet it is questionable whether this new media age facilitates practical,
moral intervention in the affairs of the so-called new world order. It may
be that the Internet opens up the practice of “postmodern politics,” and it
may be, as activist Sheri Fink points out in this volume, that electronic
media have enhanced the ability of activists to mobilize support for their
causes. In this volume, however, we raise directly the uncomfortable
question of whether there is any relationship between the degree or extent
of public information and practical or moral engagement by those who
receive it. Or, to put it another way, one might call into question whether
the Holocaust would have been stopped had the world known what was
then mostly a closely guarded secret. One thing is certain: the butchering
of innocent people in Bosnia has gone on under the watchful gaze of the
West. This time, we know.

We wish to make it clear from the outset that our references to the
Holocaust are not intended to imply an equation between genocide in
Bosnia and the Holocaust. Our position is that there have been and
continue to be many sites of genocide, but that there was only one
Holocaust. The Holocaust holds many social meanings, but in this discus-
sion we make a careful and precise reference to the Holocaust as a site of
genocide. We note with regret that many writers have invoked the Holo-
caust in a less careful and less precise manner. Nevertheless, there is a
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useful role for careful comparisons and contrasts. For example, Louis
Gentile, a Canadian diplomat working for the United Nations in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, writes in a letter to the editors of the New York Times,

I wonder how many of your readers have seen Steven Spielberg’s “Schin-
dler’s List” and how many have heard of Banja Luka.. . . To those who said
to themselves after seeing “Schindler’s List,” never again, it is happening
again. The so-called leaders of the Western world have known what is
happening here for the last year and a half. They receive play by play
reports. They talk of prosecuting war criminals, but do nothing to stop the
crimes. May God forgive them. May God forgive us all.5

Even Steven Spielberg claimed that Schindler’s List “speaks not only
about the Jewish Holocaust, but of every Holocaust, by anyone’s defini-
tion.”” Anthony Lewis wrote a column entitled “Never Again” in which he
contrasts Nuremberg with Bosnia.® Zbigniew Brzezinski makes a similar
argument in “Never Again— Except for Bosnia.”® Many Western intellec-
tuals invoke this comparison and in the process remind us that it is socio-
logically useful to see formal similarities between historical events.

In the present volume, then, the Holocaust during World War II and
the mass killing of Muslims in Bosnia are treated as European sites of
genocide. Our precise aim is to compare and contrast Western intellec-
tual responses to two different instances of genocide in Europe over
the span of fifty years, one carried out deliberately and systematically
against Jews and other peoples during World War II and the other carried
out, also deliberately and systematically, against non-Serbs, primarily
Muslims, in Europe in the 1990s. We shall refer below to the evidence
that genocide has occurred and is occurring in Europe as of this writing.
But the important point is that there is a sharp discrepancy between what
we know and what we do, and this discrepancy has been neglected in
most previous analyses. Yet this gap between knowledge and action is full
of meaning for apprehending history as well as the present. In addition,
this contrast causes us to rethink the success of the so-called Enlighten-
ment project: the passive Western observation of genocide and other war
crimes in the former Yugoslavia amounts to a toleration of the worst
form of barbarity and gives us pause to wonder whether, behind the
rhetoric of European progress and community, there is not some strong
strain of irrationality that, if laid bare, would call into question the degree
of enlightenment the civilized West has managed to attain at the century’s
end.
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The neglected question that ought to be of concern to Western intellec-
tuals—the main creators and purveyors of information—is, How is it
that genocide in Bosnia has been tolerated, given the information “super-
highway” of the 1990s? In a published response to an earlier work by
Stjepan Mestrovié¢ on this issue,!” philosopher Daniel Kofman offers a
penetrating analysis of the importance of this question with regard to
broad developments in social theory:

How is genocide in Bosnia possible? But while putting it that way deliber-
ately echoes the thought which has haunted the last half of our century—
How was Auschwitz possible—Mestrovi¢’s work implies that the two
questions, despite a superficial resemblance, are radically different. The
question about Auschwitz addresses the sheer evil, the very depths of
inhumanity, reached by the Nazis. It has spawned reflections in writers as
diverse as Hannah Arendt, Horkheimer and Adorno, and Elie Wiesel.
Theories have ranged from the blaming of “irrationality” and the incom-
plete nature of the Enlightenment project in Germany, to the triumph
precisely of modern “instrumental rationality” as a moment of the “dialec-
tic of the Enlightenment” (in Horkheimer’s and Adorno’s work bearing that
title). What all these theories share, however, is a preoccupation with the
minds of the perpetrators, and with the factors which led such minds to
gain control of a modern state.

With Bosnia the question which poses itself is rather different. It is not
that the second time round on European soil we have moved from tragedy
to farce, for despite the Serbian replacement of high tech gas chambers and
crematoria with chain saws, knives, and everyday garden tools, the horror
of genocide is never diminished by the bestial idiosyncrasies of its perpe-
trators. Rather, two factors have determined that on this occasion it is the
onlookers—the Western powers in the main—and not the perpetrators
themselves, who have become the chief focus of analysis. The first factor
is that, as MesStrovic puts it, the conflict in Bosnia has been given “massive
coverage.” If the Holocaust was high-tech genocide with low-tech report-
age, genocide in Bosnia is just the opposite. And secondly, a factor alluded
to throughout by Mestrovi¢, precisely because we have been here before,
we are supposed to have learned something. After all, “Never again!” had
been turned into a pious slogan for an entire generation.!!

It is the high visibility of genocide in Bosnia that distinguishes it from
most other current as well as historical sites of genocide. Never has
genocide been covered so much and so well. Bosnia has been referred to
as “prime time horror” 12 in which, as one headline put it, “Serbs Shell
Bosnian Capital as UN Monitors Watch.” !> Carla Anne Robbins wrote in
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1994, “Despite two years of watching Bosnia’s agony on TV, Americans
seem remarkably disengaged.”!* Sarajevo journalist Zlatko Dizdarevié
noted, “Here in Sarajevo, hundreds of TV crews parade before our very
eyes; dozens of foreign journalists, reporters, writers. Everything is
known here, right down to the minutest details, and yet, nothing.” !>
Roger Cohen quotes Simone Veil, a French minister and survivor of
Auschwitz, who said regarding Sarajevo, “ ‘It’s terrible, it’s shocking’ and
then concluded that nothing can be done.”!S Elsewhere, Cohen writes:
“The world is tired of Sarajevo. There has been too much killing, too
many stories of suffering over more than 1000 days.” !’

For this reason, too, we reject the charge of Eurocentrism that some
analysts have made regarding Western intellectuals’ preoccupation with
genocide in Bosnia. It is true that similar horrors in Cambodia, Rwanda,
Kurdistan, and East Timor have not received the media attention that
Bosnia captures. For whatever sociological reasons, Bosnia has been in
the media spotlight, yet the information supplied by the media on geno-
cide in Bosnia has not moved the West to put a decisive stop to it. For
that very reason, it is a significant event in contrast to other sites of
genocide. The Indonesian government, as Noam Chomsky has pointed
out, has systematically killed thousands of East Timorese people, yet the
media have remained relatively silent about these atrocities.!® About this
genocide, the world knew very little and, therefore, did very little. While
this genocide is tragic, some can always say in self-defense that “we did
not know.” Yet Serbs have killed vast numbers of Muslims in the Euro-
pean country of Bosnia. About this, the world knows a great deal, and
yet, until very recently with NATO air strikes (aimed primarily at bringing
Bosnian Serbs to the so-called peace table rather than stopping or punish-
ing genocide), the world has done very little. The visibility of this geno-
cide leaves one with the troubling thought as to whether cognizance of
genocide and moral condemnation of it even matter anymore.

Jean Baudrillard, in three essays especially translated for this volume,
raises this haunting issue in his unique and provocative way: we do
not respond because the portrayal of mass death is “hyperreal,” a mere
“simulacrum”: in a world of manufactured violent images that coexist
with the manipulated depiction of real violence, we have lost the ability
to distinguish between real violence and simulated violence. Reality is
confused with hyperreality, the world of the simulacrum. Western journal-
ists and publics produce and consume the latter as if it were the “real
world.” And, should they ever be able to tell the difference, it would
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matter little, since, as Baudrillard tells us, there is no distinction between
the Serbs and the West: the former’s actions are a merely a reflection of
the vicious tendencies that exist within us under the veneer of enlightened
civility, which we imagine to be our dominant quality. The Serbs are us.
The West’s “Serbianization” (serbissement, in Baudrillard’s terms) means
that the issue of mass death and destruction will be little more than an
afterthought, just as it is for those Serbs who have committed genocide
and other atrocities; to acknowledge such genocide is to look in the mirror
and see a face that looks remarkably like that of the perpetrator of mass
violence and destruction.

To answer the question, “How is genocide in Bosnia possible?” we
must examine the Western intellectual context in the 1990s, in which
postmodernists have largely supplanted critical theorists as a frame of
reference. The gap between George Orwell, the critic of evil, and Richard
Rorty, the philosopher who has opened the way to seeing evil as just
another vocabulary in a world where there are no final vocabularies, is
vast. In Orwell’s time, moral vocabularies were clearly defined and final;
one acted on them. In the age of postmodernism, moral vocabularies are
contingent and not final; our action in relation to them seems to consist in
choosing what is best for ourselves and respecting the voice of the other,
regardless of what that voice might be telling us.!® This is not meant
to suggest, of course, that all or even most Western intellectuals are
postmodernists. Rather, we mean that until recently, most intellectuals
shared the faith in the Enlightenment project expressed by critical theo-
rists, including a faith in scientific facts and the taking of moral positions
based on those facts. But postmodernism defines itself as rebellion against
the Enlightenment project and revels in relativism, the questioning of the
possibility of facts, and the celebration of ambivalence. And postmodern-
ism has penetrated most disciplines and occupations with these attitudes
and assumptions. Even if all intellectuals have not adopted relativism as a
code for their conduct, they have encountered it and exist in it much the
same way as fish exist in water. This is particularly the case with those
who these days identify themselves with the “left.” Many left positions
nowadays (at least in the United States) are notable in their commitment
to the ideal of “multiculturalism.” Multiculturalism is a complex ideologi-
cal position. At the very least, it calls for us to accept the possibility that
every position (or, in Rorty’s terms, every “vocabulary”) is right. Yet it
also proscribes the possibility of telling anyone that they are, or have
done, wrong.
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Many modern leftists working under the rubric of multiculturalism
(and at least one of the editors of this volume would continue to classify
himself as being a “modern leftist”) have a difficult time identifying and
condemning transgression. Many radical postmodernists actually cele-
brate transgression, since the object against which transgression is di-
rected is usually some icon of modernist order that is seen as repressive.
The calling of the modern leftist is not, as it was in George Orwell’s time,
to morally sound positions, but to the defense of all positions and the
refusal to disavow some positions, even the positions of evildoers. Thus,
the fact that genocide is occurring in Europe in the 1990s is not taken at
face value, but is subjected immediately to the impulses of the postmod-
ern age: disbelief, deconstruction, questioning, and ambivalence. More-
over, this kind of attitude makes it more likely that Western intellectuals
cannot bring themselves to say, unequivocally, “The Serbs have done
wrong.” And if those words are uttered, then a corollary utterance is
usually “Well, all of those Balkan tribalists have all done wrong.” Or, in
a more radically relativist vein, when confronted with evidence of geno-
cide, some might even try to understand and even empathize with the
perpetrators: “The Serbs have been victims of Muslims and Croats for
centuries.” Something, indeed, has happened when the perpetrators of
genocide are seen by otherwise good and smart people as victims and
when the genocide that they perpetrate is explained away by recourse to
a lazy relativism that, in some varieties, assumes the form of empathy.

Postmodernism is a complex intellectual movement that is not amena-
ble to easy characterization. Not all postmodermnists would fit the general-
ization we make above, and postmodernism is difficult to define even
among its adherents. A notable exception to our generalization is Jean
Baudrillard, frequently referred to as the spokesperson for postmodernism
(but who denies this label) and who clearly concludes that the Belgrade
regime in Serbia is most responsible for the genocide under discussion
here. It is, indeed, refreshing to see such a response, although it is
an anomaly among those who would consider themselves adherents of
Baudrillard’s or others’ postmodernist positions. Notwithstanding this am-
biguity concerning postmodernism and intellectuals who see themselves
as postmodernists, we hold that our generalization about postmodernism
as a widespread social movement in the current fin de siécle holds overall.
It is clear that there is not an absolute negative relationship between
postmodernism and the proclivity to become morally engaged in the
affairs of the world. Yet is also clear that there are cultural consequences
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of a generalized relativism that go far beyond the groves of academe and
some of the petty battles that characterize that arena at present. We are at
a point where fairness and the interests of seeing the world in terms of
the other have come to include trying to understand the “plight” of the
Serbs, who see themselves as victims of Ottoman repression, then Ustashe
genocide, vanquished, but never victors, even as they annihilate Bosnia.
In the press, we see the lionization of indicted war criminals like General
Ratko Mladi¢: in a feature article by Roger Cohen in the New York Times,
for example, the author seems less concerned to lay out the crimes for
which Mladi¢ is charged (and warn us about the future actions—the
destruction of Srebrenica and Zepa could have been foreseen in the
expressed character of the general) than he is in letting Mladi¢ define
himself as a heroic Serbian victim.?® In a letter to the editor of the New
York Review of Books, New York Times journalist David Binder, re-
sponding to a critical article about Mladi¢ by Robert Block, writes, “I
strongly wish to disassociate myself from his [Block’s] assessment of the
general as a crazed killer. Until compelling evidence to the contrary
surfaces, I will continue to view Mladi¢ as a superb professional, an
opinion voiced by senior American, British, French, and Canadian mili-
tary officers who have met him or followed his career and who are better
qualified to judge him than either Block or I.”?! Writing on the war and
those responsible for it is often not so much an act of objective reporting,
or even moral engagement and advocacy, as it is a form of therapy or an
occasion for paeans, a chance for the world to hear the case of war
criminals and be given the option to decide that they may be justified or
even lauded for what they are doing.

Genocide Is Occurring in Bosnia

The facts assembled by respectable fact-gathering organizations indicate
very clearly the parties and individuals that are responsible for the current
war of aggression and the commission of genocide in Bosnia. To be sure,
one must look at the history of the entire area and the political actions of
all the major players in the conflict. Even though we feel that the West
has been intransigent in responding to the conflict, we do not feel that the
West is responsible for it (even though many commentators insist that it
is somehow Germany’s fault for premature recognition of Slovenia and
Croatia, as if the responsibility for genocide ultimately lies with those
other than those who actually do the killing). Explanations of such things
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as the dissolution of Yugoslavia or the ethnic conflicts and genocide that
have ensued must invariably begin with an analysis of events internal to
Yugoslavia. To be sure, no parties in the current conflict are blameless in
fostering interethnic conflict and very many accounts remind us, right-
fully, that atrocities have been committed by all sides.

Such reports, however, very often fail to contextualize the actions of
Croats, Bosnians, and Serbs. The Croatian recapturing of its Serb-occu-
pied territory in the Krajina, for instance, is often seen as the same kind
of “ethnic cleansing” as that engaged in by the Serbs. Seldom is any
mention made of the fact that Croatia tried to negotiate with Serbs upon
the breakup of the federation and then again during the Serbian occupa-
tion of the Krajina, a point noted by Slaven Letica in his paper in this
volume. These negotiations were consistently met by Serbian aggression:
in the early days of the conflict, by the rebellions of Jovan Raskovic,
amply described by Philip Cohen in his chapter on the complicity of
Serbian intellectuals in genocide, and later by continued Serbian shelling
of civilian targets in Croatia, in Vukovar, Dubrovnik, Zagreb, and other
cities (one of the most memorable being the cluster bomb shelling of
Zagreb in the spring of 1995, in which five civilians were killed and many
more wounded). And, in contrast to the usual view that it was the revival
of the Croatian currency unit, the kuna, or the Croatian coat of arms, the
Sahovnica, that led Serbs to become ethnic cleansers, we feel compelled
to point out that there is a difference between symbolic violence—the
Serbs’ taking offense at certain Croatian actions is quite understandable
from a sociological view—and physical violence. Similarly, the West
labeled as ethnic cleansing the exodus of Serbs in February of 1995 from
areas under Bosnian Government control, even though the exodus was
orchestrated by Serbian television and leaders, not by the Bosnian Mus-
lims. Such capricious misuse of the term ethnic cleansing denatures its
meaning and gives a false portrait of equal guilt among the three “warring
parties.”

Throughout the conflict, Serbs have complained that the West has
failed to understand their case. They have complained that they have been
demonized in the press (as if it takes the press to make demons out of
those who have committed genocide). This may, in fact, be true, even
though respectable news people have constantly offered the Serbs forums
for their views. But what if the Serbs are right and their case has fallen
on deaf ears? Why might that be so? One reason is that the West may not
have, as yet, lost the capacity to recognize that there is no justifiable case
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to be made in defense of genocide. One might argue that after the
commission of genocide, ethnic cleansing, and mass rape, the Serbs
relinquished the right to be heard. Genocide committed by Serbian leaders
in the name of Greater Serbia has nullified their right to be heard as an
equal in the community of nations. Verstehen, the social scientific impulse
to understand why people do what they do, is one thing, toleration and
empathy are quite another. The practical consequences of the Serbian
belief in their victimhood were atrocious, and such atrocities must be
subject to moral and ethical adjudication if we are to avoid slipping down
the slope from verstehen to relativism.?

The case against Bosnian Serb leaders as well as their supporters in
Belgrade is so overwhelming that there is little need to be apologetic for
sticking to the facts of the case. We do not agree that “all sides are equally
guilty” of genocide, and therefore we do not need to defend against the
perception of being polemical. We feel that it is vitally important to let
the facts speak for themselves, particularly where genocide is involved.
Moreover, the aim of the present volume is to offer a sustained critical
assessment of the facts of the case and to offer a critical examination of
why these facts seem to have been so egregiously ignored by many
Western intellectuals and opinion makers. Indeed, all the articles in the
present volume explain various facets of this inaction and ignorance in
different ways. The central facts of the case are as follows:

1. According to a leaked CIA report, that the Belgrade regime is
responsible for 90 percent of the atrocities committed in this war and 100
percent of the systematic killing (i.e., genocide).?

2. A UN-sponsored report over five thousand pages long, prepared
under the direction of Cherif Bassiouni and released in 1994 is another
key source of documentation that underscores Serbian official direction
and responsibility for the vast majority of war crimes committed.

3. Reports prepared by Congress and the U.S. State Department like-
wise indicate that between 80 percent and 90 percent of the war crimes
can be attributed to the Serbs.?*

4. The reports by Helsinki Watch, War Crimes in Bosnia-Herzegovina,
2 vols. (New York, 1992-93) also confirm these other findings.

5. Other such reports exist, by the CSCE, the Red Cross, the news
media—all of them remarkably consonant with one another.?> For exam-
ple, the United Nations concluded that Serbs committed the majority of
rapes in Bosnia, and again, did so as an organized, systematic policy.?®
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6. It should be noted that during an election campaign in Serbia in
1993, Serb leaders openly accused each other of systematic war crimes
outside Serbia: “This government consists of criminals, profiteers and the
financial Mafia,” shouts Vojislav SeSelj, former student of Frankfurt
School critical theory, now ultranationalist leader of the Serbian Radical
Party, and the coiner of “ethnic cleansing” as a concept and a policy . In
return, MiloSevi¢’s Socialist Party brands §e§elj, once a close ally, as a
“war criminal.” “The campaign is revealing in Serb leaders’ own words
that, first, Serbs from Serbia have indeed committed war crimes in Croatia
and Bosnia and, second, that the goal of the Serbian authorities all along
has been the creation of a Greater Serbia. And Belgrade newspapers have
for the first time printed eyewitness accounts of Serb atrocities in Croatia
and Bosnia.”?’

Genocide has occurred in Bosnia-Herzegovina and it has been perpe-
trated exclusively by the Belgrade regime and its proxies.”® What is
significant is that in the former Yugoslavia, as was the case during World
War II in Europe, all sides have committed atrocities and war crimes, but
only specific parties supported by and controlled by the Belgrade regime
are responsible for genocide, which is a systematic and organized policy
of mass murder with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national,
ethnical, racial, or religious group (see appendix 1 for specific definitions
of genocide). To be sure, Croatian offensives against Bosnian Muslims in
1993, particularly in the city of Mostar, were contemptible and indefensi-
ble; those events should be publicly exposed and those responsible pun-
ished. The International War Crimes Tribunal has indicted seven Croats,
including individuals directly and closely linked to Franjo Tudjman. In-
dictments of Bosnian Croats for war crimes is one indication that no side
is without blemish in this conflict. In the late summer of 1995, Croatian
troops recaptured the rebel-held Krajina area of Croatia, an area that had
been seized and “ethnically cleansed” by Croatian Serbs four years ago
with the aid of Yugoslav National Army troops. The European Commis-
sion on Human Rights, UN observers, Amnesty International, Helsinki
Watch, and the Red Cross all reported that atrocities such as burning,
looting, and the murder of a number of Serbs who remained in the region
were committed by these Croatian troops upon the recapturing of the
Krajina region. Subsequently, these very same Western fact-finding orga-
nizations have accused the Croatian government of deliberately covering
up these atrocities. Franjo Tudjman stupefied the international community
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by promoting in the army a man who had recently been indicted by the
International War Crimes Tribunal in the Hague. Presuming that the
evidence for all these charges is accurate, we condemn those acts as
we condemn any and all atrocities, whether committed by victims or
aggressors.

Yet the central issue remains as to whether such Croatian actions—
reprehensible and indefensible as they might be—constitute genocide as
a policy. It is clear, as Norman Cigar has poignantly expressed it, that the
systematic rounding up, torture, and murder of civilians have been a
policy only of the Belgrade-sponsored Bosnian Serb aggressors in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, whereas there is little evidence that the alleged atrocities in
the Krajina proceeded as a result of state orders from Zagreb. In this
event, small-scale acts of retribution by Croats have been given the same
status as the large-scale, ongoing, and systematic atrocities and war
crimes committed by Serbs in Bosnia; much of the mainstream media
have been quick to use any act of violence on the part of Croats or
Muslims as a pretext for morally equating all sides. Despite the fact that
in the entire operation to liberate the Krajina only a few hundred civilians
were killed, fewer than Bosnian Serbs slaughtered in an average hour of
ethnic killing at Srebrenica, Zepa, and elsewhere, there is still no excuse
for crimes and atrocities committed by Croatian forces, and the strident
criticisms of Serbian actions that appear in this book should not be read
as an apologia for Croatian misdeeds.?

This book, however, is about Western responses to the root cause of
the Balkan War: the Serbian campaign of aggression and genocide. As the
Cambridge historian Brendan Simms notes in this volume, “whatever
opportunistic acts of Croat aggression may have taken place subsequently,
the root cause of the war lies in a psychologically and logistically well
prepared program of Serbian aggression.” And perhaps no one has put the
issue better than Patrick Moore of the Open Media Research Institute: “It
is true, as in any war, that no one side consisted entirely of angels. But
what made Serbian atrocities different from those committed by others
was that they represented not an incidental development in the conflict,
but a deliberate instrument of policy. The rapes, expulsions, burnings
lootings, and massacres were a conscious and calculated means of setting
up a Greater Serbia.”>°

Significantly, the Nuremberg tribunal differentiated between war
crimes, of which all sides were guilty, and genocide, for which German
defendants alone stood trial. We feel that it is important to examine
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critically an important assumption Western intellectuals make about the
war in Bosnia, namely, that all sides are equally guilty for atrocities, war
crimes, and genocide. All sides may have committed atrocities and war
crimes, but all sides have not committed genocide. Our examination lays
bare conventional wisdoms about “who has done what to whom” and
offers evidence that challenges these conventional wisdoms. We feel this
is important, since we are dealing with one of the most heinous of
crimes—genocide. The facts of the case so clearly define the aggressor
in this situation that some readers might be led to believe we are overtly
partisan. This is not true, since, in addition to specifying the nature and
causes of Serbian aggression, we acknowledge the existence of inter-
ethnic conflicts between other parties in the region, particularly those
between Croats and Muslims in 1993. It is certainly clear that Tudjman’s
actions on the eve of the Yugoslav break-up were perceived as provoca-
tions by many Croatian Serbs. Yet at the same time, such provocations
were magnified and intensified by Belgrade and Pale propagandists who
played on the fears of the Serbian minority and led them to take positions
against the Croats that were not in keeping with the relatively peaceful
state of Serbo-Croat relations in the post-World War II era. Serbian
intellectuals could not really have believed that Tudjman was the reincar-
nation of Ante Paveli¢ and his Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ) a
resurrection of the dreaded Ustashe. Nonetheless, as Philip J. Cohen, Brad
K. Blitz, and Daniele Conversi point out in their articles for the volume,
this was a central line of the propaganda created by Serbian intellectuals
and promulgated in the Balkans and in the West and, in many cases,
actually believed by many well-meaning Western observers, some who
should have known better and all of whom should know about the
dangers—both moral and logical —of the doctrine of collective guilt.
Unlike many Western intellectuals we do not consciously engage in
moral equivocation or relativism in our assessment of responsibility for
genocide or some of the most egregious war crimes committed on the
European continent since World War II. It is one thing that the new
Croatian government made Serbs aware of their minority status and
displaced many of them from positions of government authority given to
them during the Yugoslav period. It is quite another thing to agree that
such actions warranted full military mobilization as a response or to agree
with the dangerous principle of collective guilt as a pretext for mobilizing
against a population. It is also quite another thing to agree that the
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appropriate response to symbolic political infelicities in Croatia was to
unleash a military juggernaut against a civilian population, as the Serbs
did in Slovenia, Croatia, and then Bosnia. When Western intellectuals find
themselves aping the justifications and legitimations of the architects of
Greater Serbia, when they find themselves nodding their heads in
agreement with indicted war criminals who appear on Sixty Minutes or in
interviews in the New York Times Magazine, then, we argue, we have
reached a new stage in the moral de-evolution of the Western intellectual.
Equivocation and relativism may have their place when the actions of
each party can be equated, but in this case they cannot.

Yet what concerns us is the ease with which many Western intellectual
observers of the events of the last four years engaged in equivocation and
relativism in their judgments of the parties involved in the conflicts in the
former Yugoslavia. This kind of equivocation is not new. Brendan Simms
and Daniele Conversi, in their contributions to this volume, note that
British government officials had previously equated victims with perpe-
trators in the Balkans. History does not repeat itself, but it rhymes, as
Mark Twain is reputed to have said. Conversi notes, without falling into
the trap of historical determinism, that there is a long history of British
Serbophilism that has had a direct impact not only on the conduct of the
war, but in the toleration of war crimes and genocide in the region.

Such equivocation and relativism, we feel, obfuscate and obscure the
realities of genocide, mass rape, and other atrocities and are, in our
opinion, a central reason for the failure of Western intellectuals and
political officials to respond adequately to these realities. Our own effort
to respond responsibly is, therefore, grounded in a rather strident critique
of our colleagues who have failed to do so and of those who see in every
Serb action an equally bad and vile Croat or Muslim action.

As an important aside, we note that our treatment of genocide in
Bosnia sidesteps intellectual arguments found in the literature as to
whether a quantitative threshold has been reached to count as genocide in
Bosnia; whether the UN definition of genocide is adequate; whether it is
permissible to make any comparisons and contrasts between the Holo-
caust and genocide, and so on (to repeat: our reply is that these events are
not comparable to the Holocaust per se, but to the Holocaust as an
instance of genocide). Following Emile Durkheim, our more sociological
approach notes that respected fact-gathering organizations have deter-
mined that genocide has occurred in Bosnia. In other words, even if the
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UN definition is flawed, or some intellectuals are not satisfied that real
genocide is occurring in Bosnia, or that others feel that “all sides” have
committed genocide, or even if some believe that victims of genocide are
simply getting what they deserve for past injustices, the fact remains:
from the perspective of the social construction of reality, a respectable
finding of genocide in Bosnia has been made and is largely ignored by
Western intellectuals, politicians, and the public in general. And this fact
calls into question the credibility of the United Nations, promotes cyni-
cism among the general population in Western democracies, and hampers
the development of the rule of law. The issue of the Western slide from
the principles established at Nuremberg is described and analyzed in
detail by James J. Sadkovich in his contribution to this volume.

The information media has noted and digested the findings above on
several occasions. Regarding the practice of ethnic cleansing, the editors
of the New York Times concluded that “the overwhelming responsibility
for this practice lies with the Serbs.”3! The editors of the Wall Street
Journal noted that “Serb forces were singled out in a UN report as the
worst human rights violators in the Bosnian war.”32 And later, the same
editors concluded that “UN investigators blame Serbs for the worst atroci-
ties, from the creation of Nazi-like detention camps to forced deportations
and systematic rape of Muslims.”3* Respected institutions such as the
International Court of Justice in the Hague demanded in April 1993 that
Serbia and Montenegro take preventative measures to prevent genocide
from occurring in Bosnia. On February 13, 1995, the newly established
International War Crimes Tribunal in the Hague charged a Serb with
genocide and crimes against humanity. In April 1995 this same tribunal
indicted the Serb leaders Radovan KaradZi¢ and Ratko Mladi¢ as war
criminals who orchestrated genocide, but the United Nations continued to
negotiate with them as peacemakers.>* Commenting on many of these
findings, Roger Cohen writes in the New York Times that “the overwhelm-
ing majority of crimes were committed by Serbs in an orchestrated cam-
paign to eliminate Muslims from Serb-held territory.”3° Despite all these
findings, as of this writing, the weapons embargo is still in place against
Belgrade’s primary victim, Bosnia-Herzegovina, the sanctions against
Belgrade are openly violated, the United Nations in Bosnia and Croatia
is accused of widespread corruption, and Belgrade-sponsored genocidal
aggression continued unabated even as “peace talks” took place.3¢
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Nevertheless, All Sides Are Deemed Equally Guilty

In the present context, knowledge abounds, but so, too, do rationalizations
for nonintervention in Balkan affairs. Such rationalizations are scripted
by political elites, circulated and reproduced by the mass media and by
intellectuals, and consumed by the mass public, which is more or less
trusting of expert systems of knowledge production and willing to abide
by experts’ judgments about domestic and international affairs. In socio-
logical terms, such rationalizations can be seen as “frames” or “typifica-
tions” that guide the concrete policies of Western elites and mass pub-
lics.” In this case, such rationalizations, rather than fostering coherent
policies, actually serve to mitigate against the formation of a coherent
Western policy in the Balkans. The central rationalization in the West
appears to be this: “We, as civilized Westerners, cannot do anything to
stop the Balkan tribalists from slaughtering each other.” The evolution of
the main rationalization for non-intervention from “we did not know” to
“we cannot do anything to stop them” represents an important transition
in the mode of Western response to genocide and atrocities in modern
Europe.

Thus, alongside the clear findings that Serbian leaders are responsible
for genocide in Bosnia, we find the following examples of frames of
reference that blame all sides equally: Margaret D. Tutwiler, former
Department of State spokeswoman, pronounced that “No party is blame-
less for the current situation”;3® the European mediator Lord Carrington
declared with regard to a broken cease-fire that “Muslim Slav fighters
were at least as responsible as the Serbs and Croats for violations.”*®
When the Serbs increased their shelling of Sarajevo in 1995, UN spokes-
person Alexander Ivanko declared, “We’re saying both sides were equally
to blame for this fighting.”*° More recently, during the Serbian siege of
the UN safe areas Srebrenica and Zepa—a time when the sheer horror of
what was going on should have served as a clarion call for moral action
by the West—we saw no reduction in the intensity of the equivocation
and relativism in some of the leading organs of Western public opinion.*!

Many Western intellectuals have either remained silent on the current
genocide in Europe or, where they have become involved, have engaged
in reproduction of some of the obfuscations, falsehoods, and other con-
ventional wisdoms that circulate on the global information highway. How-
ever, we hasten to add that there are Western intellectuals and leaders of
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many political persuasions who have not hesitated to condemn Belgrade-
sponsored aggression and who have called for a decisive, moral response
to the genocide in Bosnia, including but not limited to Anthony Lewis,
Jean Baudrillard, William Safire, Georgie Anne Geyer, David Rieff, Wil-
liam F. Buckley, Andrea Dworkin, Henry Siegman, Susan Sontag, Albert
Wohlstetter, Catharine MacKinnon, Pope John Paul II, Elie Wiesel,
George Will, Senator Robert Dole, and Zbigniew Brzezinski.*? In her
contribution to this volume, activist Sheri Fink offers an overview of anti-
genocide campus grassroots activism in the United States and demon-
strates convincingly that such activism exists and has had some positive
effects.

Nevertheless, there are many different intellectual responses to the
conflict and these responses are somewhat guided by the philosophical
assumptions that underlie various Western intellectual positions. For in-
stance, postmodern Western intellectuals who are guided by a spirit of
ambivalence might find it difficult to act because to act would involve
“choosing sides” and the relativism of postmodernism makes such choices
difficult. Even some intellectuals who are committed to the modern proj-
ect of Enlightenment (which some postmodernists challenge) have diffi-
culty “choosing sides” in the conflict, since each side is viewed as
“nationalistic” and therefore hostile to one of the central ideas of modern-
ism, what we call “civilized federalism.” On this view, scholars who take
a stand against genocide, which in this case means taking a stand against
the Serbian orchestrators of genocide, are often seen as deviant partisans
or labeled “unbalanced” or “one-sided.”

Indeed, it is also worth exploring the negative judgments of the phe-
nomenon of nationalism among Western intellectuals: it is almost always
seen as a negative force and as an antipode to Western civility. For
example, the last U.S. Ambassador to Yugoslavia, Warren Zimmermann,
writes that “Nationalism is by nature uncivil, antidemocratic and separat-
ist because it empowers one ethnic group over all others.”** Following
David Riesman, our reply is that it depends on which nationalism and
particular context is under discussion. As the great Czech statesman and
sociologist Thomas Masaryk argued, nationalism can be a very construc-
tive force, and there are many instances in which it serves as a firm basis
for identity.** Liah Greenfeld, in a speech given to various national and
international policy makers and reprinted in this volume, makes a distinc-
tion between civic nationalism and ethnic nationalism and points out the
dangers of authoritarianism inherent in the latter. In a context in which
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nationalism is ritually and crudely blasted and vilified by Western intellec-
tuals, Greenfeld reminds us, echoing Durkheim, that nationalism can, in
fact, be an important basis of a civil or civic culture and, as such, can
serve as an important basis for identity. While it is important to under-
stand distinctions between the various types and degrees of ethnic nation-
alisms in the former Yugoslavia (and thus avoid what we have been
critical of here, namely, the dangers of relativism in seeing all national-
isms as leading to the same consequence in the former Yugoslavia), it is
also important to think about the ways ethnic nationalism can be made
more democratic than it has often been so far in various postcommunist
societies.

Proponents of neo-isolationism hold that “all sides in the former Yugo-
slavia have committed atrocities,” so the West would be foolish to try to
step in—the latter seldom differentiate war crimes from genocide, nor do
they specify variations in the degree of guilt for war crimes. Western
diplomats continued to negotiate with suspected war criminals (Slobodan
Milosevi¢) as well as indicted Serbian war criminals (Radovan Karadzi¢
and Ratko Mladi¢) even as the United Nations threatened to put them on
trial and even as strong evidence emerged that shows that Serbia contin-
ued to arm and supply Bosnian Serbs despite specific UN resolutions that
prohibited such collaboration and even though Belgrade has emphatically
declared that it did not:*> “Even as the West courts Serbia’s President in
hopes of bringing peace to Bosnia . . . his military is secretly assisting the
Bosnian Serbs.”#® Many journalists and editors, guided by a sense of
realpolitik that seems strangely out of place in the world of journalism,
nevertheless continue to argue that it is not in Western interests to inter-
vene and that there is nothing else the West can do but let combatants
fight it out or make an unjust peace to stop further killing. This view was
promulgated forcefully by former secretary of state Lawrence Eagle-
burger: “Until the Bosnians, Croats and Serbs decide to stop killing each
other, there is nothing the outside world can do about it.”*

This, of course, neglects the central question of who started the killing,
but this is rather normal in much discourse about the Balkans. Most
policy makers are against lifting the weapons embargo that would enable
victims to defend themselves, again, along the lines of the rationalization
discussed above: all sides are potentially bad, so an increase in weapons
would “escalate the violence.” If Western weapons and troops are to be
sent to Bosnia, it should be to protect the UN peacekeepers there, not
the civilians. Indeed, in this volume, Michael N. Barnett has offered a
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theoretically and autobiographically informed discussion of the politics of
indifference at the United Nations. He comes to the chilling conclusion
that in Rwanda and Bosnia “the bureaucratization of peacekeeping con-
tributed to [an] indifference to the suffering of the very people it is
mandated to assist.” As Barnett points out, the commitments of many UN
personnel were primarily to the norms and goals of the organization, not
the people that the organization had pledged to help. Such indifference is
widespread, and in some cases it is actually proudly declared, as for
instance by journalist Thomas L. Friedman, who notes, “I don’t give two
cents about Bosnia. Not two cents. The people there have brought on their
own troubles. But I do feel loyalty to the Allies.”*® Such utterances are
precisely what we find so problematic, not only because they are wrong
(the Bosnian people did not bring their own troubles on themselves, but
were brutally attacked by Serbs under the direction of Belgrade), but
because they are so patently immoral. Can one imagine the outcry if one
were to say that European Jews in Germany had brought on their own
troubles?

But these and similar rationalizations really call into question how
previous opinion makers and intellectuals rationalized World War II.
During that war American, British, and Canadian servicemen all commit-
ted atrocities.* However, the understanding up to now has been that,
unlike the Nazis, it was not Western government policy to do so in order
to eliminate any ethnic or religious group. Moreover, despite the excesses
of the Allies at Dresden, Hiroshima, and elsewhere, most intellectuals
today are not prepared to say that Nazi Germany and the Allies were
morally equivalent (that is, all equally guilty). But this argument is
regularly made regarding Bosnia in the 1990s. They are also not prepared
to say that it really does not matter who won the war. Yet these arguments
are reversed with regard to genocide in Bosnia: all sides are treated as
morally equivalent despite what the facts say, and the West behaves as if
it does not matter who wins, so long as “peace” is achieved even at the
cost of ethnic partition, which is the central outcome of the peace plan
agreed on in Dayton in November 1995.

It seems unthinkable to most intellectuals today that Adolf Hitler might
have been interviewed on television and allowed to defend his racist
positions and heinous acts, yet Serb leaders and spokesmen get all the
play they want on CNN and have been interviewed frequently by major
media. Jimmy Carter is sometimes interviewed alongside them (and, in
one instance, brought flowers to indicted war criminal Radovan KaradZic)
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and basically supports the rationalization that all sides are equally guilty
and a “negotiated settlement” is the only option open to the West.’® As
Brad K. Blitz notes in this volume, Serbia’s government agencies rou-
tinely disseminate propaganda advertisements as well as statements in the
Western press—usually equating the Jews and Serbs as historical victims
of Croats and Muslims, blaming all Muslims for their defeat at Kosovo in
1389, and insinuating that all contemporary Croats are Nazis.>! Such
propaganda, as Daniel Kofman points out in his criticism of Israeli-
Serbian relations in this volume, seem to be accepted by many leading
Israeli intellectuals, media figures, and politicians. In his essay, Kofman
notes that while diaspora Jews have responded outstandingly to the crisis
in Bosnia, many Israeli elites, including intellectuals, have been indulgent
of Serbia.

But throughout the West, what is surprising is the number of intellectu-
als and scholars at conferences who mouth these clearly noncredible (and
incredible) slogans. At the 1994 meetings of the American Association for
the Advancement of Slavic Studies in Philadelphia, for instance, a panel
on media coverage of the Balkan War included a presentation in which
the presenter, a Serb, chastised the New York Times for its anti-Serb views,
that is, for failing to point out that the Bosnian Serbs are allegedly victims
of Croat-Muslim aggression. These very same views can also be found on
elaborate home page displays on the internet’s World Wide Web. If, in
fact, the New York Times did take an unequivocal position against the
Serbs and their genocidal practices, we would be heartened, since it
would prove our arguments about the lack of intellectual response to be
either exaggerated or just plain wrong. Yet many key elements of Serbian
propaganda have been adopted to a large extent by intellectuals, diplo-
mats, and journalists, and these serve as further rationalizations that
mitigate the responsibility of intellectuals. For instance, an editorial in the
New York Times notes that “Croatia’s 20th century record of aggression
and ethnic cleansing is every bit as bad as Serbia’s. Memories of the
atrocities committed by Croatia’s fascist Ustashe regime against Serbs,
Muslims, and Jews during World War II helped fuel the Serbian revolt in
Krajina four years ago.”>? What is most striking about this statement is
not only that it equates Croatian actions with those of the past, but that it
so clearly resonates with the central themes of Serbian propaganda, which
rely on the principle of intergenerational collective guilt as a legitimation
for aggression.

Many other frames exist in the perceptions of this war; in our opinion,
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these frames have had a great deal to do with the inability of Western
intellectuals to mount an effective response to genocide. A more detailed
sociological study of these frames is needed, but we present here some of
the central ones that are relevant to understanding the obfuscation of
genocide in Bosnia in the West:

1. The fighting in Bosnia-Herzegovina is supposed to be a civil war.>
Very often, the label “civil war” is applied without definition (there are
many examples of this in scholarly literature on the conflict). All sides are
viewed as warring parties who are equally responsible for the conflict.
Consider, as a particularly drastic example, the following excerpt from an
editorial by William Finnegan: “Basic values such as the rule of law, the
inviolability of borders, and the safety of innocent civilians have been
trashed beyond recognition by the war parties.” This view and others like
it ignore the history of Serbian expansion and aggression in the last two
centuries, as well as the history of Serbian hegemony in the Yugoslav
federation.>* More important, it confuses victims with aggressors by
presuming that all warring parties have committed the stated sins in equal
measure.

2. Islamic fundamentalism is a threat to the West; Europe should not
allow an Islamic nation (Bosnia) in Europe, since to do so provides
a foothold for other, more aggressive fundamentalist regimes.> This
rationalization presumes that there is little variation among Muslims in
terms of degree of fundamentalism. It appears to be related to other
Western “orientalist” assumptions of the kind that Edward Said has noted
in his work on Western anti-Islamic prejudices.’®

3. In World War 1II, all Serbs were on the Allied side—no Serbs
collaborated with the Nazis. This is, in fact, not the case: the Serbian
General Milan Nedi¢ was a Nazi puppet ruler who collaborated with
Nazi officials.’” In the early days of Serbian aggression against Bosnia-
Herzegovina, this frame served to legitimize Western Allied support for
Serbs in spite of the fact that knowledge of what the latter were doing in
Bosnia was abundant.

4. All Croats were Nazi collaborators in a homegrown Ustashe move-
ment that was supposed to have been widely popular, and whose legacy
still persists in Croatia.® This ignores overwhelming evidence that the
Ustashe were not widely popular and that there was a strong resistance
movement among Croats. As noted above, this frame is often invoked
when authors try to rationalize and explain Serbian genocide, as if what a
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small minority of Croatian thugs did in World War 1I is the root cause of
Serbian-perpetrated genocide in the present.

5. Bosnia-Herzegovina is not a nation-state; it could never really exist
as a nation-state because it never had been one.’® Bosnia-Herzegovina,
however, was a highly autonomous and defined area within the Ottoman
Empire and was a republic within Tito’s Yugoslavia, as were Slovenia and
Croatia. The point has been rather glaringly made by historians of Bosnia,
but generally ignored.®°

6. The wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina started because of
premature Western recognition.’! From the perspective of this frame,
Western nations—in particular Germany —rather than the actual perpe-
trators of genocide are, at base, responsible for acts of aggression and
genocide committed by Serbs in Bosnia.

7. Bosnian and Croatian Serbs commit atrocities out of generalized
fear of Croats and Muslims.5> While this may be true in the sociological
sense that people act on their deeply held beliefs, the idea that contempo-
rary Croats and Muslims are somehow genocidal by nature smacks of
racism and essentialism. This view often relies on the doctrine of collec-
tive guilt, which holds that a whole group is guilty for the crimes of some
of its members. On this logic, German reunification could have been used
as a pretext for the invasion of Germany by former Nazi victims, an idea
that is preposterous when thought of in the context of Western Europe,
but that is invoked relatively unproblematically in explanations (and in
some ways, justifications) of Serbian aggression in the Balkans. It is
worth pointing out that KaradZi¢ appeared on the CBS television news-
magazine Sixty Minutes in September 1995 and declared that Bosnian
Serb aggression against the Croats was necessary to prevent the latter
from doing to Serbs what they had done in World War II. He also noted
that Europe would thank him and the Bosnian Serbs for protecting Europe
from the threat of Islamic fundamentalism, presumably by killing Bosnian
Muslims. As we have noted above, we find that these views resonate in
the discourse of many Western intellectuals, and we are deeply troubled
by this fact.

8. Bosnian Muslims often shoot themselves to gain sympathy. Very
often, overt acts of aggression (shelling of Sarajevo marketplaces, bomb-
ing of schools) by one side are seen as potentially self-inflicted provoca-
tions by desperate victims (in this case the Bosnian Muslims). This type
of equivocation recasts victims as villains. For example, Serbs massacred
dozens of civilians in a Sarajevo marketplace in August 1995, and the
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media dutifully reported the Serb claim that the Bosnian Muslims “had
attacked their own civilian population today to arouse international sym-
pathy and drag NATO into the war. ‘This is a classic act of Islamic
terrorism,” said Miroslav Toholj, a Bosnian Serb official.” >

9. The leader of the Bosnians, Alija Izetbegovié, is an Islamic funda-
mentalist. This is a variant of the more general orientalist theme rather
than a comment on Izetbegovié’s own book, Islam between East and
West, in which Izetbegovi¢’s admiration for the West is so great as to be
pathetic, given how the West has rejected him.%* In fact, Izetbegovié takes
great pains to show the distinctive identities of Bosnian Muslims as being
“between East and West.” Anyone even faintly familiar with the history of
Bosnia would find the assertion that Bosnians are Islamic fundamentalists
preposterous, given Bosnia’s history of religious tolerance, pluralism, and
cosmopolitanism. This frame is taken directly from Serbian propaganda,
which uses a youthful work by Izetbegovié, his so-called Islamic Declara-
tion, in which he called for a “united Islamic community from Morocco
to Indonesia,” as the basis for present policy toward Bosnia.%®> The con-
struction of Izetbegovi¢ as an Islamic fundamentalist has important rami-
fications for Western policy, given the historical relationship between
Islam and the West.

10. If genocide is occurring in Bosnia, it is genocide with a small g—
no big deal, and certainly not tantamount to that perpetrated against Jews
(a point argued recently by former State Department official George
Kenney in the New York Times Magazine).®

11. “Those people [in the Balkans] have been fighting each other for
hundreds, if not thousands of years and conflicts are basically a result of
age-old, tribal hatreds.”” This rationalization might be said to be a
“master frame” that circulates in intellectual and political circles and in
the Western public sphere more generally.®

The Importance of Frames of Reference

These and other common rationalizations constitute “frames of reference”
that condition thinking about events. Ongoing events are made to “fit”
preexisting frames; this process ensures that conventional wisdoms and
misperceptions are reproduced over time. Thus, if the Croats are defined
as Nazis they cannot be victims of Serbs, since it is impossible for Nazis
to be victims. If Serbs were Allies in World War II they cannot be enemies
of the West at present, since the structure of Western alliances supersedes
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any other considerations, especially moral ones. If Bosnian Muslims are
fundamentalists, this places them outside Enlightenment rationality and,
as such, they either cannot be expected to act in a civilized manner or are
an actual threat to Western civility. Serbian “ethnic cleansing” is thus
conceptualized as a service to Europe since it guards against the persistent
Islamic fundamentalist threat to modernity that began in Iran. And so on.
Jean Baudrillard, in particular, poignantly exposes the direction of these
and related frames of reference in his essays in this volume.

Genocide is a particularly sensitive issue that has been obfuscated
in writings concerning the current Balkan War. To repeat: fact-finding
organizations have definitely found that genocide has occurred and have
laid all the blame for it on the Serbs (as explained above). But interest-
ingly, the Belgrade regime has (1) claimed that its Serbian minorities in
Croatia and Bosnia are and have been victims of genocide;® (2) made
allusions to a Serbian Holocaust;’® and (3) recast its genocide in Bosnia
as a civil war in which Serbs are victims.”! That these arguments have
had their intended effect, including gaining widespread sympathy in Israel
for the Belgrade cause even to the extent that some Israelis have offered
military support for Serbia, is documented by Daniel Kofman in his essay
in this volume.

Several issues ought to be examined in this regard. First, many Jews
have rightly complained that efforts to compare the Holocaust with,
say, the slavery of African Americans, the extermination of the Native
Americans, and other sites of genocide are misguided because they
cheapen the Holocaust. Serbian comparisons of their own plight with that
of the Jews, in this sense, also debases the memory of the Holocaust.
Second, what prevented Hitler from establishing his new order on the
East European plains, including expelling the local population and replac-
ing them with Germans, was the strong and effective resistance move-
ments in these areas. Such resistance was and is championed by Western
scholars and politicians and is regularly commemorated in celebrations of
Allied victories in World War II. In the present context, the Bosnians,
against all odds, without adequate weapons, and isolated by the West,
have similarly fought back and resisted Serbian aggression and genocide.
Yet this resistance goes unrecognized, except by a few prominent Western
intellectuals who travel to Sarajevo to express solidarity with the Bosnians
(but who, of course, are guaranteed exit from sniper fire, cluster bombing,
and other acts of terror should the going get rough). And in late 1995,
even as Bosnian forces recaptured territory and protected their people
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from further genocide, such acts were regularly seen as “opportunism”
rather than as just reclamation of territory that was brutally seized and
ethnically cleansed. As Jean Baudrillard notes in his contributions to this
volume, the Western intellectual response is characterized by “harmless
and powerless intellectuals exchanging their misery with those who are
miserable, each sustaining the other through a sort of perverse contract.”
Did the Bosnian Muslims have to comply and avoid any resistance as
they were being “cleansed” in order to conform to our notion of genocide
victims? There was considerable criticism of the Jews after World War II
that they were too passive and did not do enough to defend themselves.
Third, one ought not to adopt a “bookkeeping” mentality on genocide.
What is the numerical threshold of victims before genocide is reached? Is
there one? Not according to the UN Charter, which focuses on the qualita-
tive measure of efforts to destroy a group in part or in whole. Bosnia counts
as an instance of genocide, not only because it has been determined by re-
spected organizations to be genocide, but because by any scholarly or
moral standard, the Bosnians have been isolated, dehumanized, and made
fair game for elimination by government policy simply because individuals
belong to a certain group and stand in the way of concrete policy goals, the
main one being the establishment of a Greater Serbia.

One could argue also that people’s willingness to respond to genocide
is based on self-interest. That is why the international response to Bosnia
has been weak. The world most likely would not have done much more
in the case of the Holocaust at the time even if there was more information
(the “we did not know” argument is useful ex post facto but probably
irrelevant). One needs to recall that the Allies imposed a weapons em-
bargo on the newly emergent state of Israel, right after the Holocaust,
precisely because Israel’s existence was perceived as a threat to British
and French national interests in the Middle East. To a great extent,
governments seek to rationalize situations by creating a model or image
of the situation that is consonant with their policy interests when they do
not want to intervene militarily, or for other reasons (cost, casualties,
etc.). Hence the rationalizations listed above: civil war, eons of ethnic
strife in the former Yugoslavia, no solution, Balkan quagmire, all equally
guilty. This is self-evident. Much more problematic is the fact that many
intellectuals and journalists follow in the wake of these rationalizations
put forth by governments, and for the most part do not challenge them.
Had these rationalizations been challenged effectively by intellectuals (as
in the case of, say, the Vietnam War), governments would have had to
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respond in order to maintain proper public relations with their constit-
uents. Indeed, it is interesting to note that during the Vietnam era, journal-
ists were very adversarial to government’s interventionist policy in Viet-
nam because they felt it was wrong, whereas in the present, they mostly
appear supportive of the government policy of nonintervention in the
Balkans to stop a situation that is wrong. Such a shift is definitely worthy
of further study.

This book intends to do what intellectuals have been trained for—
criticize, analyze, deconstruct—and our aim is to specify what should
have been done on a large scale in relation to these rationalizations, which
are clearly at odds with the findings of the world’s most respected fact-
gathering organizations. Specifically, the international community should
have acted according to the rule of law championed by Senator Daniel
Patrick Moynihan’? and other political idealists to preserve the national
sovereignties of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia after these nations were
recognized internationally; in accordance with Article 51 of the UN
Charter, lift the illegal and immoral weapons embargo imposed on these
nation-states at Belgrade’s request; > and once a finding of genocide was
established, take actions to prevent it, as specified in the UN Charter. This
is the fulcrum of the volume: the critical examination of the tolerated
discrepancy between the rationalizations and facts put forth by Western
governments and organizations and the passive acquiescence of the West’s
intellectuals and policy makers, who, ideally, ought to be more willing to
puncture such rationalizations. The various contributors to this volume
not only puncture the rationalizations, but theorize on the reasons these
rationalizations have persisted for so long.

Finally, we note that we are pleased to offer in this volume some
commentary by David Riesman, one of the most eminent twentieth cen-
tury American sociologists. Riesman has taken an active interest in the
situation in the Balkans and has read the papers assembled here. We offer
his observations and thoughts as an epilogue to this volume.
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TWO

Philip J. Cohen

The Complicity of Serbian
Intellectuals in Genocide in the 1990s

he war against Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina in the 1990s was
planned by Serbian intellectuals and authorities long before the first
Serbian attacks. In the fall of 1986, the Serbian Academy of Science and
Art, representing Serbia’s most prominent intellectuals, issued a memo-
randum demanding that the borders of Serbia be expanded.! The memo-
randum argued that the Serbs were the most mistreated and oppressed
people in Yugoslavia, in spite of the fact that Serbs were the majority and
in key positions in the Communist Party, the military, the police, diplo-
macy, finance and banking, and the legal and judicial systems. The 1986
memorandum advocated that all Serbs must live in one enlarged Serbia, a
concept strikingly reminiscent of Hitler’s own prewar rhetoric that all
Germans must live in one country. This manifesto was, in essence, a
blueprint for war. In 1987, the memorandum was circulated worldwide to
Serbian émigré communities; it mobilized their support for Serbia’s na-
tional and territorial goals, which were justified by the Serbs’ alleged
victimization in Yugoslavia, while making no mentions of the sufferings
of other national groups at Serbian hands. In practical terms, the memo-
randum helped standardize the rhetoric by which the Serbian emigration
would rally to defend Serbia once the war began.
Among the figures behind the 1986 memorandum was a Serbian Acad-
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emy member with an impressive political pedigree, Vasa Cubrilovié, then
nearly ninety years old. A surviving conspirator in the 1914 assassination
of Austrian Archduke Franz Ferdinand—the event that sparked the blood-
shed of the World War I— Cubrilovié reemerged as an advisor to the
royal Yugoslav government, from which position he authored the 1937
official government memorandum “The Expulsion of the Albanians,”
which began by citing Hitler’s and Stalin’s success in expelling Jews and
others as examples for Serbia to emulate. The document proposed that the
government render the lives of Albanians so intolerable and terror-filled
that they would flee en masse to Albania and Turkey, and it went on to
explain in detail how an “emigration psychosis” could be instilled among
the Albanians through a government-directed program of relentless perse-
cutions.? After World War II, Cubrilovié went on to hold several ministe-
rial posts in Tito’s government (he was, for example, Tito’s first minister
of agriculture)—a remarkable testimony to the moral flexibility of the
communist regime. Following Tito’s death in 1980, Cubrilovi¢ turned his
energy toward reviving Serbian nationalism and played an essential role
in shaping the 1986 memorandum.?

Also among the principal authors of the memorandum was Dobrica
Cosi¢, whose novels and political essays portrayed Serbs as the superior
nation of the Balkans, glorified Serbian militancy, and demanded “all
Serbs in one state.”* Cosié first articulated these views in 1968, when he
shocked a Communist Party meeting by proposing that Serbs rise to
destroy the multi-national Yugoslav state to fulfill “the old historical goal
and national ideal” of a Greater Serbia.’ Cosié later fanned the flames of
war in 1991, proclaiming that there was a “wild hatred against the Serbian
people,” condemning Croats as “the most destructive force in Yugosla-
via,” and declaring that “pacifist rhetoric is senseless.”® Promoting the
idea that Serbs were an eternally suffering people, whose martyrdom was
no less than that of the Jews in the Holocaust, Cosi¢ even proposed that
“The Serb is the new Jew, the Jew at the end of the twentieth century.””
In 1992, Cosié became the ceremonial head of the rump federal Yugosla-
via (Serbia and Montenegro) and added further intellectual imprimatur to
the war machine of Serbian president Slobodan MiloSevié, whom he
called “the best Serbian leader” in half a century.?

Serbia’s maneuvering toward war took a decisive turn in March 1989,
when the Serbian government amended its constitution to impose control
over the two autonomous regions of Serbia: Vojvodina (with a substantial
Croatian and Hungarian population) and Kosovo (93 percent Albanian).
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Under the Yugoslav Federal Constitution of 1974, these provinces, al-
though technically part of the Republic of Serbia, operated in a manner
virtually indistinguishable from that of the other Yugoslav republics.
Vojvodina and Kosovo participated equally in the eight-member federal
presidency, consisting of representatives of the six republics and two
autonomous regions. Essentially, Vojvodina and Kosovo functioned as
de facto republics. However, following Serbia’s 1989 anschluss of the
autonomous regions, Albanian leaders in Kosovo were arrested, and Ser-
bia installed its own police, courts, and government officials. After unilat-
erally abolishing the autonomy of Vojvodina and Kosovo in explicit
violation of the constitution, Serbia retained for itself their votes in the
federal presidency. Since Serbia’s ally Montenegro was by this time ruled
by handpicked pro-Serbian politicians, and Montenegro characteristically
voted in solidarity with Serbia, the Republic of Serbia came to effectively
control four out of eight votes in the federal presidency—precisely the
kind of imbalance of power that the Yugoslav Federal Constitution of
1974 had been designed to avoid. Months later, on June 28, 1989—the
six hundredth anniversary of the Serbs’ defeat by the Turks at Kosovo—
Slobodan Milosevi¢ delivered a militant speech to the Serbs in Kosovo,
reminding the crowd that “the Serbs throughout their history never con-
quered or exploited anybody else.”® On the same day, with the encourage-
ment of the Serbian government, the Serbs in the Croatian Krajina de-
manded their own autonomous province. This occurred nearly a year
before Croatia held its first free elections, the event that Serbian propa-
ganda would later claim had instigated the Serbs of Croatia to seek
autonomy.

Also on the same day, the Serbian Orthodox Church issued its official
national program, which echoed the 1986 memorandum of the Serbian
Academy of Science and Art, as well as official documents of the Com-
munist Party and the Yugoslav state apparatus. This manifesto, known as
the “Proposed Serbian Church National Program,” praised Serbia’s deci-
sion to unilaterally terminate the autonomy of Vojvodina and Kosovo.
Restating a central theme of the Academy’s memorandum, the church
document portrayed an aggrieved and oppressed Serbia, and it further
praised Slobodan MilosSevi¢ for beginning to right the alleged historical
wrongs against Serbia:

Since history and the future should now explain why Serbia had to suffer
economic subservience, backwardness, partitions, and political inferiority
in socialist Yugoslavia for almost half a century, one should now honestly
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recognize certain merits and endeavors of the new Serbian leadership
[Milo$evic¢] in resolving the Serbian question. The new authorities knew
how to correctly use the great democratic energy and spiritual potential of
the Serbian people, who have again begun to think with their heads and
make decisions about their destiny. Therefore, some premises have been
created for historical moves by leading men with participation of healthy
forces of the nation for overcoming the many-years-long passivity and
national neglect.!”

The “Proposed Serbian Church National Program,” like the earlier
memorandum, demanded “a radical change” of the Federal Constitution
of 1974. Replete with internal contradictions, the church document in one
place supported the modern concept of the separation of church and state,
but elsewhere emphasized that “there is no strong state without a strong
church.” The church’s national program further advocated “a truly Chris-
tian Europe,” raising the question of the church’s commitment to religious
tolerance. Thus, in 1989, the Serbian Orthodox Church positioned its
archdioceses—both in Yugoslavia and in emigration—to function as
conduits for an agenda primarily political in its substance and, in this
sense, almost indistinguishable from that of the Belgrade regime. More-
over, the church contributed considerably to heightening tensions in Yugo-
slavia, as an American historian observed:

Indeed, in Yugoslavia the Serbian Orthodox church has lately published a
series of articles about the Second World War focusing exclusively on
Serbian casualties at the hands of Croats and obscuring the fact that
violence and intergroup conflict were common in wartime Yugoslavia, with
serious casualties also among Croats, Jews, Muslims, Albanians and others.
In the eyes of the Serbian Orthodox church, Serbia is the modern Job, and
other nationalities are Job’s tormentors.!!

In August 1990, the first act of organized violence commenced in
Croatia under the leadership of Jovan RaSkovié, the head of the recently
formed Serbian Democratic Party. After confiscating weapons from a
police station in Knin and murdering the Croatian police there, Raskovié’s
followers blockaded the roads leading to the Krajina region to everyone
except the Serbs. This was undertaken after consultation with Serbian
president Slobodan MiloSevié¢, who promised that his republic would
supply arms. To further reduce Croatia’s defensive capability against
military attack, the Yugoslav defense minister threatened to forcibly dis-
arm Croatia’s police and local militia. In January 1991, Croatian authori-
ties acquiesced and disarmed these units themselves.!?
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In March 1991, Milosevi¢ stated that Serbia no longer recognized the
power of the federal state, as Serbs crippled the functioning of the federal
presidency. In early May 1991, Serbian irregulars in the town of Borovo
Selo captured twelve Croatian police and several civilians, tortured them,
gouged out their eyes, cut off their limbs and genitalia, and then murdered
them.!® In an act of calculated terror, the mutilated body parts were
dumped in the middle of the town square. Several of these bodies had no
heads. Although this violence had been directly encouraged by the Ser-
bian government in Belgrade, the Serbian-controlled Federal Defense
Ministry found this a convenient pretext to demand that it be allowed to
intervene to “restore order.” In mid-May, when the Croatian representa-
tive Stipe MeSi¢ was due to assume the rotating post of president of the
eight-member federal presidency, Serbs prevented him, in violation of
constitutional procedure.!* The next day the National Council of the
Republic of Serbia, also in violation of the Yugoslav constitution, declared
the Krajina region of Croatia an integral part of the territory of Serbia,
although, notably, it shared no common border with Serbia.!>

All these events occurred before Croatia held its plebiscite, also in
May 1991, when the electorate overwhelmingly supported independence
and confederation with other republics of Yugoslavia, while specifically
guaranteeing “cultural autonomy and all civic rights to Serbs and mem-
bers of other nationalities in Croatia.” !¢ Serbian propaganda has cited this
independence plebiscite as having caused the Serbs to rise to arms, but
the chronology of events shows clearly that covert Serbian preparations
for the war against Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina had commenced
years earlier, with armed actions against the legitimately constituted Cro-
atian authorities and massacres of Croatian civilians. The June 25, 1991,
independence declarations of Croatia and Slovenia did, however, serve as
the pretext for the Yugoslav Federal Army’s invasion, which commenced
within two days.

In Slovenia, the Yugoslav Federal Army met a humiliating defeat by
the Slovenian Territorial Defense Forces, partly because the army had
underestimated Slovenian resolve and sent too few tanks, crewed primar-
ily by inexperienced draftees, whose supplies of food and fuel were
quickly exhausted.!” Within a month, the Serbian leadership in the Yugo-
slav government conceded Slovenia’s secession from Yugoslavia. Behind
this decision were apparently several strategic considerations: Slovenia,
96 percent ethnically homogeneous, contained virtually no Serbian minor-
ity to organize a campaign of internal sabotage, as was possible in
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Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Slovenia was also the only republic of
Yugoslavia to share no common border with Serbia. Perhaps most sig-
nificant, Slovenian territory had never been included in the maps of a
Greater Serbia, dating back to 1844. To the contrary, Serbian ultranation-
alists had long viewed the Slovenes not only as parliamentary allies
against Croatia, but as potential partners in the dismemberment of Croa-
tia.'® By permitting the secession of Slovenia, Serbia would have been
left controlling four of seven votes in the federal presidency, guaranteeing
absolute Serbian hegemony.

At the same time that the Yugoslav military was withdrawing from
Slovenia, it was clear that Serbs were contemplating an intensified war
against Croatia. General Blagoje AdZi¢, the army chief of staff, coldly
assessed military plans for Croatia: “This rebellion must be terminated,
even if it is going to generate a thousand deaths. The international com-
munity will be agitated a bit, but three days later everything will be
forgotten and our objectives will be obtained.” !°

Tragically for the victims of Serbian aggression, General Adzi¢’s as-
sessment was largely correct, as the United States and the European
Community continued to support the “integrity of Yugoslavia” for the
next several months.?° On July 5, 1991, the European Community, sup-
ported by the United States, imposed an arms embargo on Yugoslavia,
notwithstanding that Serbia effectively controlled the entire Yugoslav
Federal Army arsenal of tanks, ships, fighter planes, and heavy artillery.?!
Indeed, by freezing the military imbalance in favor of Serbia, the embargo
did little more than abet Serbian aggression. By September 1991, Serbia’s
proxy guerrilla forces had seized over 30 percent of Croatia’s territory. In
that month, the Yugoslav government—practically, speaking only for
Serbia—urged an international weapons embargo on Yugoslavia, trans-
parently intended to preserve Serbian military superiority. On September
25, 1991, the United Nations Security Council unanimously granted the
Serbian leadership’s wish, adopting Resolution 713, which banned the
sale of weapons to Yugoslavia.?? Throughout the fall of 1991, Serbian
forces on the ground executed a blitzkrieg of rape, looting, mutilation,
and murder of unarmed civilians. However, in the world of news and
information, especially for Western consumption, a barrage of Serbian
propaganda cast these events in a heroic light, depicting the Serbs in
Croatia rising to their defense, when endangered. In truth, however, fully
75 percent of the Serbian population of Croatia had resided without
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harassment in Croatian cities and towns outside the seized territory before
the war.?3

Since the beginning of hostilities in the former Yugoslavia, Serbian
attacks have targeted primarily unarmed civilian populations of non-Serbs
living in the lands coveted by Serbia.?* Early in the war, there were
reports that Croats and Hungarians living in Serbian-captured regions of
Croatia were forced to identify themselves with armbands—a practice
hauntingly reminiscent of the yellow star worn by Jews during the Holo-
caust. As early as 1991, there were reports that civilian prisoners of war
were being tortured and killed in Serbian “labor” camps.?> Also during
1991, there were extensive reports on the Serbian practice of mass depor-
tation of non-Serbs from their homes and the systematic resettlement with
Serbs.?® When Serbian forces introduced the war into Bosnia-Herzego-
vina, they repeated the identical pattern of aggression and atrocities
against non-Serbs, over a larger and more populated territory.?” The goal
remained the same: “ethnic cleansing,” a euphemism invoked by the
Serbs themselves to describe the process of creating ethnically pure
Serbian regions through the methodical murder and expulsion of non-
Serbs.?8

Belying the hygienic sound of “ethnic cleansing” are the testimonies by
survivors of Serbian-run camps such as Omarska in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
There, atrocities were invented for the amusement of the Serbs. For
example, prisoners were decapitated with chain saws, and one prisoner
was forced to bite off the testicles or the penis of another. After the
American embassy in Zagreb investigated reports of Serbian atrocities at
Omarska, one top embassy official, speaking on condition of anonymity,
commented, “The Nazis had nothing on these guys. I’ve seen reports of
individual acts of barbarity of a kind that hasn’t come up in State Depart-
ment cable traffic in 20 years.”?°

In December 1992, the U.S. secretary of state Lawrence Eagleburger
named suspected war criminals, which included the top Serbian leader-
ship in Serbia and Bosnia-Herzegovina (see appendix 1). In early 1993,
Tadeusz Mazowiecki, the rapporteur for the UN Commission on Human
Rights, concluded, “The collected evidence leaves no doubt as to who is
responsible for the horror: the Serbian political and military leaders in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, supported by the authorities of the Serbian Re-
public.”3°

As of June 1993, the U.S. Department of State had submitted to the
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United Nations eight reports on atrocities and war crimes in the former
Yugoslavia.3! Of the 347 incidents contained in the eight U.S. submis-
sions, 304, or 88 percent, were attributable to Serbs, 7 percent to Bosnian
Muslims, and 5 percent to Croats. The asymmetry in the number of
victims is even more striking: the victims at the hands of Serbs numbered
in the tens of thousands, while there were approximately 500 victims at
the hands of Muslims and approximately 150 victims at the hands of
Croats.>? The most significant asymmetry, however, is that 100 percent of
the acts of genocide, as defined in the UN Convention on Genocide,
have been committed by Serbs alone—a finding confirmed by a highly
comprehensive and secret CIA report.>® There is little question that Ser-
bia’s policies constitute genocide, as understood in the Convention on
Genocide, adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on December
9, 1948 (and entered into force on January 12, 1951). Article 2 of the
Convention on Genocide defines genocide as

Any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in
part, a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group, as such: (a) Killing
members of the group; (b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to
members of the group; (c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions
of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; (e)
Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.>*

It is noteworthy that the post-World War II Nuremberg trials distin-
guished between war crimes (something the Allies also did) and crimes
against humanity and genocide (something only the Nazis did). In execut-
ing a policy of genocide, the Serbs’ methods are a matter of public record:
deportations, torture, mutilations, death camps, rape/death camps, and
mass executions.> The pattern of “ethnic cleansing” has been remarkably
consistent, as one British journalist described:

If you had to draw up a list of events that lead to killings here, it would go
something like this: you get warnings on television and radio that Moslems
are arming themselves; then arms being given out to local Serbs; from
outside, Serbian paramilitaries arrive—people in uniform with names like
White Eagles or the Tigers; you get local Serbs training in secret, outside
the town; and, while all this is happening, there is a sudden inexplicable
cooling in your relations with people who used to be your friends and
neighbors.. . . After that, there is the bombardment from the hills, and the
killing starts.. .. “[The Serbs] marched through the town and destroyed
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houses.. . . I saw men lined up and shot with pistols. They ... called for
men, all Moslems, by name. There was a hall in the town; the women and
the girls were brought there and raped.”3¢

Mass rape as a Serbian method of terror has received considerable
attention. Abundant documentary evidence demonstrates that Serbian
forces engaged in the systematic rape of women, children, and men.?’
State-sponsored rape was an integral part of “ethnic cleansing” and was
designed to accomplish several goals. Mass rapes destroy the victims’
core social institutions, the family and community. Mass rapes instill
terror, so that the victims will never seek to return to their homes and
villages. Mass rapes instill interethnic hatred and undermine the possibil-
ity of continuing multiethnic community life. At the height of the aggres-
sion against Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbian soldiers, as a routine practice,
forcibly impregnated non-Serbian women held in rape camps, continued
to gang-rape these pregnant women for months, and finally expelled them
from Serbian-occupied territories when they were near term. In this way,
the rape victims were forced to bear the children of their tormentors, thus
compounding their personal suffering. Although severely traumatized,
these rape victims often had little or no functioning support network.
Other family members were often traumatized, separated, or dead. Mental
health care was simply not available on the scale required. Forcibly
impregnated rape victims have a tragically high incidence of suicide and
infanticide. Mass rape, then, was an integral part of genocide.?® Serbian
forces told their rape victims that they were under orders to do s0.>

The Serbian program of genocide was also carried out through a deliber-
ate pattern of destruction of cultural monuments, houses of worship, and
other institutions that define the collective identity of the targeted commu-
nity. In areas designated for Serbian conquest, non-Serbian cemeteries and
houses of worship are routinely destroyed, in order to erase any memory of
the non-Serbian peoples and their culture. As is true for the preponderance
of murders, tortures, expulsions, and rapes in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzego-
vina, Serbs are responsible for the overwhelming instances of destruction
of cultural and religious monuments. For example, during 1993 in the Serb-
occupied area of Banja Luka (the second largest city in Bosnia-Herzego-
vina after Sarajevo), Serbian authorities and armed forces destroyed 200
out of 202 mosques (99 percent) and destroyed or damaged 96 percent of
Catholic churches. Six such mosques had dated to the sixteenth century and
seven had dated to the seventeenth century.“? Non-Serbian towns have been
systematically renamed, or “Serbianized.” For example, after driving the
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majority Bosnian Muslim population from the historically Muslim town of
Foca in 1992, Serbian authorities renamed it Srbinje, to designate it as a
Serbian town.

Within months of the Yugoslav Federal Army’s invasion of Slovenia
and Croatia in June 1991, Serbia was recognized and condemned as the
clear aggressor by the United States, the European Community, the Hel-
sinki Commission, and the United Nations, as well as the human rights
organization Helsinki Watch.*! By mid-1992, Western diplomats point-
edly characterized the Serbian regime as “a lying, terrorist criminal orga-
nization,” and the New York Times characterized Serbia’s aggression as “a
one sided war . . . reminiscent of the Nazis.”*? In April 1993, the Interna-
tional Court of Justice at the Hague ordered Belgrade to halt the genocide
in Bosnia-Herzegovina.** The following month, prompted by the allega-
tions against Serbian forces, the United Nations established a war crimes
tribunal.**

The UN commission investigating war crimes bears an unwieldy title,
the International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons Responsible for
Serious Violations of International Humanitarian Law Committed in the
Territory of Former Yugoslavia since 1991. This eleven-member commis-
sion was preceded by a five-member UN Commission of Experts, whose
task it was to obtain preliminary testimony and establish the framework
for the ensuing tribunal.

Before we consider the findings of the UN Commission of Experts, it
is instructive to consider two known attempts to infiltrate the commission
in order to subvert it to Serbian advantage. In the first instance, a Milwau-
kee attorney named David Eme volunteered his services to the UN
commission. In March 1994, he submitted a fifty-nine-page document for
the commission’s consideration. It was entitled “Report on the Historical
Background of the Civil War in the Former Yugoslavia,” and a representa-
tive portion of this inaccurate, biased, and inflammatory document is
quoted:

Following Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union in June of 1941, the Indepen-
dent State of Croatia declared war, and sent at least one military division to
fight along side the Nazis on the Eastern Front. After Pearl Harbor, Croatia
declared war on the United States and on Great Britain. . . .

The first organized resistance against the Nazis originated in Serbia, led
by Draza Mihailovi¢, who tried to assemble what was left of the defeated
Yugoslav army, which came to be known popularly as the Chetniks (Chera
is a term used historically for irregular Serb resistance fighters.) . . .
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In any event, a significant portion of the resistance fighters in both
[Chetnik and Partisan] movements were Serbs.. .. Later, some Croatians
joined both movements, and especially the Partisans, as did some Muslims
in Bosnia, although most Muslims, like most Croatians, were part of the
fascist Ustashi forces.

The astute observer will recognize the standard fare of Serbian propa-
ganda: the thesis that Serbs during World War II were exclusively resisters
and Croats were exclusively collaborators. This obfuscates the fact of
significant Serbian collaboration with the Nazis, conceals the paucity of
resistance to the Nazis in Serbia, ignores Mihailovi¢’s extensive collabo-
ration with the Axis, and omits the prominent role of the Croats in the
Partisan resistance.

This same document furthermore described the Bosnian Serb leader
Radovan Karadzi¢ in honorable and flattering terms as “a physician who
trained in New York and practiced medicine in Sarajevo, and has pub-
lished numerous books of poetry. He was elected primarily because he
was a dissident during the communist regime in Yugoslavia.”

This all-too-brief description omitted to mention, among other things,
that Radovan KaradZi¢ served prison time for real estate fraud and embez-
zlement, and for that reason was banned from the Communist Party.*> As
a practicing psychiatrist in Sarajevo, he indeed tried to establish himself
as a poet, albeit without success. His poetry, however, with its emphasis
on blood and destruction, revealed important aspects of his personality.
The following excerpt is a typical example:

I’m born to live without a tomb,
this divine body will not die.

It’s not only born to smell flowers,
but also to set fire, kill and

reduce everything to dust.*

A closer look at KaradZi¢’s background shows that he is the son of a
convicted war criminal responsible for the massacre of Muslims during
World War 114" His admiration for his friend and colleague Jovan
Raskovi¢ is also informative, since KaradZi¢ considered Raskovi¢ his
main role model and philosophical inspiration.*®

Jovan Raskovi¢ headed the psychiatry department at the Neuropsychi-
atric Clinic in Sibenik, Croatia, where he enjoyed the reputation of taking
pleasure in administering electroshock therapy to Croats, especially Cro-
atian women.*® He developed his own psychoanalytic theory explaining
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the inferiority of Croats and Muslims and the superiority of Serbs, by
which Serbs were destined to dominate and rule over the others. In
1990, Raskovi¢ advanced these theories in his book Luda zemlja (A
mad country), which he began by reminding his readers of the Serbs’
victimization by Croats during World War II:

The Croats, feminized by the Catholic religion, suffer from a castration
complex. That makes them totally incapable of exercising authority over
others. They compensate their humiliation by their great culture. As to the
Muslims of Bosnia-Herzegovina and neighboring regions, they are the
victims, as Freud might have said, of anal frustrations, which incite them
to amass wealth and to seek refuge in fanatic attitudes. Finally, the Serbs,
the Orthodox, an Oedipal people, tend to liberate themselves from the
authority of the father. From this spirit of resistance, they draw the courage
of the warriors, who are the only ones capable of exerting real authority
over the other peoples of Yugoslavia. It is no wonder that the situation of
complete hatred and paranoia develops in this country.”®

Thus, according to Raskovi¢, Croats could not exercise authority or
leadership, because they had a deep-seated fear of castration, were afraid
of everything, and had to be led. Muslims were anal-erotic with a compul-
sion for acquiring money and property. Serbs, in contrast, were the only
people qualified to exercise authority and dominate other peoples in
Yugoslavia, because only the Serbs had overcome the Oedipus complex
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