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Introduction
The Serbian medieval state originated in the regfoRascia (Raska). As it

developed, it spread towards the south (Kosovo,.ddawia), until it reached its apex during
the reign of Tsar DuSan (1308-1355), who enlargethid by adding to it the regions of
Macedonia, Albania, Epirus, and Thessaly. As altesihe advance of the Ottomans from
the south of the Balkan Peninsula towards the rinrthe second half of the fourteenth
century, the Serbian state ceased to exist an8dHaan population of the more southerly
regions (Macedonia, Kosovo, Metohija) moved towalgsnorth along the Morava-Vardar
(Skopje-Belgrade) axis and towards the northwdeh¢pa line that connects Skopje, Kosovo,
Sjenica, and Sarajevo). The Ottoman conquests ellahg ethnic structure of the conquered
regions. As the Catholic Croats and Hungariansdsgtv to the north, the Ottomans, anxious
not to leave unpopulated these border regions itapbfor the defence of the empire,
replaced them with Orthodox Christian and Muslirtilees. Thus in the sixteenth century the
Orthodox population increased significantly in hertn Bosnia (the region of Bosanska
Krajina), but also in Slavonia. This population velsirged with the defence of the northern
frontier of the Ottoman Empire. The consequencalldhese population movements was a
growing dispersal of the Serbs in what would becamtée twentieth century the territory of
Yugoslavia® A Serbian territorial complex was thus constittitethe east, connecting Serbia
itself, situated in the valleys of the Morava aratdar, with Vojvodina, which consisted of
the provinces of Banat, Bka, and Srem, in the Pannonian pfaifthis complex extended
westwards to the Dinaric regions: thendzalof Novi Pazar, corresponding to the territory of
what used to be Rascia, the cradle of the medBsedian kingdom of the NEMANCI
dynasty, Montenegro, and Herzegovina. Anotherttatal complex emerged in the west,

consisting of northern Dalmatia, the Lika, Kordand Banija regions, western Slavonia (area

! Desimir TOSC, Srpski nacionalni problemiBerbian National Problems/ (Paris: Oslobodjet§&2), p. 27.
2 part of Hungarian territory until the beginningtbé twentieth century.
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along the Military Frontier of the Habsburg EmpirseeMap 1in Annex), and western
Bosnia (Bosanska Krajina). These two territoriahptexes, enclosed within the borders of
different states, were separated by mixed or inéeliate territories where Serbs lived
alongside other population groups: the Croatsémibrth (the Military Frontier and northern
Bosnia) and the Slav converts to Islam in Bosnia.

It is in this fragmentation of the territories pdgted by Serbs that we find the source
of the Serbian national questidim fact, at the time when national states weredei
constituted in the nineteenth century, it was harcreate a unified national political territory
because the Serbs were mixed with other populatidimgat should be the frontiers of such a
territory? Should they encompass national min@#i&he dispersal of the Serbian people is
therefore a significant fact in the history of therbs: it gave rise to the elaboration of a
national ideology and of a programme of state @yaah which the ideas of unityedinstvg
and unification @jedinjenj§ became dominant in the work of some ideologues.

The different perceptions of Greater Serbia byS&ebian political and cultural elites
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries will Bedssed and the political stands of Vojislav
SESELJ, leader of the Serbian Radical Party, wilplaced in this context.

The notion of a Greater SerbMelika Srbijg was used in Austrian governing circles
in the early nineteenth century to designate thbi&e national movement, seen until the

beginning of the twentieth century as a threah#dtability of the southern territories of the

® The Military Frontier was created in the sixteeogimtury by the Austrian Empire. These border negjiof the
Ottoman Empire, which were devastated and depaglilay successive wars, were repopulated mostly by
Orthodox Wallachian peasants who were later totbalinselves Serbs. In exchange for their particpah
the defence of the Empire, these peasant-soldiers granted a number of privileges particularlythsy
Wallachian Statute of 1630 /Statuta Valachoruniigieus freedom, right to work the land, etc. Thditdry
Boundary was a region specific to the Austrian BEmpi was dissolved in 1881 following the occupatof
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1878 by the Austro-Huiagaarmy. Jean NOUZILLHlistoire de frontiéres:
I’Autriche et I'Empire ottomartA History of Boundaries: Austria and the Ottontampire/ (Paris: Berg
International, 1991), p. 263.

“ By national question we mean the creation of @naitate and the relations among the various makigroups
which form part of that state.
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Habsburg Empiré.If the concept initially had pejorative connotaiso Serbian nationalists
appropriated it for their own use during the secbalfl of the nineteenth century: several
journals would be calle@reater SerbiaDuring World War | the Serbian government would
call upon two foreign experts to write books eatith Greater Serbiain which Serbian
interests were promoté&d.

The first part of this report focuses on how the&er Serbian project emerged in the
nineteenth century and how the Serbian nationaldadg evolved from Serbism to
Yugoslavism. In the second part the developmeti@Serbian national ideology from
Yugoslavism to Serbism during the lifetime of tivstfYugoslav state (1918-1941) is
analysed. The Greater-Serbia ideology of the R&uwra Movement (also known as the
Chetnik movement) and its practices of ethnic de@amwill also be examined. The re-
emergence of the Greater-Serbia ideology in comsitfugoslavia during the 1980s and the
role played by the intellectuals who saw themseagethe heirs of the Chetnik movement of
World War Il will be reviewed. Finally, the estadfiiment of the Serbian Radical Party
(Srpska radikalna strank&RS) headed by Vojislav SESELJ, who adopted €r&srbia as

his main political goal, will be described.

® Mihailo STANISIC, Projekti “Velika Srbija” /*Greater Serbia” Projects/ (Belgrade: Sluzbesti 8RJ, 2000), pp.
13-20.

® Ibid. The books were written by the Frenchman ErnestI3Eand the Russian V. N. JASTREBOV. Ernest
DENIS, a professor at the Sorbonne, wrote in faustory of Serbia in which the Yugoslav idea anel $erbian
idea were placed on the same footing. The domidaatat the time was that the Serbs, Croats, ankeBés
were part of one and the same nation. There weverntaps in the book: a map of the Serbian and Gnoddinds
and a map of Serbia in 1913. The project of théaation of the South Slavs was presented as diatine that
should be implemented under the authority of Belgrép. 313). The new state, described as the “riegdkm
of Serbia”, was to include Bosnia, Herzegovina, #redtriune kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia and Dalmah
addition to Serbia. This State was to stretch tw&ia and was also to include the south of Hungary
(Vojvodina). Although the Yugoslav project was désed as an “expansion of Serbia” (p. 305), theidgy of
a Greater Serbia was not one of the subjects diabé&.
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1. Serbian national ideology in the nineteenth centy: between Serbism
and Yugoslavism

The principality of Serbia came into being in tixke of two uprisings in the early
nineteenth century: the first took place from 1894813, and the second in 1815. Following
the second uprising, Serbia was verbally granteehai-autonomous status within the
Ottoman Empire. Its status was further confirmedheyAkkerman Convention of 1826, and
by decrees issued by the Sultan, which made Sarb@itonomous principality, vassal to the
Ottoman Empire in 1830. Serbia would not becomky fubdependent until 1878.

In the course of the 1830s and 1840s, perceptibtiee Serbian state and nation were
defined by the intellectuals and political leadafrthe age. The cultural perception of the
Serbian nation expressed by Vuk KARARZIreformer of the Serbian language, and the
vision of a Serbian state developed by the politezder llija GARASANIN, who formulated

the first Serbian national programme in 1844, baldiscussed below.

1.1. The work of Vuk STEFANOVIC KARADZI C (1787-1864)

Through his work as an ethnographer and linguist MARADZIC played an
important role in the nineteenth century in definthe Serb identity.Moreover, his work
marks a break in the perception the Serbs could bathemselves. Indeed, Vuk KARADZI

presented a secular vision of the Serbian natioa tleat was not founded on religious

" Born in Tr&¢, in western Serbia, in a family that had origipabme from Herzegovina, KARADZ1 completed

his education in Belgrade during the first Serhigrising and became an official in the nascent i@arstate.
Following the collapse of the uprising in 1813,|&# Serbia for Vienna. In the Austrian capitaltfecame
acquainted with the Slovene linguist Irenej KOPIT Ao encouraged him to pursue his literary anglistic
work. In 1814 and 1815, Vuk KARADZ] edited two collections of folk poetry, in which peesented the
national tradition of his people as found amonitgilate Serbian peasants. His work charmed Geruiois
such as J. W. GOETHE and Jacob GRIMM, who wergésted in the riches of folk poetry. The poetry was
edited in a form of the Serbian language that KARAD himself had codified in a grammar he had published
1814. Vuk KARADZIC simplified the Serbian Cyrillic alphabet by supssiag unnecessary letters and by
introducing new ones, notably “j", imported fromethatin alphabet. In doing this he made possildertain
rapprochement between the Orthodox and Catholitdaoin 1818, KARADZC published a dictionary in
which he showcased his reform of the literary laaggu In fact Vuk KARADZC had drawn inspiration from the
writings of Dositej OBRADOVC (1740-1811), an Orthodox monk who had embracedahees of the
Enlightenment and the French Revolution. He hacertallen to reform the Serbian literary languagehige-
Slavonic,slavenoserbski which had been used chiefly by ecclesiastic&wour of popular speech.
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affiliation. For this reason, he came into confliath the Serbian Orthodox Church, which
held that Serbs can be nothing but Orthodox. Itesgithis important point of divergence,
KARADZI C’s notions were taken up by numerous Serbian etlhls in the nineteenth
century.

He was active at the height of Romanticism, a mwams that idealised the past and
old traditions. There was a growing interest indmg especially of the Middle Ages, when
folk ballads and folk epics had been composed. uagg was of central importance to the
Romantic Movement, and this is equally true of Sieebian cultural renaissance. According to
J. G. HERDER, all the characteristics of a peogewell as its spirit, are inscribed in its
language. In his research, Vuk KARADZtovered the fields of linguistics and history as
much as ethnography. Without any doubt, the resitiltss work made possible the
strengthening of the Serbs’ national consciousness.

Thanks to his reform, which made ordinary spe&efhbiasis of the new literary
language, literature and science became accessibidinary people, who had long been
denied access to it. The reform did not becomepedeautomatically, however, and several
decades would pass until its final triumph. In Mai850, some Serbian intellectuals,
including Vuk KARADZIC, agreed with a group of Croatian writers and listgu(lvan
MAZURANI C, lvan KUKULJEVIC, and others) that the Serbs and Croats shoulé sher
same literary language, with one and the same graiphy. KARADZIC’s spelling reform
would not be adopted in Serbia until 1868, fourrgedter his death. Throughout the century,
the Serbian Orthodox Church had been fiercely ogghos language reform. Stefan
STRATIMIROVIC, metropolitan of Sremski Karlovci and leader af Berbs in the Austrian
Empire, was an especially vocal opponent of thernaf

In his work entitled “Serbs All and Everywhere&rbi svi i svudg written in 1836

and published in 1849, Vuk KARADZ! delimited the territories inhabited by Serbs:
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We know for certain that the Serbs live in whatdsv Serbia (between the Drina and the
Timok, and between the Danube and the Stara Plaminantain), in Metohija (from Kosovo,
through the Stara Planina, with the towns of PrizcdduSan’s capital, the Serbian patriarchate
of P&, and the monastery of Bani), in Bosnia, in Herzegovina, in Zeta, in Morggro, in
Banat, in Béka, in Srem, on the right bank of the Danube upstréom Osijek to

Sentandreja, in Slavonia, in Croatia (as well aBurkey and the Austrian Krajina), in
Dalmatia, and along the entire Dalmatian coastghtuspeaking from Trieste to the Bojaha.

Vuk KARADZIC developed the notion of a multi-confessional Serlsiation united by one
and the same language. According to him, and ieeagent with Herderian ideology,
language is the only valid criterion that can deiee national affiliation, independently of
religious factors. Thus he included in the Serlmation all the speakers of the dialect, used at
the time in Serbia, Montenegro, Herzegovina, VojmadBosnia, and certain parts of
Dalmatia, including Dubrovnik. He did not take irocount the designation of “lllyrian”,
which had come to be used in Croatia in the 1880s1840s. According to him, the Croats
are speakers of thimkavian dialect, while speakers of the kajkavialatit are considered to
be Slovened He estimated that there were five million Serhse¢ million of the Orthodox
faith, and two million Muslims and Catholics togethin fact, Vuk KARADZLC'’s ideas had
been largely shaped by the current state of satifaon the South Slavs and their dialects.
KOPITAR's ideas on the ethnic distribution of therlss, Croats and Slovenes had influenced
the writings of Vuk KARADZI.*° KOPITAR himself had been inspired by the reseafch
the Czech linguist Joseph DOBROWSKY.

Vuk KARADZIC’s definition of the Serbian nation is void of aRgnserbism or

Greater-Serbia political ideology. Indeed, his @aés not deal with the problems of the

8 The /French/ translation taken from Mirko GRMEKai GJIDARA and Neven SIMAC, edé.e nettoyage
ethnique: documents historiques sur une idéologibesEthnic Cleansing: Historical Documents Relatiogt
Serbian Ideology/ (Paris: Fayard, 1993), p. 42.

% There are three different words for “what” in Berbo-Croatian dialectsstg’ is the most common 4" is used
mostly on the Dalmatian coast, aridj’ in the region around Zagreb.

19 Milorad EKMECIC, Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-1918Bhe Creation of Yugoslavia, 1790-1918/, vol. 1
(Beograd, Prosveta, 1989), p. 423.

1 DOBROWSKY considered all the areas where the $iakadialect was spoken as Serbian. He thought that
western variants of the language, which used thia lsaript for writing, were half Serbian, whileetvariant
written in the Cyrillic script was the authenticrBian form. The theories of DOBROWSKY and KOPITAR
were accepted until 1849, but were later questioSed EKMEIC, Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-191l. 1, p.
423. Pavel SAFARIK took over the same concept efSkrbian nation in 1826, in Hilistory of the Slavic
Literature and Languagén his opinion, the Serbian nation could be ddddnto Orthodox Serbs and Catholic
Serbs, whom he called Slavo-Serbs, drawing on DOBRBRY (ibid., p. 440).
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political organisation of society and of the stat®;a matter of fact, his notions have a
cultural, rather than political, dimensidhln his study of Serbian and Croatian national
ideologies in the nineteenth century, Wolf DietrBEHSCHNITT describes the national
ideas of Vuk KARADZL as a “linguistic and cultural ideology of a Grea®erbia™? It is
true that his ideas imply a reduction in the extdrihe territory where the Croatian nation
would be constituted in the nineteenth century. iBistof crucial importance to explain that
these ideas were formulated at a time when loaaragional affiliations were still
predominant among the Croats and when a Bosniativlidentity was hard to identify. The
Croatian territories were divided between Austnd &ungary. Dalmatia, which had been
under Venetian domination until 1797, came underjahisdiction of Vienna in 1814, along
with the provinces inhabited by Slovenes (CarniGlarynthia, Styria), while inland Croatia
and Slavonia were under Hungarian administratidre ffagmentation of the Croatian
territories was intensified by the existence ofthtary Frontier (/ojna krajing, created by
Austria in the sixteenth century and inhabited [8eabian population which had originally
come from the Ottoman Empire [sklap 1in Annex]** While the lllyrian movement of the
1830s and 1840s was not able to reach beyond tdgragghical limits of Croatia, it did
contribute to a reinforcement of ties between fiffer@nt provinces thought of as Croatian.

Written at a time when national identities werdl bting forged, Vuk KARADZ('s text is

not unduly shocking when read from the perspeafihe age that saw its publication. What

would become a problem is the persistence of thi$ &f concept of national identity in the

twentieth century, by which time the national idées of the Croats and Bosnian Muslims

12 jubomir TADIC, O velikosrpskom hegemonizi@n Greater Serbian Hegemony / (Belgrade:&@iknjiga
and Politika, 1992), pp. 126-127.

13 Wolf Dietrich BEHSCHNITT Nationalismus bei Serben und Kroaten 1830-1914{yseaund Typologie der
nationalen IdeologiéSerbian and Croatian Nationalism 1830-1914: Asialand Typology of National
Ideology/ (Munich: Oldenbourg, 1980), p. 71. Orsthook see the review by Milorad EKME in Istorijski
glasnik/Historical Herald/ (1980: 1-2), pp. 151-160.

14 Yves TOMI, “Le movement national croate au XIXe siécle: enmugoslavismefgoslovenstvpet croatisme
(hrvatstvQ” /“The Croatian National Movement in the 19th @aw: Between Yugoslavism and Croatism™/,
Revue des études slay68: 4 (1996), pp. 463-475.

10
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had already become establisHed@o accuse Vuk KARADAL of having wanted to deny the
existence of the Croats and Bosnian Muslims isisiffy the historical perspective and to fail
to take into account the historical parametersefriineteenth century. Impelled by a desire
to blacken the picture at any price, one forgeas the ideas of Vuk KARADZT were

modern for his age and that they stemmed from Eaopationalism. Vuk KARADAI’s

idea that the Serbs and Croats were part of onéhensbhme nation facilitated the emergence
of a Yugoslavist tendency in Serbia at the begigmihthe twentieth century. At the root of
Yugoslav unitarism we find the Herderian notionsafation defined by language. That said,
history has shown that his concept of the Serb&ion, based primarily on his work as a
philologist, was erroneous, since language proveble to provide the principal criterion in
the definition of a nation. Religion is one of tkey elements of national distinctions,
especially in Bosnia and Herzegovina, regardleskefictual degree of religiousness.
Linguistic nationalism, whether as defined by VUKFRADZIC or in its lllyrian form, offered
a tolerant perspective. But the linguistic factauld not be enough to unite the South Slav
populations. Starting from the end of the ninete@entury, and especially in the course of

the twentieth, linguistic nationalism would be rqed by ethnic nationalism.

15 vojislav SESELJ’s claim that Catholics who spetdkdvian are Serbs is based on the categoriesitietiérom
Vuk KARADZIC and other 18-century intellectuals.

“Before the revival of the lllyrian Movement nosiagle Croat spoke the Serbian, Stokavian, langudgerever,
it was spoken by Serbian Catholics, the forerunogtke lllyrian Movement who refused to call thetguage
Serbian for political reasons although they alsosadered it inappropriate to call it Croatian. Téfere they
resorted to unbelievable mimicry and spoke of thedwes as members of an extinct Balkan people - the
lllyrians.” Vojislav SESELJEmigrantski opus Profesora Laze M. KéatiProfessor Lazo M. KOSTrs Work
in Exile/, Part One (Beograd: ZIPS, 1999), p. 13.

The lllyrian Movement developed in Croatia durthg 1830’s and 1840’s. It demanded autonomy foaao
and Slavonia and their unification with Dalmatiawks opposed to the Hungarian domination of Caeati
Slavonia.

See also Vojislav SESELtleologija srpskog nacionalizma: néao i publicistiko delo prof. dr. Laze M.
Kosti¢a /The Ideology of Serbian Nationalism: the Schglamd Political Writings of Professor Lazo M. Ka@sti
(Beograd: ABC Glas, 2002).

11
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1.2. Thve formulation of a national programme: theNacertanije of Ilija
GARASANIN (1812-1874)

The composition of this national programme waslszhoff by contacts between the
political leaders of the principality of Serbia aRdlish political émigrés who had fled from
their country after the failure of the 1830 revalat Prince Adam CZARTORISKY, Russian
minister of foreign affairs during the Napoleonicrhoil, founded in Paris a diplomatic
bureau which was based on a network of agentsdipgeas far as the Balkans, the aim of
which was to oppose the interests of Russia andiad8 In January 1843, he addressed to
Serbia his “Advice on Conduct to be Followed” /amay title: “Conseils sur la conduite a
suivre”/, in which he counselled the leaders t@edtthe rights and territory of their
principality by pursuing a conciliatory policy visvis the Porte. He suggested that the
Serbian principality should gather around itsedf tther Slav countries and peoples living in
the Ottoman and Habsburg empires, but warnedaéteery wary of Russia and Austria. In
1843 and 1844, CZARTORISKY'S agent in Belgrade,@zech FrantiSek A. ZACH, drafted
a “plan for the Slavic policies of Serbia”, in whibe advised Serbia’s governing circles to
follow a “Panslavic policy™’ In drafting hisNacertanije, GARASANIN based himself to a
great extent on these two texts, especially ontBeinZACH's “Plan”, but without the
Yugoslav dimension®

ThePlan or Outline Draft Plan(Nacertanije) was the work of llija GARASANIN
(1812-1874), minister of the interior. GARASANINItéhe post from 1843 to 1852 and was

one of the pillars of the Constitutionalist goveemh He was in charge not only of the police

16 polish agents were in close touch with the Cantitinalists, whom they supported when they canoteer in
the principality of Serbia, especially with the vef French diplomacy. Rado$ LIUSKlija Garasanin o
srpskoj drzavnosti” /llija GARASANIN on Serbian $hood/ inllija Garasanin (1812-1874{Beograd, SANU,
Odeljenje istorijskih nauka, 1991), p. 64.

7In Serbo-Croatian, FrantiSek ZACH’s name oftenespp as “Franjo ZAH".

18 |n many ways, thélacertanijeis a copy of FrantiSek ZACH'’s “Plan”. Nevertheletga GARASANIN deleted
some parts of it, especially those that dealt withrelationship between Serbia and Croatia andlttaace with
the Czechs, as well as those which discussed tineonésing of domestic and foreign policies.

12
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but of the army, the economy, health, and tranagiort. He held high political offices in
Serbia for close to three decad@sfter the fall of the Constitutionalist regime 1858,

Prince Mihailo OBRENOME would call upon him to lead the government anéhbeharge

of foreign policy (1861-1867). A believer in ordée was opposed to liberal ideas and
democratic institutions. In 1844 he formulated tamal programme which had as its aim the
liberation and unification of the Serbian peoptes lvery important to insist that this was a
confidential document. It was known only to a neséd number of Serbian leaders. Austria-
Hungary did not become aware of it until the 18&0&] Serbian public opinion only learned
of its existence in 1906. llija GARASANIN believéiiat Serbia should have a plan for its
future. According to him, the country was too snalensure its survival: it had to extend its
borders by encompassing the Serbs who lived outs@principality. GARASANIN based

his assessment on the fact that the Ottoman Emwyaisen decline and that it would be
succeeded either by Austria and Russia or by Bdllaistian states. In addition to the
principality itself, a future Serbian state woulthtprise Bosnia, Herzegovina, Montenegro,
and the northern parts of Albania. It would be lbase the glorious past of the Serbian
empire of the fourteenth century. llija GARASANINvioked historical rights: the Serbs ask
for nothing more than the continuity of the medievarbian state destroyed by the Ottomans
in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. The Wwaysaw it, the unification of the Serbs would
be brought about in stages: it would begin with$leebs who lived in the Ottoman Empire,
and proceed by including those in southern Hung@ARASANIN did not exclude the
possibility of a union, in a future Yugoslav statgth other South Slavs in the Habsburg
Empire and with the Bulgarians. Nevertheless, thgoslav dimension of his programme was

vague; it was not its most prominent aspect. Ryiovas given to the creation of an

9 During GARASANIN's long career as a statesmanehveere two periods when he was not in charge of
Serbian affairs: from 1853 to 1856 and again fr@&&9to 1861.

13



27050
0463-7876-0463-7990-ET-1/

independent Serbian st&feWhat were the means he had in mind for achieviegtanned
goals? While war is not excluded, and llija GARASIAN-efers to it in talking about the
necessity to be informed about “the existencewhdike spirit” in the regions on which he
had cast his eye, “how well armed are the peogeettwhat is the state of their morale and
how important is their regular army”, war was ngplicitly defined as an instrument of the
expansionist policy of the Serbian principafityEmphasis was placed on acquiring
information from among the South Slavs in the Otiarand Habsburg empires. To this end, a
network of intelligence agents was establishethéntérritories populated by Serbs under the

Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian jurisdictioffs:

In order to be able to decide what can be donehamndto proceed in this enterprise, the
government must know at any moment what the s@nas like among the peoples in the
different provinces that surround Serbia. Thi$s main condition that will make it possible

to choose the means wisely. With this aim in vithe, first thing we have to do is send out
perceptive men, free of prejudices and loyal togtieernment, to examine the situation among
these populations and in these lands. On theirmetihiese men should submit in writing an
accurate report on the situation. We must be eajteeiell informed about the situation in
Bosnia, Herzegovina, Montenegro, and northern Athakt the same time, we must also

know exactly how things stand in Slavonia, Croadial Dalmatia. Needless to say, this
includes the populations of Srem, Banat, antkBas welf3

The logic of the text is not one of confrontatiothaneighbouring Slav populations. On the
contrary, llija GARASANIN insisted on the need tevélop points of contact with them. He
wrote that the Orthodox and Catholic peoples shaglhge on their national policies so that
the goals defined by thdacertanije can be realised. With this end in view, he envéshilpe
principle of complete freedom of religion. The aimerefore, was to gain the friendship or
trust of the South Slavs in the Ottoman Empire Ausitria by the publication and distribution

of works published in Belgrade but intended for @aholic Slavs and Muslim Bosnians. The

201 JUSIC, p. 153.

2L |n the “Plan” of the Czech Franjo ZAH, which insgal theNacertanije, war had been explicitly singled out as
the principal means of resolving the South Slawstjoe. This aspect was elaborated in Section VHisf
“Plan”, but GARASANIN did not take it over. It wadibe interesting to know why this section was sagged.
It seems that no archival document exists that dvalibw us to answer this question. For Franjo Za\téxt, see
LJUSIC, pp. 130-150.

22 David MACKENZIE, llija GARASANIN: Balkan BISMARC#New York: Columbia University Press, 1985),
pp. 62-91.

2 Quoted from the translation appearind.enettoyage ethnique : documents sur une idéokxgise/Ethnic
Cleansing: documents on a Serbian ideology/, pp&7-
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same approach was in fact extended to BulgariatenBulgariand? The aim was to counter
Russian influence on the Bulgarians and to supjassia in its role as the protector of
Orthodox Bulgarians. Although thidacertanije did indeed envisage the territorial expansion
of the principality of Serbia, centred on its pioli institutions and its princely dynasty, not
once did it propose the expulsion of populatiorad tiould have been thought of as
undesirable. While we can interpret it as a naryd®drbian national programme, it still does
not exclude cooperation with other South Slavstiewmmore, it is a mistake to gauge how
Yugoslav a particular national programme is sotalythe basis of what it says about
cooperation between Serbs and Croats. As a mdtiactpon several occasions Serbia
considered the possibility of common state projects the Bulgarians.

The first practical application of ti¢acertanijewas the establishment of a network of
agents in the Ottoman Empire and on the territbustria. Dozens of agents, most of them
tradesmen, were recruited in the Ottoman proviiBesnia, Herzegovina, Kosovd).
Contacts were established with the ruler of MongeoeBishop Petar I| PETROVI -
NJEGOS, to whom financial aid was granted. Cathalimnians from the clan of Mirdité
were approached and won over to the idea of a canstraggle for liberatio® Relations
were likewise established with prominent figuresha lllyrian movement (Ljudevit GAJ,
Bogoslav SULEK, etc.) in Croatia.

When the neighbouring Austrian Empire was in tireeés of the revolution of 1848,

the principality of Serbia had an opportunity tanfront its political and territorial ambitions

24 A relatively lengthy section of theacertanije deals with the Bulgarians and Bulgaria.

% Each agent covered two or three distric@h(je). He would appoint one man to be in charge ofs#idt, and
these men would proceed to recruit their own ag&idsagents knew who the other agents were. Boto@ox
and Catholic agents were used. Michael PETROVIEHjstory of Modern Serbia, 1804-191l. 1 (New
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976), pp. 233-2%3de also Vaso VOJVOD| U duhu Gara3aninovih ideja:
Srbija i neoslobodjeno srpstvo 1868-18%6the Spirit of GARASANIN's Ideas: Serbia and liberated
Serbism 1868-1876/ (Beograd: Prosveta, 1994), . 40

%6 Starting from 1846, contact was established withdlan’s chieftain Bib DODA, with the Croat MatiAN
and members of the Albanian Catholic clergy actiagntermediaries. Intelligence agents were resgiiaimong
Catholic Albanians, chief among them Karlo KRASNIXQ@or more information on the contacts between
Serbian leaders and Albanian Catholic dignitaréesRetrit IMAMI, Srbi i Albanci kroz vekowSerbs and
Albanians through the Centuries/ (Belgrade: KV)@0pp. 117-134.
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with reality. The southern parts of Hungary (thgioe of Vojvodina), where the Serbian
population rose against the rule of Budapest, vshgmong Serbia’s priorities, oriented as it
was primarily towards Bosnia, Herzegovina, andhemrt Albania. Its network of intelligence
agents was much less developed there, comparedhgitbttoman Empire. Nevertheless, the
authorities in Belgrade extended their supporh&S3erbian insurrectionists in southern
Hungary, who were demanding the creation of anraartmus Serbian territory within the
Habsburg monarchy. At the insistence of the Ottoiiaupire, however, Serbia subsequently
adopted a neutral position and withdrew its volarddrom Vojvodina. The revolutionary
events of 1848 led llija GARASANIN to develop mambitious ideas and to start thinking
about the creation of an empire of the South Skesting largely on the Serbs and the
Croats?’ Once the revolution was crushed in 1849, he waok o more modest notions and
concentrated above all on the idea of the unificatif Serbs. During the 1860s, when he was
minister of foreign affairs and prime minister untiee reign of Mihailo OBRENOM
(1860-1868), GARASANIN held to the course chartethieNacertanije, according to which

a future Serbian state would include the princtpaif Serbia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, northern
Albania, and Montenegro. Nevertheless, his poséi®negards Montenegro was less clear-
cut, for he had doubts about the willingness ofeitglers to join Serbia. Whereas in the 1840s
he had always seen Serbia as a vassal of the QttBmaire, in the 1860s it was no longer an
option to think of an enlarged Serbian state asqgifaan Empire whose disappearance was by
then explicitly wished for. Accordingly, propagangtas now replaced by insurrectionist
struggle or national liberation war, which at fitsbk the form of the arming of

“revolutionary movements” in Bosnia, Herzegovinad @8ulgaria. At the initiative of Prince
Mihailo OBRENOVIC, a system of alliances was put in place with Ge€é861),

Montenegro (1866), and Romania (1868), with a viedreeing the Christian populations

" Dragan SIMEUNOVC, Iz riznice otadZbinskih idejierom the Treasure of Patriotic Ideas/ (Belgradsgska
and Verzal Press, 2000), pp. 28-29.
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from the Ottoman yoke once and for all. The idéaligision of Prince Mihailo

OBRENOVIC went beyond the expectations of llija GARASANINy the Serbian ruler was
hoping for the creation of a large South Slav stad¢ would include the Serbs and Croats
from the Habsburg Empire, as well as the Bulgarars Macedonians from the Ottoman
Empire. Furthermore, his vision exceeded the nmalteapacity of Serbia to carry out such an
enterprise. In 1861, llija GARASANIN spoke of thesation of a “confederation of Serbs,
Bulgarians, and Albanians”, but he knew that Euampeiplomatic circles had little

inclination to support a project of this kind. larpllel with accords between states, in 1867
Serbia reached an agreement with Bulgarian naigisain the creation of a Serbo-Bulgarian
union?® In March that same year, llija GARASANIN, minisifrforeign affairs, developed a
“Programme for a Yugoslav Policy”, which he addezss Josip Juraj STROSSMAYER, the
leader of the Yugoslav movement in Croatia and @& The aim of this programme was
the unification of the Slav tribes in a federakstdhe two centres of which would be
Belgrade and Zagreb. The state would be basedt@mabty, not religion, since, in llija
GARASANIN’s view, the Serbs and the Croats shahedsame Yugoslav nationalfy.
Therefore théNacertanije cannot be isolated and limited to the year 184¥mit first
appeared. It is important to take into considerati® national or foreign policy of the
principality of Serbia, especially under the infige of llija GARASANIN, between the years
1840 and 1860. A study of the foreign policy of grancipality of Serbia reveals the presence
of two tendencies or ideological options: a nargo®é&rbian option and a Yugoslav (or, more

broadly, Balkan) option. The question is, how elyagere these two approaches connected?

2 The agreement of 26 January 1867, known as thegtBmme for Serbo-Bulgarian (Bulgaro-Serbian) jualit
relations or their entente cordiale”, consistetinaflve articles and envisaged the creation of rat jsate under
the name of Bulgaro-Serbia or Serbo-Bulgaria. Rridihailo OBRENOVL was proclaimed “supreme head of
the Serbo-Bulgarians and commander-in-chief ofrtaenies” (Article 3). The text of the agreement is
reproduced in George DEVASa nouvelle Serbie: origines et bases socialektigues, renaissance de I'Etat
et son développement historique, dynastie natioetatevendications libératricedhe New Serbia: Origins and
Social and Political Bases, Emergence and Histobleaelopment of the State, National Dynasty araii@é
for Freedom/ (Paris and Nancy: Berger-Levrault,89fp. 205. At a second meeting held in Bucharestgril
1867, it was decided that the future state shoeldabed therugoslav Empire

29 LJUSKC, p. 112.
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Although it is undeniable that the Serbian natigraicy was guided first and foremost by the
interests of the Serbian people, it is also trae tiee unification of the Serbian people was
seen as taking place in two distinct contexts: aian and the other Yugoslav, the latter
variable (relying on either the Croats or the Btilyas). Nevertheless, within the framework
of the Yugoslav option the role of initiator anccton-maker was reserved for Serbia (and
its dynasty), at the time the principal militarywper among the Christian peoples of the
Balkans. It is therefore simplistic to wish to $kia GARASANIN as no more than an
exponent of the ideology of a Greater Serbia: o, fwahen we trace his development we
discover that his path was much more complex,ittacillated between a narrowly Serbian
perspective and the Yugoslav (or Balkan) one. Bxssithe policy of liberating the Serbs in
the Ottoman Empire was not constant in the nineéteeentury. In fact, between 1867 and
1903 Serbia gave up its plans for the unificatib&erbs in one and the same state, and fell
under the influence of Austria-Hungary. From 18®Hlpwing a meeting with Count
ANDRASSY, Hungarian prime minister and ministerdefence, Prince Mihailo set out on a
new political course by relieving llija GARASANINyho was head of the Serbian
government and in charge of the country’s diplomatis functions. The treaties concluded
with the Balkan states lost their validity and tiglas with the Croats were broken off. Under

the new prince, Milan OBRENOVY], Serbia abandoned its national ideals.

1.3. Characteristic features of the Serbian nationddeology at the close of
the nineteenth century

It is hard to define a national ideology, becatlese who speak of the nation have a
wide variety of political and social positions. Netheless, different discourses do have a
number of points in common. A consensus event@aligrges on how to define the nation, its

cultural traits, the institutions specific to ifdthe goals it sets itself in view of its parteul
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situation. A national ideology makes it possiblel&fine in detail how a national group sees
itself and to determine its principal featurestHis body of ideological notions, the
delimitation of the nation’s territory and the defion of its name occupy pride of place.

The Serbian nation-state developed in the coudrdeemineteenth century. Like the
modernisation of Serbian society, that of the matitate was slow and gradual. At first the
Serbian national idea was to be found principathoag the urban intellectuals, who were not
very many. The intellectual centre of the Serbs m@docated in the principality of Serbia
but in Vojvodina, in the Hungarian part of the Haingy Empire. In 1839, 59.7 per cent of all
the intellectuals who lived in the principality 8&rbia came from southern Hungahfhe
Serbian historian Milorad EKMEIC notes that the development of the national movéinen
political terms was tied more to the governmernthefprincipality, whereas the “cultural
renaissance” took place mostly in Vojvodiidhe most difficult thing was to persuade the
peasant masses to embrace this body of ideolagitiins. The national ideology was
propagated by the political parties, the newspapleesarmy, during the various conflicts in
which Serbia clashed with the Ottoman Empire, t&a ghrough cultural institutions (readers’
clubs, singing societies, and the like). Among simskitutions, theMatica Srpskafounded in
1826 in Cisleithanid® played an important role in the disseminationatfonal ideals and of
Serbian literature in general. Because the raikitefacy was high, oral culture was also a
significant factor in the dissemination of the patl ideology. The Orthodox Church played
a less important part in the national movement thhad done in the past. The concept of the
nation developed by the Serbian Orthodox Churcimaiaa nation defined by the Orthodox
faith, conflicted with the concept proposed by \W&RADZI C and taken up by numerous

intellectuals throughout the nineteenth century.

30 Milorad EKMECIC, Srbija izmedju srednje Evrope i Evrofféerbia between Central Europe and Europe/
(Belgrade: Politika, 1992), p. 75.

31 EKMECIC, Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-191%l. 1, p. 441.

%2 The territories of the Austrian Empire were diddgy the river Leitha into two: Cisleithania in Artia and
Transleithania in Hungary.
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Schools too were an excellent channel for theedigsation of national ideas. True,
the educational system did not include the entgufation, but primary- and secondary-
school textbooks are an important source of infdlonaabout the way in which the Serbs
represented themselves to themselves, the waystweyheir past and their territories.
Geography textbooks occupy a central place amaggtivorks, to the extent that they offer a
definition of Serbian nationality and a delimitatiof national territories. Vladimir KART's
geography textbooks were very influential, and sgbgnt authors of school textbooks found
in his works an enormously important source ofiirsjon. According to Vladimir KARC,
the frontiers of the Serbian territories follow thanube to the east, the basins of the rivers
Timok, Morava and Vardar as far as the town ofi8toa to the south, then along the basin of
the river Crna all the way to Lake Prespa, andarthrto Lake Ohrid, before following the
course of the Crni Drim to the Adriatic Sea. On thast, the frontier goes up to Trieste,
extends to the east towards the eastern bordé€rarofola and Styria and the river Drava, and
reaches the towns of Pecs and Mohéacs. Thereatérathtier of the Serbian lands crosses the
Banat of Romania (Tingoara, Vrdac, Bela Crkva), before returning to tlaaiibe. KARC’s
Serbia extends throughout the territory of theeitdugoslavia, with the exception of
Slovenia; it also includes parts of northern Allzaand northern Greece, of southern Hungary
and of western Romania [sB&p 2in Annex]. Among the Serbian lands, KARI
distinguishes between independent ones, such &sidpgom of Serbia and the principality of
Montenegro, those under Austro-Hungarian rule, siclstria, the kingdom of Dalmatia, the
kingdom of Croatia and Slavonia, and finally thaseler the authority of the Ottoman

Empire: Bosnia, Herzegovina, Old Serbia (Kosova)] Macedonia. He notes that Slavs used

33 Charles JELAVICHSouth Slav Nationalism: Textbooks and Yugoslav tub&fore 1914Columbus: Ohio
State University Press, 1990), 359 pp. On the dgweént of the educational system in Serbia in theteenth
century, see Ljubinka TRGGYEVIC, “Obrazovanje kadinilac modernizacije Srbije u XIX veku: anafika
skica” /Education as a factor in the modernisatibBerbia in the nineteenth century: an analyssaktch/, in
Srbija u modernizacijskim procesima XX. véRarbia in Twentieth-Century Modernising Proces@@sligrade:
Institut za noviju istoriju Srbije, 1994), pp. 2232.
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to be known as Serbs, before they changed thigmsdn and adopted distinct names.
According to KARL, the Serbs used to speak three main dialectgtokavian, the
¢akavian, and the kajkavian. The first he identifésdourely Serbian. It follows from these
premises that the Croats and the Muslim Slavs aresSThe Serbian nation is therefore
divided into three religious denominations: OrthwdBatholic, and Muslim. These claims
rest on concepts developed by Vuk KARAGZThe same thesis is found in grammar and
history textbooks, as well as in readers. All sd¢tiextbooks championed the Serbian national
cause, that is to say, the liberation and unifaratf the Serbian people. The Serbian nation
was not defined on the basis of religion, even giindilne majority of its members were of the
Orthodox faith, since Catholic Croats and Muslira\8lin Bosnia also belonged to it. The
principal criterion was that of language (basic#fly use of Stokavian).

Throughout the process of national liberation #redformation of the modern Serbian
state, the chief point of reference was the extéttie state under the NEMANJIdynasty,
especially in its golden age under Tsar DuSan.yluamd concord have pride of place in the
different discourses on the nation, in the polltax@na as well as in literature. Unity became
an end in itself: the important thing was not tpeat the mistakes of Serbian feudal lords,
who did not know how to form groups efficient enbug withstand the Ottoman invadéfs.

In various literary productions of a patriotic n@uthe troubles of the Serbian nation were
portrayed as caused by discord among its rulelesagiers, by their lust for power, or by
foreigners (Ottomans and others). Furthermorertibmannot be attained except by arms, by
insurrectionary and revolutionary means. Libertgrazt be won without sacrifices. The
construction of the modern Serbian state is fourtdethree principal traditions: the cult of
the Battle of Kosovo in 1389, the cult of the ujmgs of 1804-1813 and 1815, and later the

cult of the wars of 1912-1918.

34 Vladimir JOVICIC, Srpsko rodoljubivo pesnistv8erbian Patriotic Poetry/ (Belgrade: Nolit, 197). 134-
135.
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The main goal set by the national ideology wasuthiécation of all the Serbs in one
and the same state. The goal was no different frmse set by other national movements of
the time, notably in Germany and Italy. In the mé®mth century, demands of this kind did
not provoke strong reactions; they were thouglasgust, especially by liberals and radicals.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, Jatuart MILL wrote:

It is, in general, a necessary condition of frestifntions that the boundaries of government
should coincide in the main with those of natiatyali. Where the sentiment of nationality
exists in any force, there igpgima faciecase for uniting all the members of the natiogalit
under the same government, and a government tcstéees apart

The Serbian national ideology belongs to the ettype of nationalism, where the
goal of the national movement is to group togettleits co-nationals living outside the
borders of the national state, as well as thetoeies populated by theffiAs a result, the
national movement formulates irredentist demandsaapan-national ideology. Nevertheless,
the French concept of nation is not entirely abséher. The definition of the ethnic or
national group is relatively capacious, in thah@udes the Croats and the Muslim Slavs.
Such an understanding of the nation will facilitéite creation of Yugoslavia, but not its
stability >’ This comprehensive definition of the Serbian matimuld be abandoned after
World War |, between 1918 and 1941. Neverthelesshawn by the historical events of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the ethnic epineould become dominant.

On the eve of World War |, Serbia was not a fullegrated national community. It
had been enlarged when it obtained the region $iiNi878 and when it reconquered Old
Serbia Stara Srbija— the region of Kosovo) and Macedonia in the BaWéars of 1912-

1913. The representation of Serbian ethnic tereisovas not clear to all the citizens. The

% John Stuart MILLConsiderations on Representative Governnfeandon, 1872). The text quoted here is taken
from Anthony D. SMITH,Theories of NationalisrtNew York: Holmes and Meier, 1983), p. 9.

% This is based on the typology developed by Anthen$MITH in National Identity(London: Penguin Books,
1991).

3" This concept of the nation will fit perfectly withe unitarist national ideology developed by toerts Slavs in
the Austro-Hungarian Empire, according to which $eebs and Croats were part of one and the sanwanat
After 1918, this kind of ideology no longer had gsme power of attraction and tended to exacedammitifugal
tendencies in the Yugoslav state.
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national ideology had not spread to the entire gu&ag, which constituted more than 80 per
cent of the populatioff Nevertheless, after 1900 the national movemenitarideology
changed from an elitist form to a more popular @wen though the conditions that
characterise such a phase were not all presemring® society: in 1900, 79 per cent of the
population was still illiterate and the introductiof universal suffrage was very recent
(1903)*°

After 1903, Serbia freed itself from the contrdiieh Austria-Hungary had exercised
over it since 1881° Petar | KARADJORDJEM's accession to the Serbian throne in 1904,
after the assassination of King Aleksandar OBRENO¥ihd his wife in 1903, marked a
turning point in Serbian national policy which ledthe Balkan Wars of 1912-1913,
culminating in the reconquest of Kosovo and theddaiMacedonia, and also to the
denunciation of the Austro-Hungarian 1908 annexatioBosnia and Herzegovina, a territory
which the Serbian political authorities and pulolinion saw as being Serbian. While
Serbia’s policy was mainly guided by the aim offyimig the Serbs within one single state,
the outbreak of World War | in the summer of 1944 to a redefinition of Serbian national
objectives since the government headed by Nikol&IPAvas in favour of a Yugoslav state
(rather than a Greater Serbia) that would bring@tiogr the Serbs, the Croats and the

Slovenes.

38 EKMECIC, Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-191%l. 2, p. 475.

% Ibid., p. 476.

“%In 1881, Serbia signed a commercial agreementAuigtria-Hungary which had a secret conventioncata to
it in which the Serbian authorities pledged nosupport the Slav population in the south of the stbaing
Empire nor to sign treaties with other governmevitout prior notification of the authorities in &ana.
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2. The Serbian national ideology in the first Yugdavia (1918-1941): from
Yugoslavism to the ideology of a Greater Serbia

2.1. The position of the Serbs in the first Yugoslaa

In 1918, Serbia, once (before 1912-1913) natigriaimogeneous, lost its political
specificity and became part of the new state ofoslayia®’ Between 1918 and 1939,
Serbism found itself supplanted by the Yugoslavomat ideology, which rested on the
premise that the Serbs, the Croats and the Slowesresthree tribes forming one and the
same nation (this ideology is also referred toragatsm). The principal political forces
representing the Serbian population were favourabtee creation of a Yugoslav state. The
Radical Party of Nikola PA$I and the Democratic Party of Ljubomir DAVIDOland
Svetozar PRIBEEVIC were the chief defenders of unitarism. In spitéhif, Yugoslavism
did not have profound roots in Serbia, where it wamsnoted by a small number of
intellectuals. Between 1918 and 1939, the idea®fthnic unity of the Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes was upheld by other social groups an@$oio the first place the bureaucracy, the
army, and the monarcHg.

The Serbs secured a comfortable position in testate by dominating the
government, the administrative system, the diplomand the arm§® On the other hand, the
Serbian people were dispersed and polycentridhdingers of the areas populated by it had
not been formally drawn and established as intdrorders. In any case, between 1918 and
1939 the Serbian political and social forces ditirase the question of Serbian integration.

Their political ascendancy in the kingdom of thelfSe Croats, and Slovenes was founded on

“1 During the nineteenth century Serbia expandeéverml stages on a north-south axis. The Muslinulaion,
both Slav and Albanian, moved out of the newly agrqd territories in great numbers. Consequeritéy, t
principality of Serbia, later the Kingdom of Serlied few national minorities before the Balkan $Mahich in
turn led to another enlargement of Serbia andearttegration of national minorities (the Albanians
particular).

“2TOSIC, p. 102.

“3 Branko PETRANOVC, Jugoslovensko iskustvo srpske nacionalne integraEije Yugoslav Experience of
Serbian National Integration/ (Belgrade: Sluzb&ti$RJ, 1993), p. 31.

24



27039
0463-7876-0463-7990-ET-1/

a Yugoslav, not Serbian, national ideology. If 8exbian question had been opened at the
time, the result would have been a deterioraticihérelations among the nations, especially
between the Serbs and the Croats. In additionwbidd have provoked a stronger expression
of other nationalisms (Slovene, Montenegrin). Wikas happening, in fact, was a kind of
“national demobilisation” of the Serbs, to borrowexpression coined by Slobodan
JOVANOVIC (1869-1958), an intellectual of that period. Thetdrian Branko

PETRANOVIC explains that the Serbian people were “worn otitha time by the series of
conflicts that had followed one another betweer21®id 1918: they were exhausted and
weakened demographically (roughly a third of thebSeerished, or 1,200,000 people out of
a population of 4,000,000).

In structuring and organising the state, the ®litethe time were guided by unitarist
and centralist Yugoslav concepts. In 1922, the ttgyumas divided into thirty-three
administrative units, so that the historical bosdeirthe different components of the country,
including Serbia, were erased. This ideology wasabte to take root because national
consciousness in the different components wasaae@dul to disappear so rapidly. Faced
with opposition by the Croats, who favoured a fatler confederate constitutional order,
King Aleksandar proclaimed a dictatorship on 6 &3 929, and further strengthened his
pro-Yugoslav orientation by trying to establish ag¥éslav nation by coercion. He banned
political parties and national symbols other thamgdslav ones. He divided the country into
nine administrative units (known as banovinas), iangb doing once again took no account
of the borders of historical provinces [9dap 4in Annex]. In fact, the comprehensive
Yugoslavism of King Aleksandar weakened the Yugoglaa and encourageidier alia, the
Croatian and Macedonian separatist forces. From d8%ard, the regime relied on a
political organisation meant to bring togethertladl political forces from before 1929 under

the umbrella of a comprehensive Yugoslavism: thgoslav Radical Peasant Democracy
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(JRSD - Jugoslovenska radikalna séltja demokratijy, and after 1933 the Yugoslav
National Party Jugoslovenska nacionalna strank#t would never wield much influence and
would gradually disappear after the death of Kingk&andar in 1934. In 1935, Milan
STOJADINOVIC, the new prime minister, founded the Yugoslav Raldinion
(Jugoslovenska radikalna zajednjcavhich included elements of the Serbian Radicaityp
the Slovene People’s Party, and the Yugoslav Mu€lnganisation. The party advocated
national unitarism and was opposed to Croatian demdts policies drew inspiration from
the European fascist movements, with their desitanite capital with labour. Between 1935
and 1939, STOJADINO\A'’s government oriented its foreign policy toward§ HER’s

Germany and MUSSOLINTI's Italy.

2.2. The Serbian Cultural Club

From the 1920s to the end of the 1930s, the palitiuthorities used Yugoslavism to
legitimise their power. Not for a moment did theyer to an ideology of a Greater Serbia. In
Serbia, such policies were opposed mostly by edallals, often members of political
parties* In the 1920s they advocated a middle way betweatralism and federalisfi.At
the same time, most Serbian intellectuals suppoadtftein passionately, the idea of the
national unity of the Serbs, Croats, and SloveNesertheless, starting from 1937 part of the
Serbian intellectual elite got together in ordedédend the Serbian interests in Yugoslavia,
and in Bosnia and Croatia in particutdhe Serbian Cultural ClutS¢pski kulturni klub,

SKK) was founded in January 1937 as a forum for teeusision of issues related to Serbian

4 (Stojan PROTE, Misa TRIFUNOVL, Jasa PRODANO\G, Ljubomir STOJANOVC, Milan GROL,
Slobodan JOVANOME, and others.)

> Milosav JANICIJEVIC, Stvaralaka inteligencija medjuratne Jugoslavifehe Creative Intelligentsia in
Yugoslavia Between the Two World Wars/ (Beogradgtitnt druStvenih nauka, 1984), p.125.

“6 Kosta NIKOLIC, “Dragi$a Vasi: skica za portret nacionalnog revolucionara” /M§ag/ASIKC: Outline Portrait
of a National Revolutionarylstorija 20. vekg1997: 1), p. 99.
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national culture — understood in its larger seasehoth spiritual and material cultdfeAt its
founding assembly in Belgrade, on 4 February 188¥club had seventy members, of whom
twenty-two taught at the University of Belgrade antlder institutions of higher education in
the country. Former government ministers, retingayaofficers, industrialists, bankers,
lawyers, and members of other professions, wemeatsong the founding members of the
organisation. At the founding assembly, the histoSlobodan JOVANOW] was elected
president, with Nikol8TOJANOVIC, a lawyer, and Dragi$a VAS) a writer and lawyer, as
vice-presidents, and Vasa /Vast)BRILOVIC, a lecturer at the University of Belgrade, as
secretary. The Serbian Cultural Club was set upt@flectuals who believed that the
Yugoslav authorities were not able to protect Sarlmational interests, especially in the south
(Macedonia and Kosovo) and northwest (Bosnia amaiiz) of the country. It planned to
extend its influence to the “border regiongtdgnicne oblasfj where the Serbs were
“threatened by foreign influence® While the creation of the Kingdom of the Serbsyats,
and Slovenes had been seen as a solution to theu$Seational question, these intellectuals
noted that the Serbian nation was still not integgta- nationally, culturally, and
economically. The SKK set up subcommittees, esfig@mnationally mixed areas:
Vojvodina, southern Serbia (Macedonia, Kosovo),rmsnd Herzegovina. The
subcommittees of the SKK were anxious to strengtherSerbian national consciousness in
the regions where the Serbs were mixed with oth@onalities and to affirm the Serbian
character of Vojvodina, Bosnia and Herzegovinayek as Macedonia. In 1939, the SKK
started a journal callegSrpski glagSerbian Voice/, for the purpose of disseminatiagdeas:

its slogan was “Strong Serbdom for a Strong Yugaataanticipating the Chetnik

" The statutes of the Club were approved by the $ifipiof the Interior of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia &5
January 1937. The purpose of the association veasultivate Serbian culture outside political liied the
political parties”.

“8 Ljubodrag DIMI, “Srpski kulturni klub izmedju kulture i politikeprilog istoriji” /The Serbian Cultural Club
between culture and politics: a contribution tadng/, Knjizevnosi{1993: 9-10), p. 863.
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programme of World War II: “A Greater Serbia in ae@ter Yugoslavia®® The writer
Dragi$a VASC was the journal’s editor-in-chief. The Club alsganised public talks on
issues related to the position of the Serbs withigoslavia, but also on educational and
economic matters, and on the international sitnafi&Even though many of its members had
been educated abroad, the SKK rejected foreignenftes on Serbian culture. (Modernist
movements such as Dadaism, surrealism, cubismfuaumism were rejected; in the
humanities and social sciences, foreign models aadiarxism were denounced.) The SKK
preached a return to the traditions and norms dji&e pre-war society, and promoted a
culture based on the values embraced by Saint &awader of the Serbian Orthodox
Church®*

In the context of a search for a federalist soluto the Croatian national question in
1939, the activities of the Serbian Cultural Clabk on a largely political dimension. All its
activities were now oriented towards the solutibthe Serbian national question within
Yugoslavia. The SKK was clearly seen as the defeofi8erbian interests in Yugoslavia.

When the Croatian opposition and the Yugoslav guvent were discussing an agreement on

%9 The first issue oBrpski glacame out on 16 November 1939. The journal woultkapevery Thursday until 13
June 1940, when it was banned by the Yugoslav govent.

*0 Here are some of the lectures given in 1937 aB®:18lobodan JOVANOM, “The need for private initiative
in matters of national culture” (7 February 19373saCUBRILOVIC, “The problem of internal colonisation in
southern Serbia” (7 February 1937); Dragisa MASTThe notions of the fatherland and of socialiest (28
February 1937); Vladimi€OROVIC, “Coordination of the activities of our culturalaeducational
associations” (15 April 1937); Josif MIHAJLO¥| “The situation in Macedonia” (10 May 1937); Sldlam
DRASKOVIC, “On Serbian culture” (26 May 1937); Radmilo W, “Popular songs and modern social life”
(31 May 1937); Djoka PERIN, “The nationalisation\dfjvodina and southern Serbia” (17 June 1937)pNik
STOJANOVK, “On Serbism and Yugoslavism” (14 November 19&j)bomir POKORNI, “The spiritual ties
between the army and the people in modern warN@2mber 1937); Nikola DJONOY] “The situation in
Montenegro” (29 November 1937); Mihajlo KONSTANTINDC, “Constitutional provisions relating to
education” (13 December 1937); Djoko PERIN, “On tia¢ionalisation of the Muslims in Bosnia and
Herzegovina” (24 January 1938); Mehmed BEGOVIOn the Muslim problem in Bosnia and Herzegovi(a”
February 1938); Slobodan DRASKQW,“Young people and national culture” (14 Februa®gs), Vasa
CUBRILOVIC, “The problem of religion in Yugoslavia” (21 Mardi®38); Orestije KRST, “The battle for
land in southern Serbia” (4 April 1938); Slobod@VANOVIC, “Confederation and federation” (18 April
1938); Jovan DJORDJEY| “Nation, culture, and the State” (2 May 1938)jani PETROVC, “The situation
in Vojvodina” (6 May 1938); and others. See LjulsgiDIMIC, op. cit, p. 867.

°1 Rastko, son of Stefan NEMANJA - founder of the NENDIC dynasty, dedicated himself to a religious life and
became a monk known by the nhame Sava. It is thiantin that the Serbian Orthodox Church became
autocephalous in 1219. He was the first archbishephelped give the Orthodox Church a national attar
and anchored Serbia in the world of Eastern Chrnigff. The values of Saint Sava are consistent &tbian
national spirituality, with the State and with tBethodox Church.
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the creation of a Croatian territorial unit withhme state, the Serbian Cultural Club (Slobodan
JOVANOVIC, Dragi$a VASC, Stevan MOLJEME, and others) reacted strongly and warned
the government of the risks that it was takingldtders contested the borders and
prerogatives of the new Croatian entity which waerging [sedMap 4in Annex]. On 30
January 1939, Stevan MOLJEYIa lawyer from Banja Luka, gave a lecture onkthrovina

of Vrbas, in which he explained that the Croatiaesiion must not be resolved by opening
the Serbian question. But, in his opinion, the Berlguestiorwouldbe opened if the

territories populated by Serbs (Bosanska Krajiremifa, Kordun, Lika, and northern
Dalmatia) had to become part of the Croatian efftilihe day after the agreement of 26
August 1939 was signed, the Serbian Cultural Céalzted strongly, contesting the borders of
the newly createbanovinaof Croatia®® It believed that the political representativeshef

Serbs had not been consulted. It refused to ldb@hevinaof Croatia have districts with a
majority Serbian population, since it suspectes thibe the first step towards the creation of

a Greater Croatia:

Our point of view is straightforward. We want anmegment, but only if it is founded on
certain principles, which may be ethnic, historicalgeographic and economic. But they
should apply to the entire territory where the Sexbd the Croats live. We shall never be
willing to see districts with a Serbian majorityside the borders of Croatia, Dalmatia, Bosnia
and Slavonia relinquished to thanovinaof Croatia. In demanding that the would-be
agreement be revised, we want the Serbs livingimttie borders of old Croatia and Slavonia
to be given the full right freely to express theishes with regard to whether their districts
will remain in Croatia or whether they would becoatgched to the Serbian entify.

Reacting to the agreement, the Serbian Culturdd @emanded the creation of a Serbian
administrative and political unit.

| have a piece of advice to give to the Serbs, iHieing a Serb myself, | believe | am entitled
to. We, the Serbs, must understand that we havalaakk to accomplish. First, we must
protect Serbdom. In drawing the outlines of a Gamagthnic unit, the outlines of a Serbian

%2 According to Stevan MOLJEY), these territories constituted a compact unit,20@,000 inhabitants and a
“living wall” separating the Croats in the nortloifin the Croats in central Bosnia and western HerdagoD.
TODOROVIC, Dr Stevan MOLJEMI: recju, perom, delom i Zivotom za Ujedinjeno SrpgoStevan
MOLJEVIC: Words, Writings, Works and a Life Dedicated tomified Serbia/ (Belgrade: Kalekom, 2000), p.
96.

%3 Thebanovinaof Croatia included the Sava and Dréamovinasthe districts of Dubrovnik (in the Zeta
banoving, Derventa and Gradac (in the Vrbasanoving, Travnik, Fojnica and Bko (in the Dringbanoving,
Sid and llok (in the Danubeanoving.

>4 «Sporazum ili nesporazum” /Agreement or disagremti&rpski glas1 February 1940, no. 12.
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ethnic unit must inevitably be drawn as well. ltulcbbe stupid to claim that in this state only
the Croats have a national consciousness/, anthéaatire the only ones to have a history,
while the Serbs would presumably have neither emalt consciousness, nor a history but
would represent a kind of amorphous mass to beeshapwill. The moment the Croatian
guestion was opened, the Serbian question was dpgeagand the Serbs must defend what is
theirs by uniting their force®.

The committees of the SKK in the towns of Vukowdinkovci and Dalj, in the west
of the region of Srem, demanded that their teigtobe severed from the néanovinaof
Croatia, in which the Serbs accounted for one-fiftthe population, and attached to the
future Serbian entity. The SKK relaunched the priogé the national integration of all Serbs
within the same state structifeAlthough the Yugoslav ideology in its comprehersiorm
was severely criticised and denounced, the SKK nesdaattached to the idea of a Yugoslav
state. According to Slobodan JOVANQY/Ithe enforced unification of the Serbs and the
Croats had been counterproductive, and the combimat unitarism and centralism had
poisoned their relations. The leaders of the SKitaeded that some regions with a Serbian
population be detached from the Croati@movinaand that Bosnia and Herzegovina be
attached to the Serbian entifyA project for the establishment of a Serbian terial unit
was elaborated by the Yugoslav government in 1R4hvisaged the unification of the
Vrbas, Drina, Danube, Morava, Zeta and Vatakamovinasn a singly entity called the
“Serbian land” Erpska zeml)a with Skopje, present-day capital of Macedontatsacentre.

Some towns situated in the Croatian entity werenneabecome part of it (Bko, Travnik,

% Slobodan JOVANOME, Srpski knjizevni glasnikSerbian Literary Herald/ 1 January 1940.

%% In the 1 January 1940 issue of the literary joliBraski knjizevni glasnjiSlobodan JOVANOM wrote: “In
drawing the outlines of a Croatian ethnic unit, thlines of a Serbian ethnic unit must inevitaliydrawn as
well. It would be absurd to claim that in this stanly the Croats have a national conscience, latdhey are
the only ones to have a history, while the Serbslevpresumably have neither a national consciencan
history but would represent a kind of amorphousstase shaped at will. The moment the Croatiarstipre
was opened, the Serbian question was opened tddharserbs must defend what is theirs by unitiwgy t
forces”.

*" The national ideas of the members of the Serbidtual Club are to be found in their official pidaition,
Srpski glaswhich was first published in 1939. On this joalirsee Miodrag JOVIIC, Jako srpstvo — jaka
Jugoslavija: izborlanaka iz Srpskog glasa, organa Srpskog kulturdoba/Strong Serbdom for a Strong
Yugoslavia: a Selection of Articles fro8rpski glasthe Official Publication of the Serbian Cultu@ilb/
(Belgrade: Naéna knjiga, 1991).
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Fojnica). However, the reorganisation of the kingdaf Yugoslavia on a federalist and ethnic
basis was cut short when World War Il broke out.

The members of the SKK also pondered the solutidghe problem of national
minorities, which brought into question the founadas of the future Serbian entity.
According to the 1921 population census, nationabmities accounted for 17 per cent of the
population. They were especially numerous in Vojuad60 per cent of the population) and
in southern Serbia (Kosovo, with 40 per cent ofgbpulation). As some parts of these
regions were densely populated by national miresjtthe SKK held that they would have to
be nationalised or, in other words, that the Serblament there would have to be
strengthened. In most reflections on this probléw,proposed solution was the displacement
of national minorities, since the policy of the @uikation of Kosovo which was being
implemented by the Yugoslav authorities had faitedhange the population structure of
southern Serbia. The Albanian minority was espbciatgeted; some of the areas which it
inhabited cut through areas populated by Serbsoriatg to 1921 figures, Kosovo Albanians
accounted for 66 per cent of the population ofrdggon, as opposed to 25 per cent for the
Serbs. In a lecture given to the SKK on 7 March7198saCUBRILOVIC proposed the
enforced displacement of Kosovo Albanians on aelacple. The Albanians were perceived
as a political and national threat, since they veecempact population which broke the

continuity of the areas populated by the Serbs:

It is impossible to push back the Albanians mebsiygradual colonisation. For a thousand
years they have been the only people that wasraiblenly to resist the core of our state in
Raska and Zeta but even to harm us, by pushingtbuic borders towards the north and the
east. As our own ethnic borders have shifted, thepast thousand years, to Subotica in the
north and to the Kupa in the northwest, the Albasibave driven us out of the region of
Skadar, Bodin's ancient capital and capital of Mggand Kosovo. The only way that we can
push them back is by using the brute force of gamised state, within which we have always
dominanted them. (.5

VasaCUBRILOVIC specified which districts would have to be evaedatnd described the

process of repopulating these areas with settlers Montenegro, Herzegovina, Lika, and

58 See French translation in Mirko GRMEK, Marc GJIDARand Neven SIMAC, eds., p. 167.
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Krajina. VasaCUBRILOVIC’s proposals were not isolated. They were veryectosghose
made by Djoko PERIN in June 1937. PERIN had in $acfgested that part of the Kosovo
Albanians should be transferred to Albania andlagority of the remainder displaced to
other Yugoslav regions, so that the Serbs couldheche majority population in this
region®®

Vojvodina, the wealthiest region in the countnydane on which Belgrade, the
capital, was dependent, likewise preoccupied thelbees of the SKK, because the Serbs
were not a majority there (474,000 inhabitantsyesenting 32 per cent of the population in
1936) and the Hungarian minority, contiguous witlmigary, was itself substantial (392,000
inhabitants, representing 26.5 per cent of the ladiom in 1936), as was the German minority
(338,000 or 23 per cerft).In order to strengthen the Serbian presence imddifa, the SKK
suggested enforced population exchanges ratheatbalonisation of the province, which
would be hard to implement. In fact, in order floe Serbs to become a majority there, it
would have been necessary to settle more than @2%60rbian colonists in the region, and
more than a million if they were to account forp cent of the population. According to the
SKK, the Hungarian, German and Bunjevac populatamgd be settled in Slavonia, which
200,000 Serbs would leave in order to move to Voiwa®* These reflections on national
minorities show that the SKK was not concerned oalijx the borders of a (federal) Serbian
unit within Yugoslavia, but also to ensure the hgemeity of the population by giving the
Serbs more demographic clout through enforced aligphents of non-Serbian minority

populations or by means of population exchangestiMn Kosovo or Vojvodina was at

%9 Djoko PERIN, “Nacionalizovanje Vojvodine i Juznebfe” /The Nationalisation of Vojvodina and Southe
Serbial/, 16 p.

€0 According to data provided by Djoko PERIN in hésture on “The Nationalisation of Vojvodina and Smun
Serbia”.

®1 The Bunjevci are Catholics, and a national miyositho live between the Danube and Tisza rivergyTh
originally came to this region in the seventeerghtary from Dalmatia and Herzegovina, fleeing Otom
incursions. There are a number of conflicting tleoon whether the Bunjevci belong to the Serbroa€C
nation. On the Bunjevci, see Bojan TODOSIJEVIWhy Bunjevci did not Become a Nation: A Casedfy
East Central Europevol. 29, no. 1-2, pp. 59-72.
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issue, the principal reference point used in supgfdihe proposed solution to the question of
national minorities were the population exchangsts/ben Turkey and Greece in 1921-1922.
The debates that took place in the Serbian Cul@ia in the late 1930s marked a turning
point in the development of the ideology of a Gee&erbia, in so far as enforced population
transfers clearly became the means for the creafitiee most homogeneous possible state
entity. In the nineteenth century, the Serbiandesthad not thought in these terms.

The Serbian Cultural Club therefore played an irtg role in the strengthening of
the Serbian national consciousness, within Yugaslevthe late 1930s. The idea that Serbia
was wherever Serbs were to be found dominatedKiésJublications and discussions. Its
members insisted on the Serbian character of Vapaodosnia, Herzegovina, Slavonia,
Baranja, western Srem, as well as Maced®niojislav SESELJ believes that this movement
defended the Greater Serbia ideology, that it “kmévat it wanted but it did not know how to

achieve it in the most efficient wa§?®.

2DIMIC, p. 865.
63 SESELJ)deologija srpskog nacionalizma. 991.
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3. The Chetnik movement during World War Il

3.1. General context

Although the war did not break out in Yugoslavigiul1941, the position of the
country was becoming increasingly precarious fr&g8t1939. In March 1938, Yugoslavia
found itself with a redoubtable new neighbour, Gamgy which had annexed Austria. To its
south, the situation was no better: in April 198®issolini’s Italy had occupied Albania. In
the aftermath of the defeat of France in May-Jus#01 Yugoslavia's chances of preserving
its neutral orientation became even smaller. Tiig¢ @erman units entered Romania in
August 1940. Romania, Bulgaria, and Hungary joitredTripartite Pact’ The war finally
reached the Balkans when Italian troops attacke@d in October 1940. In 1940 and 1941,
pressure by Nazi Germany and Italy continued tevgithe revisionist states, Bulgaria and
Hungary, were asking for a revision of the peaceemgents signed at the end of World War
I. An unstable internal situation was exacerbatgethke deterioration of Yugoslavia’'s
international position. The Kingdom of Yugoslavieachme an easy prey. Prince Pavle, who
knew that the Yugoslav army was incapable of wahding German troops and that the
country had no real external support, was forcedetnl to German pressure: on 25 March
1941, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia joined the Trip@rtPact. Capitulation to Germany
provoked resistance in the ranks of the army. énnilght of 26 to 27 March 1941, General
Dusan SIMOVC (1882-1962) masterminded a plot against PrincdeP@e participants in
the coup proclaimed Petar || KARADJORDJEY(1923-1970) of age, and on 28 March he
became King of Yugoslavia. Although the particigawere mostly Serbs, the coup affected
the entire country. A government of national umignposed of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes

was set up, with General SIMOWVlat its head. SIMO\ tried to convince the Germans that

% The Tripartite Pact concluded on 27 September 1@#@d Germany, Italy and Japan.
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the coup had been provoked by the internal sitnatiadhe country rather than Yugoslavia’'s
accession to the Tripartite Pact. Nevertheless bstween Germany and the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia had become inevitable: HITLER wantedditeation in Southeast Europe
clarified before his great offensive against theSBSOn 6 April 1941, the country was
attacked by German and Italian troops. Althoudiad been declared an open city, Belgrade
was savagely bombed by the German air force. Thatopwas falling apart like a house of
cards: on 10 April 1941, an independent Croatiatestvas proclaimed in Zagreb, and
Slovene political representatives were suggestrtge Third Reich that Slovenia should be
severed from the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. On 14 a&d\pril, the king and members of the
government fled the country for Greece, and theéadendon. The act of capitulation was
signed in Belgrade on 17 April. In ten days or3t5,000 Yugoslav soldiers and officers
were made prisoners of war. The country creatdd®i8 ended in a staggering military defeat
with the war of April 1941.

Yugoslavia was carved up: Germany swallowed umtréh of Slovenia and exerted
its military and political influence over the noetim half of the country. Italy annexed the
south of Slovenia, half of Dalmatia, and Montenegrimtegrated Kosovo and western
Macedonia into Albania, which was under its contktingary appropriated parts of the
Slovene and Croatian territories, as well as tgereof Baka in Vojvodina. Bulgaria
incorporated into its territory three-quarters adid@donia and some districts in southern
Serbia (Pirot, Vranje). The Independent State ofea encompassed Croatia in its historical
borders, Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as weSiam, including the town of Zemun on
Belgrade’s doorstep [sédéap 5in Annex]. Now reduced more or less to its boradrsefore
1912, Serbia first found itself under military rided was then given a collaborationist

government headed by General Milan NE§L877-1946). The region of Banat was
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dependent on the Serbian military command and wedsnthe control of the local German
population (some 120,000plksdeutschéor a total population of 640,000).

Following the capitulation of Yugoslavia, Serbiasyplaced under military
administration. On 1 May 1941, a collaborationisternment was set up, known as the
Commission of Administrators. At its head was MilGIMOVI C, former minister of the
interior in Milan STOJADINOVC's last government. The Commission of Administrator
was divided and the Germans saw it as an ineffi¢crestrument. Also, on 29 August 1941 the
military commander of Serbia, General Heinrich DARELMANN, decided to entrust the
government to General Milan NEO] counting on his more imposing personal authority.
NEDIC was in favour of returning Serbia to its rurabitions and rejected Yugoslavia. He
wished to work towards the national integratiornhaf Serbs with the help of Germany. His
collaborationist regime directed its propagandaregahe communists, considered to be alien
elements, and against the Allies, in the first elguutocratic Great Britain”. Milan NER]

did not have much power, and by the end of 194auliikority had become an empty shell.
Nevertheless, he would keep his position untilehd of German domination, in October
1944.

The new political order created in 1941 in the ¥slgv area was detrimental to the
Serbs. At the beginning of the war they were itagypal victims, especially in the
Independent State of Croatia, created in April 18¢the Ustasha movement, headed by
Ante PAVELIC (1889-1959). The Independent State of Croatiaswadlowed up Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and extended all the way to Belgradetgstep in the east. According to
German estimates, the total population of the statearound 6,285,000 out of which
3,300,000 were Croats (i.e. 52.5 per cent), 1,9bydere Serbs (i.e. 30.6 per cent) and

700,000 were Muslims (i.e. 11.1 per cent) whomUktasha regime considered to be Croats
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[seeMap 6in Annex]® In order to resolve the Serbian question in Cepalie Ustashi
decided to exterminate one-third of the Serbiarufain, expel another third to Serbia, and
convert the rest to Catholicism. The first massaofeSerbs took place at the end of April
1941 in the area around Bjelovar. They continuéshtkessly in Krajina, Herzegovina, and
western Bosnia. There were large numbers of vigteapecially in western Bosnia, along the
historical border with Croati&. Concentration camps were set up for the Serbss, Java
Gypsies arrested by the Croatian police; a greatau of people perished there. Towards the
end of July 1941, there were nearly 140,000 Senfgiirgees in Serbi¥. The Germans,
anxious to pacify the region and ensure the safietiye principal axes of communication,
demanded that the authorities in Zagreb put atstdipe expulsion of the Serbs from Croatia
and find a “constructive solution” to the Serbiaregtion. Faced with such meddling by the
Germans, the Ustashi came up with a thesis acaptdiwhich the Serbs were “Croats of the
Orthodox faith”: they were supposed to be Croatemwlthe Ottomans had forced to convert
to the Orthodox religion. In 1941-1942, when thevarsion campaign was under way, some
240,000 Serbs were converted to Roman Catholidiswiew of the practical impossibility of
exterminating and converting all the Serbs, a Gaoadrthodox Church was founded in
February 1942. These measures were aimed at wegk8arbian support for the partisan
movement in Croatia.

This policy of terror against the Serbs explaitgywhey were so clearly in the
majority in the ranks of the communist partisan€matia and Bosnia and Herzegovina until

at least 1948 It is because of these events that the Serbs amplbding over-represented in

% The figures are from the German Ministry of Forefgfairs and date from May 1941. They are citedFikreta
JELIC-BUTIC, UstaSe i Nezavisna drzava Hrvatska, 1941-194f% Ustashi and the Independent State of
Croatia, 1941-1945/ (Zagreb: Skolska knjiga, 1997),06.

25 Serbian and Croatian historians disagree on th&beuof World War Il victims in Yugoslavia.

Ibid., p. 170.

% Out of 6,500 communist partisans in Croatia atethe of 1941, 5,400 (83.08%) were Serbs, 800 (28)3tere
Croats, and the balance was made up of other @htipaups. At the end of 1942, out of 25,000 partss
16,600 (66.4%) were Serbs and 8,270 (33.08%) werat§. It was only at the end of 1943 that the Groa
exceeded the Serbs in the ranks of the communissgas: 29,300 (i.e. 48.8%) and 28,800 (i.e. 48%)
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the communist apparatus and the security forc€saatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina after
1945% |t is for the same reason that the Serbs werengive status of constitutive nation in

the Socialist Republic of Croatia after 1945.

3.2. The origins of the Chetnik movement

The word ChetnikdetniK) derives from the wordeta meaning an armed band or
detachment. A Chetnik is therefore a member ofrared guerrilla band. Chetnik
detachments were irregular army forces which cotedisf volunteers and could be used by
the regular army as support units whose task waany out diversionary actions or to
engage in intelligence work behind the frontlin@serrilla warfare had been practiced in
most liberation struggles of the Serbian populaionthe nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. The Chetnik phenomenon thus refers pitirta a particular mode of armed or
military action. It was an object of study as ear$ythe nineteenth centufy/At the beginning
of the twentieth century, detachments of Chetrgktirs were set up as a result of private
initiative and sent out to Macedonia, a territooyeted equally by Serbia, Greece and
Bulgaria. The Serbian government would eventualkgetcontrol of these detachments. At
that time, the Serbian Chetniks faced the Bulgaki@nitadjisand the Greekndartes These
Chetnik forces were mobilised during the Balkan $and World War I. In February 1917,
Chetnik detachments distinguished themselves leydiing part of the territory occupied by

Bulgaria in the region of Toplica. Chetnik detaclmtsealso took part in the liberation of

respectively out of a total of 60,000 combatantsth& end of 1944 the ratio was even more in fawbuhe
Croats: 73,327 (60.4%) Croats against 34,753 (2B8%&#bs out of a total of 121,351 combatants. Tligeees
are taken from€edomir VISNJC, Partizansko ljetovanje : Hrvatska i Srbi 1945-19B@rtisan Summer:
Croatia and the Serbs 1945-19804greb: SKD Prosvjeta, 2003), p. 26.

%9 At the beginning of 1950, the Communist Party odalia had 99,468 members and 34,532 applicants for
membership. Out of this number 92,895 were Croatiambers and candidates (i.e. 69.32% while 79%eof t
population was Croatian) compared to 35,284 Semas26.33% while 14.8% of the population was Sdtijl.,
p. 115.

0 Matija BAN, Pravilo ocetnickoj vojni/The Rules of Chetnik Warfare/ (Belgrade, 1848} hjubomir
IVANOVI C, Cetovanje ilicetnicko ratovanje/Cetovanjeor Chetnik Warfare/ (1868).
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Serbia in 1918, but before the end of the war theyardered that such units be disbanded. A
number of Chetnik combatants joined the regularyafm

Several Chetnik organisations were founded betwleetwo world wars. In 1921,
Chetnik veterans founded The Chetnik Associatiaritfe Liberty and Honour of the
Fatherland. Its purpose was to preserve the meofd@hetnik fighters, to ensure the spread
of the movement’s patriotic ideas, and to take catbe widows and orphans of fighters
killed in combat, as well as of disabled war vaterar his first organisation was under the
influence of the Democratic Party. In response Rhdical Party of Nikola PA$), the
dominant party in the government, helped set uprtexw organisations in 1924: The
Association of Serbian Chetniks for the King anel Batherland, and tieetar MRKONJC
Association of Serbian Chetniks. These two orgaioisa were merged in July 1925, to be
known as théetar MRKONJC Association of Serbian Chetniks for the King ahe t
Fatherland. Between 1925 and 1928 the new orgéonisags led by Punisa RAC. Elected
deputy to the National Assembly in 1927, he woird &t Croatian deputies in the National
Assembly on 20 June 1928, killing two of them, inthg Stjepan RADL, chief
representative of the Croatian opposition. The@ation was dissolved in 1929, after
dictatorship was introduced in Yugoslavia. Durihg tlictatorship only the first association
continued to exist. Headed by Kosta(PENAC, a Chetnik leader who had distinguished
himself in World War |, The Chetnik Association fike Liberty and Honour of the
Fatherland was split by llija TRIFUNOYIBIRCANIN, leader of the patriotic organisation
National DefenceNarodna odbranj BIRCANIN then founded an organisation that would
remain marginal, The Association of Chetnik Vetasrdn 1938, the principal Chetnik
organisation had around 500,000 members, orgamsednore than a thousand sections

throughout the country. Between the two world wérs,teaching of military theory in

™ Jozo TOMASEVICHWar and Revolution in Yugoslavia, 1941-1945: Thet@iks(Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1975), p. 118.
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military academies paid very little attention tcegiila warfare’? In spite of this, the military
authorities would set up a Chetnik Comma@dticka komandgin April 1940, to oversee

six battalions attached to different commands efYlgoslav army (Novi Sad, Sarajevo,
Skopje, Karlovac, Ni§, and Mostar). The Chetnik amend in Novi Sad would be transferred
to Kraljevo, only to withdraw to Sarajevo duringt®erman invasion in April 1941. Divided
between the two world wars, the Chetniks would riendavided during World War II. While
some of their leaders (llija TRIFUNO¥!} BIRCANIN, Dobroslav JEVDJEME) were to join
the movement headed by Draza MIHAILGY/lothers (especially Kosta PENAC) would

play the game of collaboration with the occupyingr@an forces from the very beginning. In
spite of some cases of individual adherence td&rénma Gora Movement, there was no direct
link between the Chetnik organisations of the kwar period and the movement launched by

Colonel Draza MIHAILOVL.

3.3. The Ravna Gora Movement

3.3.1 The structure of the movement

The Chetnik movement of Ravna Gora was starteaffimers of the Yugoslav army
who had refused to give themselves up to the Gesratiar Yugoslavia signed its
capitulation in April 1941. The movement was orgaui around the central figure of Colonel
Draza MIHAILOVIC (1893-1946). Commander of the Second Army in Bosmid
Herzegovina during the war of April 1941, he witkdrwith his men to the region of Ravna
Gora in western Serbia, between the towns of ValmwCatak.”® Having chosen to resist
the forces of the Axis, during the summer of 194&7a MIHAILOVIC established the

nucleus of a future general staff, known as the @amd of Chetnik Detachments of the

72 (hi
Ibid., p. 120.

0On11 May 1941, MIHAILOVC and his men arrived at Ravna Gora, having reattreedlopes of Mt Suvobor,
halfway between the towns 6&éak and Valjevo.

40



27023
0463-7876-0463-7990-ET-1/

Yugoslav Army. Not long afterwards, the units wegkaamed, to be known henceforth as
“military-Chetnik detachments'vpjno-<cetnicki odred). In November 1941, the Yugoslav
government in exile appointed Draza MIHAILOYcommander of the patriotic forces that
had remained in Yugoslavia. On this occasion thet@hk forces were again renamed, to be
known now as the “Yugoslav Army in the Fatherlafdligoslovenska vojska u OtadZbini
JVUO), in order to stress their continuity with {ie-war Yugoslav army and state. In the
official documents of the Ravna Gora Movement grentChetnik was not used to designate
its soldiers, but it was extensively used by thpytation’* In January 1942, Draza
MIHAILOVI € was appointed Minister of the Army, Navy, and Barce by the Yugoslav
government in exile. Although essentially of a maily nature, the Ravna Gora Movement
acquired a political wing in August 1941, by cragta Central National Committee of the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia@entralni nacionalni komitet Kraljevine JugoslavifeNK), the
purpose of which was to rally those leaders oftjgali parties who had remained in the
country, representatives of patriotic organisati@msl prominent intellectuafs Between

1941 and 1943, only its Executive Committee funi normally, as the other members had
been prevented from joining the movement by thessitudes of war. Consisting of DragiSa
VASIC, Mladen ZUJOVC, and Stevan MOLJEV], the committee dealt with political

matters and with propaganda, under precariousmartonditions? In the autumn of 1943,

" Kosta NIKOLIC, Istorija ravnogorskog pokret#A History of the Ravna Gora Movement/, vol. 1 [@ade:
Srpska ré&, 1999), p. 74.

> The CNK was founded at the initiative of Dragi3asiC and Mladen ZUJO\(.

® Dragiga VASC was born in Gornji Milanovac, Serbia, on 2 Septemt885. He had taken part in the Balkan
wars and in World War I. Member of the Republicamti?from 1918, he worked as a lawyer and defended
communists. Author of short stories and novels ltigddnged to the modernist stream in Serbian titeea
DragiSa VASC gradually changed his stance from a leftist taigonalist one towards the end of the 1930s.
Having edited thé@rogresnewspapers in the early 1920s, DragiSa MAB&came editor dBrpski glas
mouthpiece of the Serbian Cultural Club in 1939

Mladen ZUJOVC spent World War | in the ranks of the Serbian arkhy.then went to Paris and he studied law.
In 1928 he wrote a thesis on constitutional powe8érbian constitutions. A lawyer and a fellow-memaf the
Republican Party, he worked in the same office mgyBa VASC. He became politically active on joining the
Serbian Cultural Club.

Stevan MOLJEVC was born on 6 January 1888. As a high-school stutk joined the revolutionary youth
movement opposed to Austro-Hungarian dominatiod9h0 he took part in the attempted assassinatitreo
governor of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Marijan VARESANIn 1913, having completed his studies in Zagreb
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the Central National Committee was complete and ably to carry out its political

functions. Considering the Chetnik movement a$ &irgl foremost a military one, Draza
MIHAILOVI C strictly prohibited the officers from meddling olitics. Political work was

left solely to the Central National Committee, whigas entrusted with the elaboration of the
movement’s political programme. In order to disseae its ideas, the Chetnik movement
started its first journal, calleBloboda ili smri{Freedom or Death), in 19410Once the high
command of the Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland imexded to Montenegro [sédap 8in
Annex], the CNK launched another journal, in ortiemake sure that its instructions and
directives reached the movement's units, but irfiiseplace for the purpose of disseminating
its political ideas and its propaganda. The fssui of the journal, entitldtlavna Gora
appeared on 1 February 1943. DragiSa WA®ks appointed its editor and would be in
charge of the first eight issues, before he fellwith Stevan MOLJEME. Although it had

not tried to create a large-scale political movenerfore 1944, the Ravna Gora Movement
did create a youth organisation, on 6 Septembe2.1Pde Yugoslav Ravna Gora Youth
(Jugoslovenska ravnogorska omladid&/RAO) was an organisation of young people aged
from eight to twenty, and its cadres all came ftbeyouth organisation of the Serbian
Cultural Club (SKK). Indeed, the JURAO adoptedtaoivn the slogan of the Serbian
Cultural Club, “Strong Serbdom for a Strong Yugesa In January 1944, the Command of
the Yugoslav Army in the Fatherland also foundedaen’s organisation, known as the
Yugoslav Organisation of Ravna Gora Woméugposlovenska organizacija ravnogarki

JUORA).

he moved to Banja Luka. In 1913 he was one of #tepkople accused by the Austro-Hungarian autberdf
treason and Greater-Serbian activities. After the lre became a lawyer and continued with his naliign
political activities, aimed at defending the Sefidasn the influence of the Catholic Croats and thesMn Slavs.
Active in the cultural life of Banja Luka, he alsontributed to the magazifazvitak/Development/, launched
in January 1935, as a political columnist. In Nobem1936, he helped relaunch the newspéyadzbina
[Fatherland/, which had been published in Banjaalinkl907 and 1908, and later in Sarajevo, fronl181
1914. As editor, he used its pages to defend Seibiarests in Bosnia and Herzegovina against tigqal
influence of the Muslims — under the umbrella & ¥ugoslav Muslim Organisation (JMO) - and the @soa

" No more than four issues appeared in 1941, bethagesistance uprising was defeated by the Gesiman
November 1941.
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On the military plane, during the winter of 1941d&1942 the Chetnik forces were
transformed, with much difficulty, from a guerrillarce to a regular military force. During
the summer of 1941, Draza MIHAILO¥Ihad worked to place under his authority all the
armed groups that had appeared in Serbia, Boseiaggovina, Montenegro, and Croatia. In
spite of repeated attempts to structure the Rawra Glovement, the Yugoslav Army in the
Fatherland (JVUO) would remain very dispersed,alth it did have a high command. Its
various detachments in fact enjoyed a great dealitmhomy and did not always heed the
directives of the central command. Local detachsefithe JVUO were hard to mobilise or
motivate outside the regions from which they haoheoLikewise, the authority of the
detachments’ commanders was at times only reladive their orders were not always
obeyed’® In the spring of 1942, the forces of the JVUO wenmganised on a territorial basis:
the detachments were linked to villages, communesstricts. Each administrative district
had a battalion consisting of two or three detaaftmeBrigades were composed of three to
five battalions, while army corps comprised twdive brigades’’

Draza MIHAILOVIC was opposed to overhasty armed struggle agam<témmans.
He wished to protect the Serbian population as nagcpossible from unnecessary losses and
preferred to wait for a more opportune time to Euan uprising against the occupying
forces. The Yugoslav government in exile recogniBeaza MIHAILOVIC as the leader of
the armed resistance. As such, he was promotde fpasition of Minister of Defence in

January 1942. Although he was described by theamegiress, English and American, as the

8 A report on the political and military situatiom @astern Bosnia and the condition of Chetnik tthiese,
submitted to DraZza MIHAILOME by Major Radoslav DJUR] on 26 March 1942, illustrates this aspect of
things very well. It is here quoted frafibornik dokumenata i podataka o narodnooslobattiten ratu naroda
Jugoslavije,Tom X1V, Knj. 1, Dokumenticetnickog pokreta Draze MIHAILOVIA 1941-1942Collected
Documents and Information on the National Libematgar of Peoples of Yugoslavia, vol. 14, Book 1:
Documents of the Chetnik Movement of Draza MIHAIL®@Y 1941-1942/ (Belgrade: Vojnoistorijski institut,
1981), pp. 173-182:
On the disorganisation and lack of discipline agtire Chetnik units in Bosnia see the report sutkechion 7
June 1942 to Major Petar BACO by Captain Milorad MOMILOVIC and dealing with events in eastern
Bosnia from June 1941 to June 1942Zbornik dokumenata i podataka o narodnooslobattiten ratu naroda
Jugoslavijeyvol. 14, Book 1, pp. 318-333.

"9 NIKOLIC, Istorija ravnogorskog pokretavol. 1, p. 216.
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leader of the first guerrilla movement in occupigdope, Draza MIHAILOVC initiated no
significant combat operations against the occupfanges. On the contrary, having made the
communist partisans his principal enemies, he weultlup collaborating with the Italians

and the Germans, especially in 1943.

3.3.2 The ideology and programme of the movement

The Ravna Gora Movement emerged in 1941 with ithec&resisting the German
occupier. First and foremost a military movemetrdso had political objectives. Draza
MIHAJLOVI C’s Chetniks wished to break free from the legacthefKingdom of
Yugoslavia, which had erased the borders of S&Pbiheir goal was to found a Serbian
national state based on the principles of democaadysocial justice. Such a state would
bring together all the Serbs in the Kingdom of Ysigeia. The ideologues of the Ravna Gora
Movement developed their political programme irctemn to the negative experience of the
first Yugoslavia (1918-1941), but also to the pplat extermination carried out against the
Serbs by the Independent State of Crodiez@visna drzava Hrvatskéneaded by Ante
PAVELIC. In the opinion of the ideologues of the Ravnaa&@dovement, from 1918 to 1941
the Serbian political and cultural elites had esddrso strongly an ideology according to
which the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes were par@find the same nation that as a result
they had lost from view the Serbian national ins&s® Therefore they should now go back to
the Serbian “spiritual, political, and nationalditions” 2? And yet it will be wrong to think
that the Ravna Gora Movement's practice of ethl@artsing emerged solely from the events

of World War Il. In fact, there is ideological camtity between the programme of the

8 Milan VESOVIC and Kosta NIKOLC, Ujedinjene srpske zemlje: ravnogorski nacionalrigram/Unified
Serbian Lands: the National Programme of the R&ar@ Movement/ (Belgrade: Vreme knjige, 1996), 3.
37.

81 «7a naSe ujedinjenje i nase jedinstvo” /Towards wmification and our unityAJjedinjeno srpstvéUnited
Serbdom/, no. 1, 2 April 1944.

82 “Na svom putu” /On our own patiRavna Gorano. 3, 1 March 1943.
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Chetnik movement and the Serbian Cultural Club (EK3€ginning in the late 1930s, the
intellectuals gathered in this organisation adveddhe creation of a Serbian state entity, as
nationally homogeneous as possible, within the ‘$lagostate. In the lectures organised by
the SKK between 1937 and 1939, forced populatispldcements and exchanges were
proposed as a way to resolve the Serbian natiarestipn, especially in Kosovo and in
Vojvodina, where the Serbian population was in aanty. Numerous intellectuals from the
SKK joined the Ravna Gora Movement during the \Raagisa VASC and Stevan
MOLJEVIC were among them.

One of the first political projects relating teethew Serbian state was developed in the
spring of 1941 by Stevan MOLJE®] who was to become, in August 1941, a membereof th
Executive Board of the Central National Committée, political wing of the Chetnik
movement?® The document, entitled “Homogeneous Serbia”, wasented in June 1941 in
Niksi¢, Montenegro, where Stevan MOLJEYVhad sought refuge in April 19411t was not
at first an official document of Draza MIHAILOYIs Chetnik movement, but the
movement’s political positions would largely refiéts contents. In his text, Stevan
MOLJEVIC set down as a goal the creation of a Greater &erithin a Greater Yugoslavia
transformed into a federal state composed of thnits (Serbian, Croatian, and Slovene). The
task was to unify the Serbian people’s ethnictiigs within the same state [Sdep 7in
Annex]. In order for this goal to be achieved, MBMIC envisaged the expulsion of non-
Serbs from territories intended to become parhef3erbian entity, as well as population

exchanges, especially between the Serbs and tl@sCro

For this reason, the first and most important faskng the Serbs is the following:

to establish and to organise a homogeneous Serbieh has to include the entire ethnic area
populated by the Serbs, and to ensure that thisomsrdisposes of the necessary lines of

8 Appointed to the Central National Committee in Asig1941, Stevan MOLJEWIwould meet Draza
MIHAILOVI C for the first time only on 21 May 1942. See TODORO, pp. 130-131. It was not, therefore,
until May 1942 that he actually joined the Ravna&@dovement.

84 Stevan MOLJEME had the opportunity to discuss his text with i@siPOPOVL and VasaUBRILOVIC,
professors of history at the University of Belgrade
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communication, strategic points, and economicatigartant regions in such a way as to
ensure for it a free cultural, political, and ecomio life and future development for all time.

These lines of communication and strategic pointispensable for the security, life and
preservation of Serbia, must serve Serbia andehigi&h people even if the Serbs are not in a
majority there, if we are to avoid the repetitidrttee grave sufferings that its neighbours
would inflict on it as soon as the opportunity Enes itself.

Population displacements and exchanges, espebgtiiyeen the Croats in the Serbian
territories and the Serbs in the Croatian tere®rare the only way to draw borders between
them and improve relations between them, thereliingat absolutely impossible to repeat
the horrible crimes committed in the last war, asgdecially in the present war, in all the
territories where the Serbs and the Croats aredrdrel where the Croats and the Muslims
have planned to exterminate the Sérbs.

In Stevan MOLJEMI’s opinion, the Serbian political authorities hadde a grave
mistake in 1918 by failing to draw the borders eft$a within the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats, and Sloven&8This mistake had to be rectified now by bringingether all the
territories populated by the Serbs and giving tlaegess to the Adriatic Sea. A Greater
Serbia would therefore include Serbia and SoutBemnbia (Macedonia and Kosovo) in the
east and southeast, to which would be added thgaBah towns of Vidin and Kjustendil; in
its south would be Montenegro, Herzegovina, antheon Albania; in the west Bosnia,
northern Dalmatia, the Serbian parts of Lika, Kerdand Banija, and part of Slavonia. The
Dalmatian coast from Sibenik to Montenegro woultbbg to the Serbian territory.

Greater Yugoslavia would be constituted on a faldesisis: it would in fact consist of
a Greater Serbia, a rump Croatia, and a Greatgeim. Drawing his inspiration most
probably from llija GARASANIN'sNacertanije, Stevan MOLJEME was also in favour of a

rapprochement with Bulgaria. In his view, since 8ebs had been the only ones to offer

serious resistance to the Ottomans and the Gerrtayshad thereby acquired the right to be

the Balkan leaders. In order to realise their hisab mission, “the Serbs must enjoy
hegemony in the Balkans, and in order to enjoy ey in the Balkans they must be in a

position of hegemony in Yugoslavid®.

8 “Homogena Srbija” /Homogeneous Serbia/, 30 Jurd 16ited from VESOME and NIKOLIC, p. 190.
8 This is a view shared by other ideologues of therfa Gora Movement, most of all Dragi$a VASI
87 “Homogena Srbija”, 30 June 1941, cited from VESO¥Nd NIKOLIC, p. 193.
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The first programmatic document of the Chetnik sroent was actually drafted in the
summer of 1941 by the Chetnik committee of Belgrané was known as “Dr MiloS
SEKULIC’s report”®® With respect to the creation of a strong and haenegus Serbian state
unit, its positions were the same as those of &t8@LJIEVIC. Where it differed was in its

explicit call for ethnic cleansing, first in thevtas and then in the villages:

Point number II
Prepare to carry out of the following actions wiagtnirning point has been reached:

a: punish all those who have served the enemyimineds and who have deliberately worked
towards the extermination of the Serbian people;

b: draw thede factoborders of the Serbian lands and make sure thatloa Serbian
population remains there;

c¢: have in mind a speedy and radical cleansingefdwns and their strengthening by new
Serbian elements;

d: develop a plan for the cleansing or displacernéttie rural population, with a view to
achieving the homogeneity of the Serbian commuinithe state;

e: approach the Muslim question in the Serbiartyeat an especially difficult one, and
resolve it as far as possible during this phase; an

f: decide in advance which units should carry aib{s b, c, d, and e of the programme.
Point number 111

1) Our ideal is a homogeneous Serbian state upitdea of surviving politically and
economically. As such it will serve ... (illegiblegrge-scale political combinations; and

2) select experts to prepare documentation orgthas for the peace conference. [.%°. ]
This document on the situation in the country, Wassded to the Yugoslav government in
exile in London by Milod SEKULG. Monilo NINCIC, minister of foreign affairs in the
Yugoslav government, supposedly told Konstantin Q¥ ugoslavia’s ambassador to the

United States, that to restore Yugoslavia wouldb@tiesirable; instead it would be

8 vojislav VUJANAC, Dragoslav STRANJAKOMA, and Mladen ZUJOMA probably took part in the drafting of
the document. The similitude of their views caralteibuted to their membership in the Serbian GaltClub.
See STANISE, Projekti “Velika Srbija”, p. 47. In July-August 1941, a committee wasugein Belgrade to
support the activities of the Ravna Gora Movemksitnembers included a certain number of officérthe
Army of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, among them Bo$kul Zarko TODOROM.

8 Text quoted from Jovan MARJANOY| “Prilozi istoriji sukoba narodnooslobodilkog pokreta tetnika Draze
MIHAILOVI € u Srbiji 1941. godine” /Contribution to the hisgasf the conflict between the national liberation
movement and the Chetniks of Draza MIHAIL@Vin Serbia in 1941/, itstorija XX. veka: zbornik radova
vol. 1 (Belgrade: Kultura, 1959), pp. 179-180.
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preferable to “create a Greater Serbia extendingp@ay to Ogulin”, the western borders of
which would follow the “Karlovac — Ogulin — NaSitiae”.*°

Elements of the programme of the Belgrade Chetoikmittee are found in a
document issued by the High Command of the Chetkement in September 1941. The
document envisages “the punishment of all those s¢meed the enemy as criminals and who
deliberately worked towards the extermination @ 8erbian people”, the drawing of ttae"
factoborders of the Serbian lands, making sure that tve Serbian population remains
there” (an ethnically pure Serbia), “the radic&arising of the towns and their replenishment
by new Serbian elements”, “the development of a fd& the cleansing or displacement of
the rural population, with a view to homogenisihg Serbian state community”, and “to deal
with the Muslim question, an especially difficuliey in the Serbian entity with a view to
resolving it during this phasé®.

In a directive by Draza MIHAILOMI, issued on 20 December 1941 and addressed to
Major Djordje LASIC, commander of the Chetnik detachments of the Yiagasmy in
Montenegro, and to Captain Pavle |. DJURIStommander of the Chetnik detachments of
the Yugoslav army in the region of the Lim (a riveMontenegro), the objectives of the

military units were specified once again:

The objectives of our detachments are the following
1/ To fight for the liberty of our entire peopleder the sceptre of His Highness King Petar II.

2/ To create a Greater Yugoslavia and, as patt ahiethnically pure Greater Serbia within
the borders of Serbia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Hgnzea, Srem, Banat, and 8a.

3/ To fight for the integration within our state af the non-liberated Slovene territories under
Italian and German domination (Trieste, Gorizitrids Carinthia), as well as of Bulgaria and
northern Albania, including Skadar.

4/ To cleanse the territory of the state of alioval minorities and non-national elements.

% Quoted in STANISLE, Projekti “Velika Srbija”, p. 49.

1 The document is cited in Vladimir DEDIJER and AmMMILETIC, Genocid nad Muslimanima, 1941-1945:
zbornik dokumenata i svje¢knja/Genocide against the Muslims, 1941-1945: Colk&ecuments and
Evidence/ (Sarajevo: Svjetlost, 1990), pp. 18-19.
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5/ To create a direct shared frontier between 8exbd Montenegro, as well as Serbia and
Slovenia, by cleansing the Muslim population of &ak and the Muslim and Croatian
populations of Bosnia.

6/ To punish all the Ustashi and Muslims who hawezaitessly destroyed our people in those
tragic days.

7/ To punish all those responsible for the catpstecof April 19412

8/ To settle Montenegrins (strictly honest, natibnacceptable and poor families) in the areas
cleansed of national minorities and non-nationaiants. [. .

Similar goals were set out in the programme of@heara Division Dinarska divizija,
commanded by Moitilo DJUJIC, in March 1942 This Chetnik division had been created in
January 1942 for the purpose of gathering undesange command different Chetnik combat
units in the regions of the Knin Krajina, westerosBia, and Lik&> This was part of the

efforts to establish “a purely national politicatier in all the lands inhabited by the Serbs and
those to which the Serbs have aspiraticAg™he task of the division was to diffuse and
implement the Serbian idea in the regions of Likathern Dalmatia, Herzegovina,

Montenegro, and Bosnia:

1. The role of the Division:

In order to help realise the fundamental Serbiaa i@hd the creation of a Serbian national
state, a Chetnik division known as the Dinara Dariswill be established to help the
implementation of the idea in the region of thdrmplaf Kosovo. The division will consist of
elements with an especially strong national conssiess. Originating from the plain that was
once the graveyard of Serbian glory and Serbiaai$mr, the division must be an expression
of the military power of the resurrected Serbs avith an iron fist, establish a pure national
order in all the lands inhabited by the Serbs, el &8 those to which they aspire. The role of
this division is therefore entirely political fot the moment, as long as the war is still being
waged, it must provide shelter to all Serbian mati@lements, disseminate and implement the
Serbian idea in parts of Lika, northern Dalmatiarzé€govina, Montenegro, and Bosnia, and,
at an opportune moment, use overwhelming powestaibish a purely national order with
King Petar at its head. [. . .]

92 The “disaster of April 1941 refers to the defeithe Yugoslav forces by the Axis forces (Germataly,
Bulgaria, Hungary, etc.). They were forced to aapie after only three weeks of fighting.

% The document is cited in DEDIJER and MILETIp. 26.

9 The document was drafted between 8 and 12 MardB itBMostar. Its authors were officers of the JAUO
Major Borivoje S. RADULOVC, Captain (1st Class) Radovan S. IVANISEYkand Captain (2nd Class) Mile
RAKOCEVIC. See Branko PETRANOW, Revolucija i kontrarevolucija u Jugoslaviji, 194845 /Revolution
and Counter-revolution in Yugoslavia, 1941-194%|, 2 (Belgrade: Rad, 1983), p. 93. The Chetnikeadén
Division consisted of five regiments and two uniach regiment was composed of two battalions.

% Fikreta JELC-BUTIC, Cetnici u Hrvatskoj, 1941-1945he Chetniks in Croatia, 1941-1945/ (Zagreb: @b
1986), pp. 79-85. In December 1941 and January,tBé8e units became part of the Ravna Gora Movemen
under the command of Draza MIHAILO¥/I

% Djuro STANISAVLJEVIC, “Pojava i razvitakéetnickog pokreta u Hrvatskoj 1941-1942. godine” /The
emergence and development of the Chetnik movemedtaatia, 1941-1942/, iistorija XX. veka: zbornik
radova vol. 4 (Belgrade, 1962), pp. 96-97.
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It is precisely because of what is at stake witfard to this division that it is necessary clearly
to display its national character, since its rslspecifically Serbian. First of all, it must be
composed solely of Serbs, “soldiers, non-commissiafficers, and officers alike”. Two
identical names — Kosovo in southern Serbia and¥@ northern Dalmatia — as well as the
historical connections between the two names shatthe Serbs, having lost their state at
Kosovo, must establish their national idea in Kagom such a way as to make it possible to
put into practice the Serbian idea of the creatiba Greater Serbia, which would include
Serbia, Vojvodina, Bosnia, Herzegovina, MonteneBamatia all the way to Sibenik, and
Lika. As soon as such a Serbian entity has beextezteit will be possible to discuss possible
federal states or state alliances or, more gegeeBalkan confederation. Thus conceived, the
Serbian entity should be inhabited by an exclugi@ithodox populatiori’

Originally from Banja Luka (in the region of Boska Krajina), Stevan MOLJEV!
insisted that Draza MIHAILO\W address the question of the unification of thebBer
regions in the west. He believed that Belgradetip@ns had not shown enough interest in
and understanding of these matt&r 1943, the political advisers of the Ravna Gora
movement split on the issue of British aid to tireik movement. Dragisa VASIthought
that the British were undermining the Serbian pepphereas Stevan MOLJEY believed
that the movement should rely on the English aedAimericans?® Early in June 1943, when
the high command of the Chetnik movement moved baSerbia, Dragia VAS! left the
Central National Committee (until January 1944hc8iMladen ZUJOME had taken over
command of the armed detachments in western Bésiftdaving the death of llija
TRIFUNOVIC-BIRCANIN, Stevan MOLJEVC became in fact Draza MIHAILOW's
principal political adviser and editor-in-chief thfe journalRavna Gora

The Ravna Gora Movement saw the Germans and thenaaist partisans as its
principal enemies. The main reason for its hogtititthe communists was the solution

proposed by the Communist Party of Yugoslavialierrnational question. The latter in fact

*"Ibid., pp. 96-97.
% TODOROVI, pp. 135-136. , ,
% Differences of opinion between Dragi$a VASAnd Draza MIHAILOVL first appeared in the spring of 1943,

after the defeats on the Neretva and the DrinagiBaaVASIC was critical, among other things, of the merciless

fighting against the partisans in Montenegro, Hgozéna, and SandZak. On several occasions, irrdettstten
to Draza MIHAILOVIC he wrote in detail and critically about the weadses of the Chetnik movement. He
denounced the soldiers’ habit of wasting ammunitibweddings and other festivities, their propesfsit
bloodthirsty acts, such as slitting their enemtbsdats instead of shooting them, and the like. [ $edIKOLIC,
“Dragi$a VASL: skica za portret nacionalnog revolucionara”, §8;INikola MILOVANOVIC, Dragisa
VASK: Od gradjanskog buntovnika do kontrarevolucionabsagisa VASC: From Bourgeois Rebel to
Counter-revolutionary/ (Belgrade: Nova knjiga, 1386 35.
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rejected the possibility of a unification of Senbizrritories within the same state. According
to the Chetniks, the communist partisans were jphgnio divide the Serbs into four “separate
provinces”: Serbia, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegnwvand Montenegro. The Chetniks and
the Yugoslav communists had very different visiohthe Serbian nation: the latter
recognised the existence of separate MacedoniaMantenegrin nations, whereas the
former denied it. The Chetniks accused the commaidisans of wanting to cut up or break
up the unity of the Serbian people while at theeséime planning the creation of a Croatian
federal unit, which would include Dalmatia and extell the way to the Bay of Kotdf°
Zivko TOPALOVIC (1887-1972), president of the Socialist Party afj¥slavia (a political
organisation with little influence), who joined tReavna Gora Movement in 1943, presented

the Chetnik ideology as anti-Croatian, anti-Musland anticommunist:

[. . .] In other areas (the author means BosniaHemdegovina), the Chetnik movement, which
had, however, emerged in defence against Croatsasbism, knew no other ideology but
Serbism. It confused the fact of belonging to éeséad a nation with religious affiliation. A
Serb, that is to say a member of the Orthodox Ghuhinks that every Catholic is a Croat and
every Muslim a Turk. As enemies, they had to beatad or driven out of the Serbian state.
This Serbism is opposed to YugoslavisSth.

Having lost some of its political initiative togltommunist partisans, the Ravna Gora
Movement convened a congress in the village ofrBanf25 to 28 January 1944. The
intention was to adopt a programme on how to osgatiie new Yugoslavia. The gathering
was organised in response to the Second Sesstba obmmunist-dominated Antifascist
Council for the National Liberation of Yugoslavia\(NOJ), held in 1943, at which the
foundations were laid for a future Yugoslav stat@dederal state composed of six republics.
More than three hundred delegates from all ovecthatry took part in the congress, which
was also an occasion to allow certain pre-war ipaliparties (the Socialist Party of
Yugoslavia, the Democratic Party, and others) biattkthe political game, contrary to the

wishes of the principal ideologues of the Chetniwvement (Stevan MOLJEYI and Dragisa

% Ujedinjeno srpstv§1944: 2).
101 Zivko TOPALOVIC, Kako su komunisti dograbili vlast u Jugoslaviiiow the Communists Seized Power in
Yugoslavia/ (Kragujevac: Pogledi, 2001), p. 204.
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VASIC), who had an aversion to the Yugoslav politicaksl of the interwar period and would
have preferred to see a broadening of the moverathr than the creation of a new political
organisation. With a view to improving the imagelué movement and strengthening its
democratic character, the representatives of cept@itical parties decided to come together,
for the duration of the war, in a coalition knowsthe Yugoslav National Democratic
Community Jugoslovenska demokratska narodna zajedraca to associate themselves
with the Ravna Gora movement. In its resolutior,¢bngress envisaged the restoration of
the Yugoslav state and its expansion to territguigsulated by the Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes. Its territory would be no less than thigoslav delegation’s claim at the peace
conference at the end of World War | [¢¢ap 3in Annex]°* The new Yugoslavia was to be
a parliamentary monarchy with King Petar Il KARADRDJEVIC at its head. The state
would be organised on a federal basis and corfsistee units: Serbia, Croatia, and Slovenia.
The Serbian federal unit would include the entiegb&an people. The same principle would
apply to Croatia and Slovenia. The congress dedm@tnul all territorial changes effected
before and during the war: tBanovinaof Croatia, the dismantling of Yugoslavia by the
occupying forces, the creation of the IndependéateSf Croatia. The Yugoslav orientation
of the congress was in harmony with the positidrtt® Yugoslav government in exile,
which had spoken out in favour of the creation téderal state with three units (Serbia,
Croatia, Slovenia). But if the ideologues of theviRaGora Movement accepted the
orientation at all, it was only on condition tharSs should play a dominant role in the new
state'® Moreover, this new Yugoslavia would be a “puret&taith no national

minorities” %4

192 At the time the Yugoslav delegation requested tteiingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes bendgtbto
the regions of Skadar (Albania), Timisoara (Rompr{gustendil and Vidin (Bulgaria), Szeged and Pécs
(Hungary), Istria, Rijeka (ltaly) and Carinthia (gttia).

103 Kosta NIKOLIC, op. cit, p. 67.

1% Following the decisions of the Congess of Ba asnded inPomoravljein the spring of 1944. Newspaper
articles published in Milan B. MAT], Ravnogorska ideja u Stampi i propagadeinickog pokreta u Srbiji
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3.3.3 The practice of ethnic cleansing

In 1944, the Ravna Gora Movement announced tlea¢ tivould be no collective
reprisals, only individual ones, against the pagiets of crimes against the Serbian
population. In reality, Chetnik detachments hadilgdd in operations of reprisal and revenge
against the Croats and Muslims between 1941 andl. T9%oughout the conflict, the
Command of the Chetnik movement continued to issurradictory statements regarding
measures of revenge. Nevertheless, explicit appeal®engeance had been formulated by the
leadership of the movement or by its ideologuasénpress and in pamphlets. Furthermore,
directives of this kind had been issued at thellleeeel, especially in eastern Bosnia and
northern Dalmatia. Revenge was associated witpakhiey of restructuring the Yugoslav
state’®® It also allowed for the cleansing of non-Serbiments from the territories under
Chetnik control. In MOLJEMI’s opinion, a policy of fait accompli had to be ilamented.

The mapped out territory had to be taken overtistafrom the towns of Osijek, Slavonski
Brod, Sunja, Karlovac, Knin, Sibenik, Mostar, anétkbvi, and non-Serbian elements were
to be cleansed, killing those responsible for tlessacres of the Serbs, driving out the Croats
to Croatia and the Muslims to Turkey or Albafialn a memorandum written on 26

February 1942 at Uzice and entitled “The curremiagion in some Serbian regions and their
role in the creation of a homogeneous Serbia”, 8téMOLJEVC declared that the mixing of
the Serbian population with the Croats and Musiimisrajina, Bosnia, and Herzegovina
should no longer be tolerated. Although they clalrtebe fighting against fascism, the

Chetnik armed forces used the same methods astl®ired enemies. While it must be noted

1941-1944/The Ideology of the Ravnha Gora Movement as Pteddn the Press and Propaganda of the Chetnik
Movement in Serbia (1941-1944)/ (Beograd: Insttaisavremenu istoriju, 1995), pp. 198-204.

195 Mihailo STANISIC, Slom, genocid, odmazd@efeat, Genocide, Revenge/ (Belgrade: SluzbenBIRJ, 1999),
p. 378.

1% These intentions were expressed in a letter tgiBaavASIC (AVII, Ca, 32/2, k. 12). Extracts from the letter
quoted in STANISE, Slom, genocid, odmazda. 53. The document was published in DEDIJER and MIlE
pp. 33-34, and iZbornik dokumenata i podataka o harodnooslobatiiten ratu naroda Jugoslavijepl. 14,
Book 1, pp. 101-103.
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that the massacres perpetrated by the Chetniksamesesmaller scale than those carried out
by the armed forces of the Independent State cdtizrowve must ask what exactly was their
nature. Were they solely operations of reprisali@re the Chetniks’ punitive expeditions
motivated by their national programme? It mustdid that the Chetnik detachments did not
attack only Croatian and Muslim soldiers who foufgintthe Independent State of Croatia but
civilian populations as well, including women ardldren. It should likewise be noted that
the civilian victims of the operations of reprigalderly people, women, and children) were
decidedly more numerous than military victims (sgamples cited below, pp. 55 and 56).
The armed forces of the Ravna Gora movement indulya policy of terror against the
Croats, whom they accused of having betrayed Yaga@s| being responsible for the defeat of
April 1941, and supporting the policy of extermipatof the Serbs implemented by the
Independent State of Croatia, especially in thasavéhere the Serbs and Croats were mixed
and where the Ustashi had perpetrated massacnesthe Serbs. The Muslims of Bosnia,
Herzegovina, and Sandzak, thought of as non-ndtadements and often referred to as
Turks, were also the targets of the Chetniks’ paditterror, and so were the communist
partisans, who had become the principal foes oCthetnik movement. The ethnic cleansing
of Bosnian Muslims undertaken by Chetnik armedderis a good illustration of the way that
the political and military objectives set by thevRa Gora movement were applied in
practice. The first atrocities against the Musloh8osnia were committed as early as the
summer of 1941. The first large-scale massacre ptade in the district of Ljubinja (the
Cavkarica pit), and further massacres followed iteiiuvakuf (5 and 6 September 1941) and
Koraj (26 and 27 November 1941). Between 5 Decerh®éi and 20 January 1942, a period
during which the municipality of Fa was controlled by forces loyal to the Yugoslav
government in exile, numerous massacres were patpet(in Foa itself, in Gorazde,

Vlasenica, and Srebrenica) in reprisal for the maes of Serbs by the Ustasha militia,
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composed of Muslims, among others. Several thouSarglims were killed in this way. The
operations of the JVUO took the form of punitivgpegitions in which plunder and rape
accompanied mass crimes. Knives were used totisiigous injuries to the faces of Muslims
(faces with ears or noses cut off or with eyes gdugut) and many people were killed by
having their throats slit with a knife. These crpedctices were not limited to the Chetnik
movement, since all the participants in the conftidhe territory of Yugoslavia had indulged
in terror, but they were part of the Chetniks’ cantechniques. However, cruelty of this kind
is not a specialty of this part of Europe or of wherld: for example, during the two world
wars the eastern front was a place where the appasiles (the Germans and the Russians)
engaged in mutual animalisation and dehumanisafioltowing a lull after the communist
partisans set up a staff in the region of&durther massacres were carried out there on 19
August 1942: around two thousand people were kdled several thousands were forced to
flee. The most significant massacres took pladherregion of SandZzak and in south-eastern
Bosnia and Herzegovina in January and February.1943.0 January 1943, writing about
the operations carried out in January 1943, thencander of the Chetnik detachments in the
Lim and SandZak areas, Pavle |. DJURISeported to the chief of staff (Draza

MIHAILOVI C):

The action on the right bank of the Lim, in thetuit$ of Bijelo Polje, is over. It was carried
out exactly as planned. Here are the results dfighéing:

The following Muslim villages have been completdstroyed (in the Pljevlje, Sjenica,&e
and KolaSin sections): Vonevacv, GubgeaRadijelja, USanovi, Preséenik, Baturée, Donji
Vlah (Pljevlje section), Miroui, Solja, Radojeva glava, Medise, PohietiDonja Kostenica,
Stublo, Vrh, Zminjac, Sipovce, Negqbratina, théagie of Osman Beg, Dupljaci, Jasen,
Kosti¢ce, KaSevar, Ivanje, Godijevo, 4ij Gornja Criga, Gornji Radulii, Vrba, Crhalja,
Kradenik, Sipanje, line (Sjenica-P&section).

A total of 33 villages.

Casualties: around 400 Muslim fighters.

Around 1,000 women and children.

Our casualties:

14 dead and
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26 wounded, of whom
3 women.

The casualty figure is not due to negligent conddi¢he operations by our officers but, in all
likelihood, to the fact that our soldiers did nobfect themselves well enough in their heroic
attacks on the Muslims, who had shut themselven their homes.

All the villages listed above were burnt, even tiloli had issued orders not to do so. The
burning of the villages was in reaction to losse®ag our fighterd®’

On 13 February 1943, Pavle |. DJURISHent the chief of staff a further report, in whiuh
specified:

The action against the Muslims in the district®tévlje, Cajnice, and Féa has been
completed.

The operations were carried out in conformity wiith orders and commands. The timing of
the attack was as planned. All the commanders aitsl carried out their tasks in a satisfactory
manner.

From the beginning to the end, the enemy offert#d liesistance. The only serious resistance
was encountered on the hill of Trebeski. It lagted hours, but was quickly countered.

On the night of the 7th (of February) our unitsoteed the Drina and by then the fighting was
practically over. We then proceeded to the moppin@f the liberated territory. All the
Muslim villages in these three districts were buothe ground, so that not a single house
remained intact.

All property has been destroyed, apart from livelst@orn, and hay. The gathering and
stockpiling of fodder and food has been ordereckitain places, so that we can set up
warehouses for reserve food for the units whicheh@mained on the terrain in order to purge
it and to search the wooded areas, as well asgshrem the organisation on the liberated
territory.

During the operation the Muslim population was ctetgly destroyed, irrespective of sex and
age.

Casualties: we had 22 dead, two of whom were kifedccident, and 32 wounded.
Among the Muslims: 1,200 fighters and 8,000 wonederly people, and children.
At the outset of the operation, the Muslims toaght towards MetaljkaCajnice, and the river
Drina. Part of the population took shelter in Mgzl There are an estimated two thousand

refugees irCajnice, some of whom were able to get away before oiis had blocked off
possible escape routes in this sector. The resiegiopulation was completely destroy&d.

The number of victims in the operations againstMiuslims in January and February 1943

has been estimated at ten thous2id@he number of victims in Montenegro from 1942 to

197 The document was published in DEDIJER and MILETp. 299-302.

1% The document was published in DEDIJER and MILETp. 329-333.

19 TOMASEVICH, p. 258. Vojislav SESELJ would cite thigure of ten thousand dead in speaking of thal tot
number of victims of the Ravna Gora Movement. Tigsre, however, refers only to the operationsanfulry
and February 1943.
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mid-1943 is estimated at around three thousanat seven thousand for all the war years
(1941-1945). In Croatia massacres were numeronsrihern Dalmatia (in the Knin Krajina),
in the region of Lika, Gorski Kotar, and Kordun.tlrese areas the Chetnik forces were
commanded by the priest Mgito DJUJIC (1907-1999), head of the Chetnik Dinara Division
(Dinarskacetnicka divizijg from January 1942. From the autumn of 1942 tcsthreng of

1943, Chetnik forces attacked numerous Croatidagas and massacred their inhabitants by
slitting their throats. During thBinara operation in October 1942, a detachment commanded
by Morilo DJUJIC burned down a number of villages (Gata, Tugarin@se, and others),
and killed all their inhabitants. At the end of thiar, Montilo DJUJIC was held responsible
for the deaths of around 1,800 people (includingnen and childrem)'® In 1947 the

Yugoslav State Commission declared him a war cirfior war crimes committed during
World War Il. Having fled Croatia by way of Slovarand then lItaly, he settled in the United
States in 1949. In 1957, he set up an organisatopetuating the traditions of the Chetnik
movement of Draza MIHAILOME (Movement of Serbian Chetniks Ravne Gore). The
Yugoslav authorities filed extradition requestsseneral occasions with the American
judicial authorities but to no avait* In June 1989, Mottilo DJUJIC proclaimed Vojislav
SESELJ a Chetnik Voivode (military leader). Thes¢hierefore a direct connection between
the Chetnik movement of World War Il and the potimovement founded by Vojislav

SESELJ in 1990.

10 For this reason Motiilo DJUJIC would end up on the list of war criminals drawnhypthe Yugoslav
authorities after 1945. See Jovo POPOMVlarko LOLIC, and Branko LATASPop izdaje/The Priest of
Betrayal/ (Zagreb: Stvarnost, 1988), pp. 169-1@Mécember 1944, Matito DJUJIC found refuge in
Slovenia, whence he moved to ltaly in May 1945thesYugoslav authorities had asked for his extrawlithe
went underground for several years before he mtwélte United States and took over the leadershiipeo
Ravna Gora Movement of Serbian Chetniks.

M1 The final request was filed in May 1991 by the W¥sigv Federal Secretariat for Justice and Admiatistn. In
May 1999, the Croatian Minister of Justice, Zvom@EPAROVL, also requested the extradition of the former
military Chetnik chief for the alleged killing of &east 1,500 persons in the regions of Knin, \&|i8in;j,
Sibenik and Oteac. (Voice of Americahttp://www.voa.gov/miscl/croatia/dj53199.htnalonsulted on 7
February 2005).
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4. The emergence of the Serbian national movememt the 1980s and the
ideology of a Greater Serbia

With the military victory of the communist partisaand their takeover of power, the
status and influence of the Serbian political sliteere reduced, to the advantage of a balance
among the different republics of the Yugoslav slistifederation. In 1945-1946, the
communists proclaimed that they had resolved thiemal question by having given power to
the working class and made all the nations and@mnatiminorities equal. Nevertheless,
political crises and public protests began to ofmm the late 1960s: the Croatian crisis

between 1967 and 1971, and Albanian protests i8 286 198112

4.1. The confederating of Yugoslavia and the dissafaction of the leaders
of the Socialist Republic of Serbia

During the 1970s, and especially in the 1980ggetkenerged in the Serbian political
and cultural elite a feeling of dissatisfactionwiihe Yugoslav state, which was accused of
having marginalised Serbia. However, criticismia situation and future of Yugoslavia was
also voiced in the other republics. Following ai@eiof political and economic centralism,
the Yugoslav federation was reformed between 19671874. A new constitution was
adopted at the conclusion of this process. Adoptégtbruary 1974 and incorporating
amendments drafted in earlier years (1968 and 1%7d new constitution strengthened the
tendency towards the confederating of the countrgiting greater prerogatives to the
republics and autonomous provinces, at the expefrtbe federal centre. As a result, the

position of the republic of Serbia became more demsince the two autonomous provinces

112 |n Croatia the years 1967 — 1971 saw the risenaftimnal movement which aimed at strengthening the
sovereignty of the Socialist Republic of CroatieTnain leaders of the Croatian League of Commsyriidika
TRIPALO and Savka DABEVIC-KUCAR, were disavowed by Tito in December 1971 for Inevting
denounced the nationalist claims voiced by the tapnantellectuals of the Matica Hrvatska Group.th¢ end
of November 1968, Albanian demonstrators took éodineets of PriStina demanding that the socialist
autonomous province of Kosovo be granted the stattespublic. These demonstrations were severgisessed
as were those in the spring of 1981 which feattinedsame nationalist claims.
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that were part of it were now defined as separderil units. In the constitutions of 1946
and 1963, the power and institutions of the proesnewere determined by the republic of
Serbia itself. In the constitution of 1974, theyravby and large determined by the federal
government. The provinces became equal with thebleys, and their relations with the
Serbian centre were weakened and became problefflaéiconstitutional reforms had been
elaborated between 1968 and 1972 by the “liberaibfan leadership headed by Marko
NIKEZIC (1921-1990) and Latinka PEROY(1933- ), who was in favour of curtailing the
economic functions of the central government arehgthening the autonomy of the
republics. In 1972, the “liberal” leadership wamoved from power at Tito’s initiative, to the
benefit of conservative forces; they proceededtoyoout numerous purges, which affected
enterprises and institutions.

In 1975, the Presidency of the Socialist Reputili§erbia, concerned at the internal
contradictions in Serbia, opened the question®fdtations among the three constituent
entities of the republit® A working group was set up in June 1976 in ordesttidy this
thorny issue. The working group presented its figdito the Serbian Presidency in March
1977: the authors of the report concluded thaptheer structures of the republic of Serbia
were not operative throughout the territory of tepublic. They warned the authorities
against the creation of three different legal systand against the tendency of each of the
constituent parts of Serbia to isolate itself fribra others. They also examined the issue of the
realisation of the Serbian people’s historical tigha national state within the Yugoslav
federation:'* The contents of the document aroused the disappobthe leaders of the

autonomous provinces supported by the federaltstes. At the time, the balance of forces

113 Dragoslav MARKOVC, Zivot i politika: 1967-1978Life and Politics: 1967-1978/, vol. 2 (BeogradidR
1987).

14 The text of the report was published in Zarko RARIreme zastojéThe Era of Stagnation/ (Beograd:
Ekonomika, 1990), pp. 135-165.
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was not conducive to a revision of the constituteomd because of this opposition the
guestion was held in abeyance until the beginnfrige1980s.

The Serbian leaders, anxious to ensure the cohesiteir republic, made use of the
events in Kosovo in the spring of 1981 in ordeptigh the question of Serbian unity to the
fore once agaif'® In 1985, the differences between the politicatiezahips of Serbia proper
and the autonomous provinces led the League of Gomsts of Yugoslavia to admit that
there were internal conflicts in Serbid.The Central Committee of the League of
Communists of Yugoslavia acknowledged that thetrigtihe Serbian people to have a state
of its own, like the other nations in the federatibad not been fully implemented due to the
non-realisation of the constitutional principle aaing to which the provinces belonged to
Serbia, but it warned the leadership in Belgra@¢ itrshould respect the sovereign rights of
workers, as well as of the nations and nationalitiethe autonomous provinces, and not to try
to solve the question of unity by centralist methdttook ten years or so for the LCY
/League of Communists of Yugoslavia/ to becomeyfalvare of the gravity of disintegrative

phenomena in Serbia.

4.2. Opening the Serbian national question

In the early 1980s Yugoslavia was plunged intocdqund economic and social crisis,
the escalation of which the authorities found thelwess unable to stop. At the same time,
Kosovo Serbs and Belgrade churchmen and intelllscaliscontributed to the opening of the

Serbian national question within communist Yugoslavhe Albanian riots in the spring of

115 Dokumenti SK Srbijecetrnaesta sednica CK SK Srbije: uzroci i poslediostrarevolucionarne akcije na
Kosovu/Documents of the League of Communists of Sefbdarteenth Plenum of the Central Committee of the
League of Communists of Serbia: Causes and Eftéc@®unter-revolutionary Action in Kosovo/ (Beograd
Komunist, 1981), pp. 72-73.

118 On the role of the Central Committee of the Leagfu€ommunists of Yugoslavia in settling the questof
Serbia’s unity, see: “Sta kazu védeartijska dokumenta o odnosima u SR Srbiji” /W8arrent Party
Documents Say on Relations within the Socialistudip of Serbia”/Borba, 8 July 1988, p. 5.
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1981 were the starting point of this gradual prec&4aking use of the Party’s weaknesses,
churchmen (Atanasije JEV| Irinej BULOVIC, Amfilohije RADOVIC) became active in
the defence of the Serbian national cause in Kqsosusidered to be the Serbian people’s
“biological and spiritual essence” and the printigte of its collective memory. They issued
appeals and wrote articles in journals publishethbySerbian Orthodox Church
(Pravoslavlje/Orthodoxy/,Glas Crkve/The Voice of the Church/), in which they denounced
the “crimes” perpetrated by Albanian “separatistd aationalists**’ Beginning in 1982,
Kosovo Serbs decided to act against the Albanisatidhe region. They gradually formed a
protest movement led by Kosta BULATOY/ Bosko BUDIMIROVIC, Miroslav SOLEVL,
and others. The movement played a crucial rolaeratvakening of the Serbian national
feeling during the 1980s. In the autumn of 1986, fovement distributed a petition in which
it denounced Albanian separatism, deeming it resiptanfor the exodus of the local Serbian
population. The signing of the petition echoeddbeands of the Serbian movement in
Kosovo whose ranks, as of this point in time, sthdwelling. These activists increased their
pressure on the political leadership of the reputfiSerbia, the federation, and the LCY.
While Belgrade intellectuals had spent the fiadf bf the 1980s actively engaged in
the defence of human rights and freedom of exmrasfiom 1985 the Serbian nation was to
become the principal subject in their public antitipal appearances. The Writers’ Union
mobilised itself around the cause of the KosovdSeand prominent members of the
Academy of Sciences and Arts (Pavled@yAntonije ISAKOVIC, Mihailo MARKOVIC,
Radovan SAMARDZ(E, Kosta MIHAILOVIC, and others) drew upMemorandunin which
they carried out a detailed study of the situatioiMugoslav society and the position of Serbia
within it. This document, often erroneously desedlas an underground and conspiratorial

product, was in fact formulated in the course eféheryday, lawful activities of the principal

117 Radmila RADC, “Crkva i ‘srpsko pitanje™ /“The Church and th8érbian Question™/, in Nebojsa POPOV,
Srpska strana rata: trauma i katarza u istorijskpantenju/The Road to War in Serbia: Trauma and Catharsis/
(Beograd: Republika, 1996), pp. 267-304.
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scholarly Serbian institutiol® When its drafting had already reached an advasizes, the
document was leaked to and published in the Bedgdaily Ve‘ernje novostiEvening News/
on 24 September 1986. Its publication was a palittiock both for the public and for the
League of Communists of Yugoslavia. The unfinispemuct of a number of authors, the
Memoranduma critical appraisal of the situation in the Yslgy federation, was not a
coherent document.

Contradictory in its contents, tidemorandunopened with an account of the
economic and political crisis in pro-Yugoslav amiversalist terms, with the authors
deploring the dominance of the nationalist phenanesver that of class, but it ended by
defining the specific interests of the Serbianaratin this last section, emphasis was placed
on Serbia’s economic lag, its complex constituti@m@ation, due to the existence of
autonomous provinces, and the position of the SaerE®sovo. The authors believed that
Serbia was economically exploited by the wealthiegtiblics, Slovenia and Croatia. In their
view, these republics had a revanchist policy talw&erbia, in reaction to Serbia’s dominant
role in the first Yugoslav state (1918-1941). Thejieved that in 1981 the Albanian
nationalists in Kosovo had declared “total war” iagathe Serbs, victims of a “physical,
political, legal, and cultural genocide”. They clutted that the Serbs in Croatia had never
been under so much threat since the time of thepeiddent Ustasha state (1941-1945). The
academicians’ goal was to redress the balanceland the Serbian people once again on an

equal footing with the other nations of which Yulgeta was composed.

118 Kosta MIHAILOVIC, Vasilije KRESTLC, "Memorandum SANU": odgovori na kritikBeograd: SANU,
1995), p. 14. This work was published in Englishity Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts undetittbe
“Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of SciencesAnst Answers to Criticisms”. The French translatio
entitled “Le mémorandum de I'Académie serbe desr8eis et des Arts : réponse aux critiques” wasighéd
in 1996 byl ’Age d’homméParis, Lausanne).

62



27001
0463-7876-0463-7990-ET-1/

4.3. The ideological transformation of the LeaguefaCommunists of Serbia

A strong national movement in Serbia could notehamerged in the second half of
the 1980s without the backing of the League of Coamists of Serbia. As a matter of fact, the
conversion to nationalism of one faction of thistpdavoured the expression of the Greater
Serbia ideology which had previously been denounicetl986 the Serbian leaders were
determined to find a solution to the constitutiotiagis that was weakening the republic. For
years they had tried to negotiate changes with tmeinterparts in the autonomous provinces.
They were slowly moving towards the formulatioraofompromise. Faced with growing
nationalism, they had to show that their own dersdnda unified republic of Serbia were
not part of a nationalist strategy.Political leaders in the other republics obserted
activities of their Serbian counterparts with sagpi. Many of them thought in fact that the
president of Serbia, lvan STAMBOC] was himself a nationalist. In 1986 the Party fibun
itself confronted more and more overtly with thetpst movement of the Kosovo Serbs,
which enjoyed growing support among the intellelstirmthe capital. In late September and
early October the Party was shaken by the pubdicaif extracts from thlemorandunof
the Academy of Sciences and Arts. Its top leadpnsacted strongly, condemning the
nationalist contents of tHdemorandumFollowing the publication of the document, the
communist elite of Serbia became increasingly @lidThe division was not necessarily into
dogmatic (or conservative) and reformist, evehéf tonservatives were more inclined to
support the nationalist tendency. The reformistigihthe Party was likewise split on these
issues.

In 1987 the League of Communists was divided iwi groups, one led by Slobodan

MILOSEVIC, proclaiming its attachment to Titoism, denounc8egbian nationalism, but

119 lvan STAMBOLIC, Put u bespée: odgovori lvana STAMBOUA na pitanja Slobodana INA /The Dead
End: lvan STAMBOLL Responds to Slobodan Itk Questions/, (Beograd : Radio B92, 1995).
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inexorably appropriating the demands of the KosBedos, and the other headed by Ivan
STAMBOLIC, desirous of unifying Serbia while at the sameetimspecting the autonomy of
the provinces and the federal structures of Yugusla he former held the Party presidency,
while the latter had his base in the Belgrade Cadtemiof the LC /League of Communists/.
The rift between the two factions deepened, untiecame unbridgeable in September
1987%° The Kosovo issue led the Party to endorse thei@ertational cause. In just a few
months, the president of the LC of Serbia, Slobdd#rOSEVIC, strengthened his power.
He made his own the discontent of the Kosovo SamnldsMontenegrins, who had organised
themselves on a national basis and outside thg Btanctures. At a time when the Party’s
legitimacy was increasingly being questioned, d@uthé profound economic and social crisis,
MILOSEVIC succeded in restoring its legitimacy and leadersHi

The so-called populist “anti-bureaucratic revalntitook place in 1988-1989 in the
form of large-scale rallies in Vojvodina, centrarBia and Kosovo in support of the Kosovo
Serbs and the new policy of centralising Setfid&ollowing large-scale public gatherings in
Novi Sad on 5 and 6 October 1988, the politicadléxahip of the province of Vojvodina,
which had wished to preserve the province’s autgnamas forced to resign. After an initial
failure on 7 and 8 October 1988, similar actionitograd on 10 and 11 January 1989
caused the downfall of the Montenegrin authoritiesOctober 1988 the communist
organisation in Kosovo removed from power Kaqush8HARI and Azem VLLASI,

thought to be too indulgent toward Albanian natl@ma, which led to protest rallies by the

120 Their differences centred on the ways and meaed to implement party policy. Tension grew over th
appointment of executives to the top positiondaltC of Serbia and to the strategic posts to be ts
consolidate power and to control the state appsiatd the media.

121 Most astonishingly, he carried out this transfation of communism into nationalism with the supmsrthe
army (the leadership of which was staunchly comistuamd pro-Yugoslav) and of the highest echelorbef
League of Communists of Yugoslavia. Between Sepéerabd December 1987, he pushed aside his principal
critics in the Party, among them the Presidentesb®, lvan STAMBOLC, who had in fact significantly
contributed to MILOSEM’s political ascent.

122 yves TOMIC, “Milosevic et la mutation de la Ligaes communistes de Serbie : du communisme au
nationalisme populiste (1986-1989)”" /IMILOSEVANd the Transformation of the League of Communiits
Serbia: From Communism to Populist NationalismA(tre Europe no. 34-35, March 1997).
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Albanians. The goal of popular mobilisation wasteoirby the Serbs of the province of
Kosovo, which was slipping from their grasp and séapopulation was by now almost 90 per
cent Albanian. Amendments to the Constitution abi&eby which the autonomy of the
provinces was reduced were officially adopted ovizZ8ch 1989. Following further
demonstrations by Albanians, a state of emergermsyproclaimed in Kosovo. In the course
of 1989, conflicts within the League of Communistsrugoslavia were intensified,
especially between the leaderships of the repubfi&erbia and Slovenia. The crisis
deepened when Serbia broke off economic relatiatis Slovenia, after the Slovene
authorities banned a rally by Kosovo Serbs and Bloegrins in Ljubljana.

Whereas during the 1970s and the first half ofliid@0s the Serbian communist
leaders, anxious to unify the Socialist RepubliSefbia, invoked the need to rationalise state
functions in order to mitigate the economic andaamisis, in the second half of the 1980s
their primary aim was to unify the Serbian peopléhieir own republic. In the space of a few
years, the demands of the nationalistic politidiéé® shifted from “the unification of the
Socialist Republic of Serbia” to “the unificatiohtbe Serbian people”. Following the logic of
the unification principle, unification could not bmited to Serbia itself but had to include, in
the relatively near future, the territories inhaliby the Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina. As of 1989, as a matter of fact, Serliiationalists began to focus on the
position of the Serbs in Croatia. The leadershiBefgrade gave no opposition. On 9 July
1989, some 80,000 Serbs from Croatia, Bosnia amddgevina, and Serbia gathered in the
vicinity of Knin to celebrate the sixth centenafftlre Battle of Kosovo. The League of
Communists of Serbia increasingly appropriateccthr@ents of thélemorandunof the
Academy of Sciences and Arts which denounced therdinate position of Serbia and the
Serbs in communist Yugoslavia. Nationalist ideolegys used as a means to restore the

legitimacy of the Party and strengthen its powehilé/communist parties in the other
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socialist countries of central and eastern Europeewot able to stop the erosion of their
power, the Party in Serbia managed to energigerites and consolidate its positions on the
eve of the introduction of political pluralism atite institutions of representative democracy
in 1990. The national movement in Serbia can bé &saa reaction to the peripheral position
of the republic within the Yugoslav federation dodhe marginalisation and stagnation of its
economy. Serbia experienced a conflict between mmoidems of development and the
preservation of archaic social structures. The i3areaders aimed to redefine the
constitutional status of Serbia, as well as itatrehs with the other republics, by means of a
centralisation of federal powers. The opening ef $lerbian national question was facilitated
by the economic and social crisis and by the weskoéthe Yugoslav state, the cohesiveness

of which was undermined by its economic and pallticagmentation.

4.4. The political ideas of Vojislav SESELJ

At the age of sixteen-and-a-half Vojislav SESEkddme a member of the League of
Communists of Yugoslavia, as a representative®ptpils of his secondary schdét At the
University of Sarajevo he would hold important piosis in the Students’ Union. He read law
at university and distinguished himself by compigthis studies in two years and eight
months instead of four years. In 1976 he contiruedtudies at the Faculty of Law in
Belgrade, where he obtained a master’s degreenim 1878 and defended his doctoral thesis
a year later, at the age of twenty-fit’& Having failed to obtain a position as assistacitieer
at the Faculty of Law in Sarajevo, Vojislav SESElak hired instead by the Faculty of
Political Science. From December 1979 to NovemB&01he did his military service in

Belgrade, but during this time he lost the teachasgition he had held. He held Muslim

123 Nada BOJC, Ko ste vi, Vojislave SESELJU¥ojislav SESELJ, Who Are You?/ (Belgrade: Derdi@92), p.
40.
124 The title of his thesis is: “The Political EssermdéMilitarism and Fascism”. BOd| p. 75.
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professors (Atif PURIVATRA, Hasan SUS| Omer IBRAHIMAGIC) responsible for his
stagnating career and described them as “pan-Isisih@nd “nationalists*?° It is during this
period that Vojislav SESELJ came to formulate hist political ideas clearly?° In
September 1981 he rejoined the Faculty of Politg@énce in Sarajevo, where he was asked
to teach courses on international relations.

At the beginning of the 1980s Vojislav SESELJtet@dparticipating in intellectual
debates. He drew attention to himself by comingimsupport of Nenad KECMANOW],
who had been taken to task by the political autiesriof Bosnia and Herzegovina for his
critical writings in the Belgrade weeklyIN."?” SESELJ also attacked Branko MILJUS,
secretary of the League of Communists of Saraj@rdjaving allegedly plagiarised other
people’s work in his master’s thesimdgistarski ragl?® Likewise, in the journaknjizevna
rec /Literary Word/ he criticised Muslim universitygiessors (Atif PURIVATRA, Hasan
SUSIKC, and Muhamed FILIPO\A) for having harmed his professional carééiHe
reproached them with having taken part in an irttomal conference in Madrid which had
focused on Muammar GADDAFI'&reen BookIn their contributions, these intellectuals had

supposedly expressed “pan-Islamist” vieit®Because of the positions he adopted Vojislav

1% y/ojislav SESELJHajka na jeretikaCampaign against a Heretic/ (Beograd: ABC Gla81)9p 12.

126 He published a number of articles in various jalsrand magazine&fjizevna ré, NIN, Duga, Ideje)
denouncing the arguments of theactionary pan-Islamists” of a group of Muslim intellectuals from Bosnia
and Herzegovina which was linked to the politician Hamdija POZDERAC, Presitlefthe Central Committee
of the League of Communists of Bosnia and Herzegowojislav SESELJ gave a historical account ef th
controversy and polemic in his boblajka na jeretika,pp. 37-42.

127 vojislav SESELJOsvajanje slobodéThe Conquest of Freedom/ (Beograd: ABC Glas, 1991110. In 1981
Nenad KECMANOVL published several articles in the Belgrade weeidgazineNIN which were criticised
by the League of Communists of Bosnia and Herzegofor going against the ideological orientatioritef
League of Communists. SESEIHajka na jeretika,p. 18.

128 SESELJHajka na jeretikapp. 43-48. Branko MILJUS was a teaching assistatiteaFaculty of Political
Science and, like Vojislav SESELJ, taught inteworal relations. His post, nevertheless, was frdmsrause of
the political functions he had in the League of @mmists of Bosnia and Herzegovina in Sarajevo. Adiog
to Vojislav SESELJ, Branko MILJUS was one of thenrlaaders of the political campaign against Nenad
KECMANOVIC, also a university professor. SESELJOsvajanje slobodep. 138.

129 SESELJHajka na jeretika,p. 164.

1301bid., Hajka na jeretika,pp. 7-12.
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SESELJ was expelled from the League of Communist December 198! He was then
relieved of his teaching duties at the Faculty @lftal Science and in the spring of 1982 he
was appointed researcher at the Institute for $8aaearchlfstitut za drustvena
istraZivanja, an institution affiliated with the Faculty> A number of Belgrade intellectuals,
mostly writers and researchers in the social seigncame to his defence by writing letters of
protest to the government of the republic of Bosmd Herzegovina, to the Central
Committee of the League of Communists of Bosnialearkzegovina, and to the Faculty of
Political Science in SarajeVd® Around this time Vojislav SESELJ became very caitiof

the way that the national question was dealt witiugoslavia: he spoke out in favour of the
use of force against Kosovo Albanians and denoutieegassivity of the Serbian political
leadership in handling the Kosovo crisis. In hiswij the Muslims of Bosnia and Herzegovina
were not a nation but a religious group. He exmesss fear of seeing Bosnia and

Herzegovina turn into a republic dominated by Musli

“Recently, Vojo argued for changing the Constitatif the SFRY which, according to him, gave too muc

power to the provinces. He believed that the powsrshe Federation should be reinforced by a new

Constitution. He cited as an example the fact thatpolitical leadership of Serbia, of which he weasical
because of its passive attitude toward Kosovo,ccook take more radical steps to resolve the s$itah
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Kosovo precisely because the provinces had too rpogler. He was of the opinion that Serbia had been

wronged by the establishment of autonomous progimgéhin its borders only, and not in Croatia wherg

analogy, autonomous provinces for Lika and Korduhere the Serbs were dominant, should have been

established. He pointed out that the Serbs thedddwaer opportunities to express their nationalifgs and
symbols than the Serbs in Serbia. | had the immmeshat he blamed comrade Tito for the establigitnoé
the autonomous provinces. He also believed thaMibigtenegrin nation was deliberately promoted drad t
the Montenegrins were in fact Serbs who had acdepie Yugoslav identity more willingly than the eth
peoples of Yugoslavia. He also believed that theslivhs were not a nation but an Islamic religiousugr.
Vojo feared that Bosnia and Herzegovina could becamure Muslim republic and that some public fgur
had this as their final programme and aim whicHjigwiew, could lead to an exodus of Serbs frorsrida
Accordingly, he also believed that the Serbianli@téuals in Sarajevo were not on an equal footiity the
Muslims, an argument he would support with numefaass.**

131 yojislav SESELJ, “Zasto sam iskijen iz Saveza komunista?” /“Why was | excluded ftbmLeague of
Communists?”/Knjizevna ré, 25 December 1981), published in Vojislav SESHajka na jeretika

13/2Campaign against a Heretic/, (Beograd: ABC Gla91}, pp. 27-36.

Ibid.

133 The documents were published in Vojislav SESHididentski spomendA Dissident’s Book of Keepsakes/
(Belgrade: ABC Glas, 1991), pp. 28-30.

134 According to evidence given by SESELJ’s colleadues the Sarajevo Faculty of Political Scienceblshed
in Vojislav SESELJVeleizdajniki proces/On Trial for High Treason/ (Belgrade: ABC Gla891), p. 22.
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In 1982-1983 in conversations with his Sarajevauadtfances, SESELJ talked about
a possible territorial division of Bosnia and Hegaeina into three parts: Serbian, Croatian,
and Muslim*®®

Vojislav SESELJ was first arrested (for twenty-aewours) in February 1984, then in
April 1984 (for three days). This latter arrestikgadace in Belgrade, in an apartment where a
lecture had been organised by the Free Univemsitynstitution that gathered critical
intellectuals, including the dissident Milovan DAI8.*® On 15 May 1984 SESELJ was
arrested once again, and on 9 July that same peank condemned to eight years in prison
for counter-revolutionary activities against théabtished social order. He was accused of
being responsible for the contents of a manusenptledAnswers to an Interview: What Is
to Be Done?0dgovori na anketu-intervju: Sta da se radgi®hich the state security service
(secret police) had found in his home. In the doewninne advocated the reorganisation of the
Yugoslav federation into four republics (Serbia,dddonia, Croatia, and Slovenia), as well as

a revision of the border between Serbia and Crditia

[...] Itis necessary to suppress the autonorpoognces, or at least to place them strictly
under Serbian sovereignty, seeing that the majofithe population of Vojvodina is Serbian
and that a large part of the Albanian ethnic griouigosovo has shown itself willing and
determined to lead a separatist policy, so thabitld be inconsistent and damaging from the
perspective both of the interests of Yugoslavigeneral and of reasons of state which are of
decisive importance in such cases, to grant tliegfurther political advantages. The
Yugoslav federation would thus consist of four gasly equal republics: Slovenia, Croatia,
Serbia, and Macedonia. A redrawing of the bordeta/ben Serbia and Croatia is necessary.
In view of the partially mixed nature of the teories inhabited by the Serbian and Croatian
populations in Bosnia, Herzegovina, Dalmatia, LiKardun, Banija, and Slavonia, the borders
would be drawn in accordance with the principle #tmmany citizens of Serbian nationality
should remain within the borders of Croatia asetae citizens of Croatian nationality in
Serbia, based on the most recent population cdigguss. In this way the Serbo-Croatian
national question would be resolved once and fppalthe basis of the principles of
humanism and democracy; concord between the naiwthshe community would be
strengthened, while one of the principal reasonslirord in the past would be removéd.

135 See evidence given by SESELJ's colleagues fronfraloalty of Political Science, published in SESELJ,
Veleizdajnéki proces

136 SESELJVeleizdanijiki proces p. 42.

137 The text was in fact a response to a survey choig among prominent figures from the Yugoslavural
scene by the journalists Dusan BOGAVAC and SlobddaiAKI € for publication inkomunistCommunist/,
the journal of the League of Communists of Yugosiavhe authors had not interviewed Vojislav SESHIL
he wanted to give his response to the questionysasieed. The text was published in Vojislav SESELJ,
Demokratija i dogmdDemocracy and Dogma/ (Belgrade: ABC Glas, 198f)117-137.

138 SESELJDemokratija i Dogmap. 130.
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Thanks to the engagement of Yugoslav intelleciwali® gave his case international
prominence, Vojislav SESELJ would serve no mora thgear and ten months of his prison
sentenceé?

In the early 1980s Vojislav SESELJ became ideckty closer to nationalist
intellectuals such as the writer Vuk DRASKQ3/(1946-), who had also lived in
Herzegovina, whom SESELJ met in January 1982, aiuiEaCOSIC (1921-), a former
member of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia Wwhd become a dissident in the late
1960s'*° These two writers were SESELJ’s best friendsatithe’** But if they agreed in
their defence of the Serbian national cause, tieentovelists had different political views:
DobricaCOSIC remained loyal to his participation in the movemnaincommunist partisans
during World War I, while Vuk DRASKOME was in fact working on the rehabilitation of
Draza MIHAILOVIC’s Chetnik movement. Although a great admirer obBoaCOSIC at
the ideological level, Vojislav SESELJ would findi DRASKOVIC much more congenial.
Indeed, DRASKOVC would become the godfather of SESELJ’s eldest ¥ak.

DRASKOVIC, a former journalist with Tanjug, the Yugoslav gsegency, who had been

expelled from the League of Communists of Yugoslattirned into a defender of the Serbian

national cause in the early 1980s. Most notablypriogested to the Croatian authorities
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against the “cultural genocide” allegedly carried against the Serbian people in Croatia, and

demanded the restoration of the “cultural and g@tiautonomy” that it had enjoyed before

139 vojislav SESELJPravo na istinuRight to the Truth/ (Beograd: ABC Glas, 1991). Shiork is a collection of
all letters of protest, petitions and communicatiaddressed by Yugoslav and foreign intellectuathée
Yugoslav authorities regarding the sentencing i8416f Vojislav Seselj to eight years in prison.

140Born in 1946 in Vojvodina in a Serbian family whiwas originally from Herzegovina, Vuk DRASKOWI
graduated from the Faculty of Law in Belgrade (968 worked as a journalist in the Yugoslav prgsncy
TANJUG from 1969 to 1978 and then for the newsp&st He wrote several novels in the first half of the
1980s and, in the 1990s, became the main opponéine regime of Slobodan MILOSEWI He is currently
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Serbia and Montenedofficial website of the Ministry of Foreign Afifa of
Serbia and Montenegrhbttp://www.mfa.gov.yu/Officials/draskovic_e.htpdonsulted on 7 February 2005, and
BETA news of 24 June 1999 translated into FrencthbyBalkans Courrier:
http://www.balkans.eu.org/article3103.hfrabnsulted on 7 February 2005).

141 SESELJVeleizdajniki proces pp. 15-17.
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1941. He was of the opinion that the Serbs wendtarally and spiritually endangered
minority in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovinat thay were threatened with liquidation in
Kosovo, and that in Montenegro they were not allbteeuse their ethnic name freéfy.
Together with other writers, he denounced the ipalitrials of Serbs in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and particularly underlined the exonfu00,000 Serbs from the republfé.in
1986, the writers Vuk DRASKOWV]1 and Milovan DANOJLC travelled to North America
with the historian Veselin DJURECIto give a series of lecturé¥’

After 1986, Vojislav SESELJ joined the powerfutioaal movement whose aim was
to strengthen the position of Serbia within the ¥sigv Federation. Thus, for example, he
took part in demonstrations organised by Serbigimists in Kosovo; he was one of the
demonstrators who travelled to Novi Sad on 8 JAB8Lto protest against the leaders of the
province of Vojvodina, accused of failing to suppiie Kosovo Serb¥!” After the authorities
in the republic of Serbia embarked on a constihaioeform in 1988, he took part in debates
on the constitutional changes organised by theafgitUnion (22 February 1988), the
Serbian Philosophical Society (22 March 1988), tnedSerbian Academy of Sciences and
Arts (17 and 18 March 1988). He proposed a restringj of the Yugoslav federation which
would consist of no more than three federal unistdad of eight (six republics and two
autonomous provinces) based on the existence wfare than three Yugoslav nations: the

Serbs, the Croats, and the Slovenes. In SESELels, ¥he Macedonian and Muslim nations

142 This letter addressed to the political authoritiéthe republic of Croatia was published by thesgrof the
Serbian political emigration, includingetnicke novingChetnik Newspaper/, no. 279 of May 1986, p. 2 an
Srbija: glas srpskih boracéSerbia: The Voice of Serbian Fighters/, no. 288rch 1986, pp. 3-4.

143|n a letter of 9 January 1986, addressed to thgo¥lav Presidency, the Presidency of the RepubBedbia,
and the press by Vuk DRASKOW) Vojislav LUBARDA, Gojko DJOGO, and Rajko NOGO. letter was
published inSrbija: glas srpskih boragano. 264, April 1986, p. 2.

144 Attacked byVjesnik the official Zagreb daily, Vuk DRASKOVI would respond to its editors in September
1986. His response would be published'@inicke novindgn November 1986. Veselin DJURKTIs the author
of a book on the Allies and the Chetniks in WorldMi, in which he rehabilitates the Ravna Gora ement.

145 |n its September 1988 issurbija: glas srpskih boragahe mouthpiece of the Movement of Serbian Chstnik
Ravne Gore, published SESELJ's open letter addidssBosko KRUNC, leader of the autonomous province
of Vojvodina.
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had been “invented”® In addition to Serbia, the Serbian federal unitilddhus include
Bosnia, Herzegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia, andrathreas, and could be organised on the
basis of regional autonomy for these historicavjiroes™’ He spoke out in favour of the
suppression of the autonomous provinces of Vojvadind Kosovd?® In so doing Vojislav
SESELJ placed himself within the conceptual framvas the first Yugoslavia (1918-1941)
which recognised no more than three constituemvmaand in line with the solutions
proposed by Serbian nationalists in the days ofiteeYugoslavia, namely: a Yugoslav
federation consisting of three units, Serbian, Ganaand Slovene. He also believed at the
time that“a new colonisation of Kosovo and Metohija” was necessary in order to deal with

the crisis and tensions in this autonomous Yugoslav province. The large concentration of
Albanians in one territory, a strategically important fact according to him, was a threat and he
therefore advocated that most of the Albanian national minority be displaced throughout
Yugoslavia.**? In 1988 he outlined a revision of the Yugoslavstintion of 1974 and the
constitution of the republic of SerbiZ.In 1989 he saw the downfall of the autonomist
leaders of Vojvodina, the subordination of the ficdi leadership of Kosovo to the leaders in
Belgrade, and the change of leadership in the tepaobMontenegro as the first stage in the
unification of the Serbian people.

“The Serbs must regain their political power anituince and position themselves in accordance thigfr
political power. | believe that the first stage hmen completed in Vojvodina, Kosovo and Metohija a
Montenegro. In Montenegro, claims for incorporatioto Serbia have been publicized. The Serbs imBos
and Herzegovina and in the Serbian regions of pted®y Croatia have been harassed. There have been
huge demonstrations there. A month ago, in BanjealDrvar, in some town of Herzegovina, in Knin, in
Srb in Lika, in Pakrac, the Serbian people havenlstiering, rising and publicly expressing theimtEnds.

This suggests that the natural unification of teebn people as a whole in political, cultural @ednomic
terms will be achieved®

146 vojislav SESELJPledoaje za demokratski usté®iea for a Democratic Constitution/ (Belgrade:@Blas,
1991), p. 26. His position evolved in comparisothiat inAnswers to an Inquiry-linterview: What's to Be
Done?(Odgovori na anketu-intervjuSta da se radi) in which he refers to a federation of four rdjmsb Serbia,
Croatia, Slovenia and Macedonia.

147 SESELJPledoaje za demokratski ustgp. 32-33.

148 bid., p. 40.

149 SESELJOsvajanje slobode. 184.

150 The texts were published in SESERJedoaje za demokratski ustav

51 Interview given by Vojislav SESELJ to the Serbéanigration press and published in Vojislav SESELJ,
Horvatove ustaSke fantazmagorije i druge pdit#i raspravéHORVAT's Ustashi Fantasies and Other Political
Debates/ (Belgrade: ABC Glas, 1992), pp. 96-97.
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In the second half of the 1980s Vojislav SESEleldcloser to the Serbian political
emigration of the Chetnik persuasion, especiakyrttovement led by Motilo DIJUJIC,
former leader of the Chetnik Dinara Division. Knoas the Movement of Serbian Chetniks
of Ravna Gora/ in the Free WorlBdkret srpskil¥etnika Ravne Gore u slobodnom syetu
this movement of former Chetnik fighters had agjdal the liberation of Serbs from
communist dictatorship and the unification of “Sarblands™>? In 1989, having been given
a passport at the end of a three-year ban, VojBESELJ travelled to the United States,
Canada, and Australia, where he spent three momtlesing the representatives of different

Serbian émigré organisations. He gave lecturesyueing his national programme?

We Serbs in Yugoslavia must define our nationalgyaaur national programme, and the
borders of our state, while allowing our supposedhern brothers, the Croats, complete
freedom to decide whether they want to live in sachiate or not. The Serbian people isanot
priori opposed to the existence of Yugoslavia. | am deemhvinced that the Serbian people
is in favour of the existence of Yugoslavia buddes not want Yugoslavia at any price. It only
wants a Yugoslavia whose frontiers would respeetibrders of Serbian statehood guaranteed
by the Treaty of London. Therefore, should a fed€éteyoslavia remain in existence, the
Serbian federal unit should comprise within itsd®ys not only the current territory of Serbia
and the current provinces of Vojvodina and Kosowd Eletohija, but Macedonia,
Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Dubrovnik, Cdiay Lika, Banija, Kordun, eastern
Slavonia, and Baranja. These borders are not gies@dby the Treaty of London but were
drawn by Ante PAVELC during World War Il. He drew them with Serbian gga, Serbian
mass burials, Serbian suffering, camps, massae aind pits. And | think that the Serbian
people must on no account allow a single Serbiassrgeave to remain outside the borders of
the Serbian stat&’

In his lectures, SESELJ demanded sanctions aghm&roatian people, guilty of having
given majority support to the regime of Ante PAVELduring World War Il. He considered

Croatia to be an arbitrarily created state, hawbtined, in 1945, territories that had never

152 5ee the editorial in the July 1986 issu&diija: glas srpskih boragainder the headline “Our Position and Our
Message” (Nas stav i naSa poruka):
“The Ravna Gora Chetnik Movement was created bySérbian people and shed its blood to help its
foundation. The goals of the movement have beerre@mdin the liberty, unification, and prosperity of
Serbdom. [. . ]
We are not a party, a group, or a clique in thgice of individuals. We are the living, fightingrce of
the Serbian people, ready to sacrifice ourselvethi®liberty of Serbdom and the unity of all therl8an
lands.”
153 The texts of his lectures were published in SESHidvatove ustaske fantazmagorije i druge peiéi
rasprave Some of them were also published by the Chetrékgin the United States.
154 «program Dr. Vojislava SESELJA: iz predavanja Kaedhianice u Americi” /Dr Vojislav SESELJ's
programme: Grganica Lecture delivered in the United Stat€gtnicke novineno. 298, July 1989, p. 4.
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been part of it before, such as the town of Dubitov@n the subject of Kosovo, he was even
more vindictive:

As for Kosovo and Metohija, the Serbian peoplefbaght for this region on several
occasions in the course of its history. If necegshe Serbian people will go to war again for
Kosovo and Metohija. And rivers of blood will flogo that Kosovo and Metohija can remain a
Serbian territory, if this is what they force usdim We are not uttering any threats, but we
promise to do this if we are forced to. | beliekattone of the principles of the Serbian
programme must be to insist on a new colonisatfdfosovo and Metohija. In what way?

[. . .] Meanwhile the capital of Yugoslavia and [8ar all the organs of state, its organisations
and institutions, could be moved to Kosovo and Mg#o This would imply the transfer of
hundreds of thousands of state employees and theers of their families. Following this,

all the military and police academies could be nibieKosovo and Metohija, and all the
military institutions that are not directly linkeéd the command of military districts. In this

way we would have a large humber of state emplogedfficials settling in Kosovo. Those
who would not wish to move would simply be laid &fim work and would have to fend for
themselves. Officials who have enjoyed privilegasdecades after the war must contribute to
the solution of our key problefi®

Before he returned to Serbia SESELJ appealed éounity of the Serbian emigration, with a
view to creating a “Serbian democratic movememt™his view, the common platform could
be as follows:

1 — The final destruction of the personality cehtred on Josip BROZ Tito, a criminal and
tyrant who inflicted on us our biggest nationaledg§, as well as an end to communist
dictatorship and to the arbitrary power of the &#rbian coalition over our fatherland.

2 — The redrawing of the borders of the Serbiate staaccordance with historical and ethnic
criteria on which its frontiers were based whendgetn in the text of the Treaty of London in
1915.

3 — The establishment of a democratic regime, withulti-party political system and a free-
market economy>®

On 28 June 1989, Motilo DJUJIC, who had just proclaimed Vojislav SESELJ military
leader yojvodg of the Chetnik movement, issued a statement iciwihe spoke out in favour

of the unification of Serbian lands:

The resurrection and revival of the Serbian stathé Balkans are nigh; all Serbdom will be
united, and so will all the Serbian lands on wtocih churches, our homes, and our graves
rests. To achieve this goal, we need to strengbheiserbian national and spiritual unity with
the blessing of the Church of Saint Sava, withhfaitGod and Saint Sava, ready to sacrifice
all in this fight from which we shall emerge vidtmus and free, expecting the help of no one
but Almighty God.

For centuries now, the Croats have been our gtezttesnies and they remain so. They have
exterminated more of us than the Turks did in fivedred years. There can be no negotiation

15 1bid., p. 5.
1% Srbija: glas srpskih boragano. 303, July 1989, p. 2.
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with them, nor any discussiowe shall take possession of the borders of our Séan lands
and no force can prevent u§emphasis added by Y. 7Y’

Vojislav SESELJ based his project of a GreatebiGesn both historical and ethnic
rights. He frequently referred to international lemorder to justify the territorial borders of
the future Serbian state, especially towards Magedand Croatia. As regards the latter
republic, he based his arguments on the Treatyntltn, signed on 26 April 1915 by the
countries of the Entente and Italy with a view &ttipg Italy to enter the war against
Germany and Austria-Hungaty? The Treaty, which the four participating statese(&
Britain, France, Russia and Italy) secretly negetavithout consulting the Serbian
government, was designed to satisfy the territ@t@ms of Italy in Dalmatia in exchange for
its participation in the war on the side of thedme!*® Consequently, the Treaty did not deal
directly with the issue of ceding territory to Siarto create a Greater Serbia, as Vojislav
SESELJ claims®®

“The boundaries of the Serbian state guaranteethéyl915 Treaty of London are the only acceptable
boundaries of the Serbian federal unit. This mdhas Serbia shall encompass Serbia proper, Vojepdin
Kosovo and Metohija, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegy Macedonia, Dubrovnik, Dalmatia, Lika,
Kordun, Banija, eastern Slavonia and Baranja.”

Although Article 5 of the Treaty of London cleastated that all those territories which were
not returned to Italy would, on the whole, be hahdever to "Croatia, Serbia and
Montenegro”, this did not mean that the participgtidiplomacies did not have an
understanding on the Treaty's territorial repertuss Accordingly, Dalmatia was to be

partitioned and apportioned to several states, rtdto Serbia alon¥? Nevertheless the

57 1bid., p. 4.

158 René ALBRECHT-CARRIEltaly at the Paris Peace Conferenfidew York: Columbia University Press,
1938), p. 575.

159 Milan MARJANOVIC, Londonski ugovor iz godine 1915. : prilog povijdsirbe za Jadran 1914.-191/The
1915 Treaty of London: A Contribution to the Histaf the Struggle for the Adriatic, 1914-1917/ (Zely
Jugoslovenska akademija znanosti i umjetnosti, 1,960 232-233.

150 The sections of the Treaty that deal with the B@&lavic lands are available on the Internet onatlbsite of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Serbia and Monggro:
http://www.mfa.gov.yu/History/londonski_ugovor_siit

11 vojislav SESELJPolitika kao izazov saves®olitics as a Challenge to Conscience/ (Beogh& Glas,
1993), p. 9.

162 The Italian government wanted to obtain the wiudlBalmatia. The Treaty of London presupposed the
existence of three States: Croatia, Serbia and &fegiro. Milan MARJANOME, Borba za Jadran 1914-1946:
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British, French, Russian and Italian diplomats saged that part of the Dalmatian coast
between the promontory of Plank&loca” in Serbian), situated to the north of Split, and
Montenegro be given to Serbia, which would then stretch also to Bosnia and Herzegovina.](’3
However, wanting to establish a certain balance between the powers in the region, during the
negotiations of the Treaty of London (March — April 1915) it was not envisaged to have this
enlarged Serbia include Croatia and Slavonia.'® While it defines the dividing line along the
Dalmatian Coast, the Treaty of London does notngediny inland boundaries, let alone along
the Karlobag - Ogulin - Karlovac - Virovitica lingsee Map 9 in Annex]. Moreover, the
locality of Karlobag, which lies to the north of @& (Zara in Italian) on the Dalmatian coast,

was not to go to Serbia but to CrodfiaDuring the summer of 1915, the Entente Powers

iredenta i imperijalizamiThe Struggle for the Adriatic 1914-1946: Irredsmt and Imperialism/ (Split:
Redakcija listova JRM, 1953), p. 27.

183 Documents diplomatiques secrets russes, 1914-16%5preés les archives du ministére des affairearigeres
a Petrograd/Secret Russian Diplomatic Documents, 1914-19t@mRhe Archives of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs in Saint Petersburg, (Paris: Payot, 1998),229-230.

164 René ALBRECHT-CARRIEltaly at the Paris Peace Conferenge 31.

155 MARJANOVIC, Borba za Jadran 1914-1946: iredenta i imperijalizam26.

Article 5 of the Treaty of London states:
“Italy shall also be given the province of Dalmatithin its present borders, including Lisarica and
Tribanj in the north, and in the south up to a Bteerting on the shore of the promontory of Plaakd
extending to the east following the peaks whictatalivides in such a way as to leave in the halia
territory all the valleys and watercourses desaamthwards Sibenik, such as Cikola, Krka and
Butisnjica and their tributaries. In addition, jtadhall be given the isles situated in the nortth iarthe
west of Dalmatia, starting from the isles of Premu8ilba, Olib, Skrda, Maun, Pag and Vir in thethor
up to Mljet in the south, including the isles of. &ndrija, Bisevo, Vis, Hvar, Torkul, Korcula, Kaxi
and Lastovo, along with nearby reefs and isletsyelsas Palagruz, but excluding the isles of Melik
Drvenik and Mali Drvenik, Ciovo, Solta and Brac.

The following shall be neutralised:
1. The entire coast from the promontory of Plamkéhe north to the southern coast of the peninsula
Peljesac in the south, so as to encompass the wholasula;
2. A part of the coast starting in the north aoat at a distance of 10 kilometres south of Caatal
extending in the direction of the south all the wayhe river Vojusa, encompassing the Bay and Port
of Kotor, the ports of Bar, Ulcinj, Sv. lvan Medamski, Durres, without encroaching upon the riglits o
Montenegro based on the declarations of the Gr@ateF which they exchanged in April and May
1909; these rights shall apply only to the presemitory of Montenegro and shall not be applicable
the lands and ports yet to be accorded to it; cpresgtly, no part of the coast in possession of
Montenegro at present shall be neutralised; theicBsns relating to the port of Bar consentedyo
Montenegro in 1909 shall remain in force;
3. Finally, all the islands which have not beeanged to Italy.

Note:
The four allied Great Powers shall grant the follaywterritories to Croatia, Serbia and Montenegro:
The entire coast in the upper Adriatic from Voloskothe border of Istria to the northern coast of
Dalmatia, comprising the present Hungarian coadtthe Croatian littoral, including the port of Rige
and the small ports of Novi and Karlobag, as weltree isles of Krk, Prvic, Grgur, Goli and Rabttie
southern Adriatic, in the area in which Serbia Bahtenegro are interested, the entire coast fram th
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(France, Great Britain, Russia, Italy) wanted Brilgand Romania to enter the war against
Austria-Hungary and Germany and promised themteeyri(the eastern part of Macedonia
and the Banat region respectively) which belonge8drbia or was supposed to become part
of the future Yugoslavia claimed at the time by 8ebian government of Nikola PASIIn
exchange for territorial concessions, the Enteotgd?s pledged, in a note of 4 August 1915,
to compensate Serbia on the Adriatic coast, in Boand Herzegovina and by means of a
common boundary with Greece but there is no merafo@roatia’®® If an offer of a Greater
Serbia was made to the Serbian government, it veakerim July 1915 by Edward Grey, Great
Britain’s Foreign Secretary, alone, and furthermasepart of a request sent to the Russian
government®’ During July and August 1915, while negotiatinghwgulgaria and Romania
to engage in the war against the Axis powers, ¢htaries proposed as compensation to the
Kingdom of Serbia varied in their geometry and méxecame part of any kind of diplomatic
treaty whatsoever. Moreover, because of the ofmposf the Italian diplomacy which was of

the opinion that the question of the unification @foatia and the south of Hungary (the

promontory of Planka to the River Drim, includirgetimportant ports of Split, Dubrovnik, Kotor, Bar,
Ulcinj and St. lvan Medovanski, as well as thessdé Veliki Drvenik, Mali Drvenik, Ciovo, Solta,
Brac, Jakljan and Kolocep. The port of Durres shalleft to the independent Muslim State of
Albania”

Sourcehttp://www.mfa.gov.yu/History/london_treaty e.ht(abnsulted on 17 October 2005). English text pbste
on the internet site of the Ministry of Foreign aiffs of Serbia and Montenegro was taken from
MARJANOVIC, Londonski ugovor iz godine 1915.: prilog povijdstrbe za Jadran 1914.-1917pp. 445-449.

156 Dragoslav JANKOVC, Srbija i jugoslovensko pitanje 1914-1915. godiBerbia and the Yugoslav Question,
1914-1915/, (Beograd: Institut za savremenu istprif973, p. 127.

157 Djordje Dj. STANKOVIC, Nikola Pas#, saveznici i stvaranje Jugoslavijgikola PASIC, the Allies and the
Creation of Yugoslavia/, (Beograd: Nolit, 1984)188. As noted by the hisotrian Djordje STANK@Vof the
University of Belgrade, this was the first timetttize term “Greater Serbia” was mentioned.

Vojislav SESELJ’s reading of the Treaty of LonddrApril 1915 is shared by a number of Serbian hiatts
(EKMECIC, Stvaranje Jugoslavije 1790-191%l. 2, p. 747). In a paragraph entitled “Theakyeof London” in
the 20'-century history textbook for high-school studeintSerbia the authors claim that:

“In the second year of the conflict, Serbian umifion through the creation of a Greater Serbia uttde
Treaty of London of 26 April 1915 appeared possibiehe form of an agreement between Italy and
the Entente Powers on territorial concessionsatly (istria and the greater part of Dalmatia) st th
Italy would enter the war. The Allies also offef®dsnia and Herzegovina, Slavonia, Sremikaa
southern Dalmatia and northern Albania to Serbia)”(

Kosta NIKOLIC, Nikola ZUTIC, Momgilo PAVLOVIC, Zorica SPADIJERIstorija 3/4 /History 3/4/, (Beograd:
Zavod za udzbenike i nastavna sredstva, 20028%. 1

These assertions were hotly debated in the BelgragdélyVremeand contested by Dubravka STOJAN@Y!I
professor of history at the University of Belgrgt®®n Methodology, Honesty and Scandalteme no. 628,

16 January 2003, http://www.vreme.com/cms/view. iiipp@31016).
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territories of Vojvodina) to Serbia should be lefien, the Croatian territories were not to part
of a possible Greater Serbif&. This was, among other things, the reason why-eed of the
Serbian Government Nikola PASIrejected the proposals of the Entente since thgyot

lead to the unification of Southern Slavs withiMegoslav Staté®®

188 Milan Marjanovi, Borba za Jadran 1914-1946: iredenta i imperijaliz&Fhe Struggle for the Adriatic,
1941-1946: irredentism and imperialisi®plit, Redakcija listova JRM, 1953, pp. 27-29

8% There was no mention of Croatia or of Sloveniaritty in the proposals the Entente Powers presktd the
Serbian Government. Moreover, the neutralisatiothefAdriatic coast, which was supposed to go thige
was unacceptable to the Serbian Head of Governntiehtpp. 127-128. STANKOM, p. 128.

Djordje Dj. Stankovié, Nikola Pasic, saveznici i stvaranje Jugoslavije, (Nikola Pasic, the Allies and the Creation
of Yugoslavia), Beograd, Nolit, 1984, p. 128/
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5. The Serbian Radical Party (SRS): the Greater Séra party

5.1. From small Chetnik groups to Serbian Radical &rty

The nationalist intellectuals who had come forwiardefence of the cause of the
Kosovo Serbs in the second half of the 1980s rggrdwearly in 1990 and founded their first
political organisation, the Serbian Freedom Moven{8mski slobodarski pokrgtwith
Vojislav SESELJ as its presiderif. This marginal political group was notable for its
attachment to the idea of the integration of athSdrom the territory of Yugoslavia in one

and the same state should Slovenia or Croatia edoath Yugoslavia:

The Movement is in favour of the restoration of puditical, economic, cultural, and spiritual
unity of the Serbian people, of complete mutualarathnding and solidarity between religious
Serbs and atheist Serbs, of brotherly concord ketv@thodox Serbs, Muslim Serbs, Catholic
Serbs, and Protestant Serbs.

All that has divided us in the past decades antucies must be left behind and given over to
historical scholarship to study and analyse dispaately, in a manner free from ideological
prejudice. The revival of our traditional populawes, of our cultural heritage, of our love of
freedom and our democratic achievements marksaklwéh the entire dogmatic legacy, with
all the aspects of totalitarian ideologies and it political monopoly of the communists.

We believe that the Serbian people is not oppaséltet existence of Yugoslavia in principle,
but it can accept it as a future shared state ibitly existence poses no threat to any of the
achievements of the liberation wars waged by SexhihMontenegro in the last two centuries.
We must reject all the elements of the Yugoslaallsgstem that have been produced by
communist revolutionary violence and by the exglijcanti-Serbian policies implemented in
recent decades, the fatal consequences of whiahasevisible in the administrative divisions
allocated by the state.

In view of this, we are especially strongly opposethe artificial territorial division of the
Serbian lands, and we insist first and foremosherprinciple according to which no political
party has the right to take away from the Serbeopge the territories that were part of Serbia
before the creation of Yugoslavia, nor does theoélay regime have this right.

Should the Slovenes or Croats decide to withdramwfyugoslavia, we would support the
democratic integration of all the historical prosés in which the Serbian people is in a
majority. In order to achieve the complete natiaceabnciliation of all Serbs, it is necessary to
get rid of all the political, legal, and ideologicansequences of the artificially provoked civil
war and to make it possible to study the eventauofrecent history freely and in a more
scholarly way.

170 The founding committee consisted of the followingmbers: Vojislav SESELJ, lawyer; Djordje NIK@L,|
biologist; Vojislav LUBARDA, writer; Tripo ZIROJEME, physician; AleksandatOTRIC, student; Radivoje
PANIC, student; Vojin VULETC, technician; Milija £EPANOVIC, retired army officer; Mladen MARKOV,
writer; Miodrag GLISC, economist; Todor BOSKOW], worker; Bogoljub PEJIC, publicist; Jovan
RADULOVIC, writer; Rajko PETROV NOGO, writer; Slobodan RAK(T, writer; Ljubica MILETIC, writer;
Du3an VUKAJLOVL, writer; Alek VUKADINOVIC, writer; Milorad VUKOSAVLIEVL, writer.
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We are convinced that special attention must be toaihe creation of favourable conditions
for the return of all Serbian émigrés to the Fd#met, and to the strengthening of political,
economic and cultural ties between the Fatherlawidiae diaspora.

Belgrade, 6 January 1996

The 540-member organisation did not last long utitie name. On 14 March 1990 it
joined some of the members of the Serbian NatiBealewal Srpska narodna obnoya
SNO), founded in January 1990 and headed by Mi@Xdl @, to form a new organisation
known as the Serbian Renewal Movem&rpéki pokret obnoy&PO) "2 The writer Vuk
DRASKOVIC was elected president of the SPO, with Vojin VULE RS secretary. The
leadership of the movement consisted of thirty-omenbers, sixteen from the SNO and 15

from the SSP. On this occasion the SPO stated:

The Serbian Renewal Movement remembers with reerdre three million Serbs who died
and were massacred in the wars of 1912 to 191884t to 1945 so that Yugoslavia could be
created and subsequently renewed. Since it resiiectugoslav ideals . . . of our people, the
Serbian Renewal Movement neither wishes nor willvpke the disintegration of Yugoslavia.

At the same time, the SPO does not contest thé ofghe Slovene and Croatian peoples to
establish independent states of their own anddedgefrom Yugoslavia or to enter into a
confederate relationship with Yugoslavia.

Nevertheless, we must warn that in either of thesecases the Serbian Renewal Movement
will respond in the same way: an independent ofert®rate Croatia or Slovenia will not be
able to satisfy their separatist aspirations uhdly have paid their debts to Yugoslavia (and
war damages to the Serbian people in the caseoaiti@). Above all, no piece of land
drenched in Serbian blood and marked with Serbimmahes and graves can be detached or
confederated. No one can separate from Yugoslheigetritories which on the day when
Yugoslavia was created in 1918 were part of thegdam of Serbia, or from the territories
where Serbs were in a majority before the genocaaged out by the Croatian UstasHi.

171 Cetnicke novineno. 302, March 1990, p. 3.

172 The SNO likewise aimed at the creation of a Gre&&bia, which would include not only Serbia it$rlt
Bosnia, Slavonia, Herzegovina, Lika, Kordun, Barégjad the Knin Krajina. The party is in favour bét
redrawing of the western borders of Serbia, whithutd be determined on the basis of the ethnic asapwas
on 6 April 1941, when the forces of the Axis invddéugoslavia. All the territories that used to have
predominantly Serbian population before 1941 masbme part of Serbia, for no Croatian state musitpr
from the genocide against the Serbs from 1941 451%he SNO proposed that Serbia should be diviiated
several administrative regions: the Sava and Daredjien, with Novi Sad as its centre; the Vrbasaegwith
Banja Luka as its centre; the Drina region, withafvo as its centre; the Zeta region, with Cetagéts centre;
the Vardar region, with Skopje as its centre; dedNMorava region, with KruSevac as its centre.tBealraft
programme published ifietnicke novineno. 302, March 1990, pp. 1, 2, and 5.

The membership figures for the Serbian Freedom e were cited by V. SESELJ in an interview gitethe
ON magazine in April 1990 and published in VojisledeSELJ,Razaranje srpskog nacionalnog-ai'The
Destruction of the Serbian National Being/ (BelgradlBC Glas, 1992), p. 53.

13 v/elika Srbija/A Greater Serbia/, July 1990, no. 1, p. 18.
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The SPO showed the same desire to reattach tosawa (or rather to Serbia) the
territories in the west where crimes were commigtgdinst the Serbs during World War 1l. In
April 1990, Vuk DRASKOVL, Vojislav SESELJ, and Milan KOMNEN! travelled to the
United States to enlist the support of the Sesbsdiin that country’* The journalCetnicke
novinedescribed the foundation of the SPO as the beugnofi a new Serbian uprisif@ A
conflict soon erupted within the ranks of the Sie@dership. On 5 June 1990, one part of the
leadership relieved Vuk DRASKOYI of his presidential function$® On 18 June 1990, the
faction headed by Vojislav SESELJ decided to craatew organisation, known as the
Serbian Chetnik MovemenS(pskicetnicki pokret SCP). The new party was more explicit
about the creation of a Greater Serbia as one goidls and its programme clearly stated

which territories should become part of an expartsiexia:

1. The restoration of a democratic, independentfia@Serbian state in the Balkans, which
would encompass all of Serbdom, all the Serbiaddathat is to say, in addition to the Serbian
federal unit as currently defined, it will includethin its borders Serbian Macedonia, Serbian
Montenegro, Serbian Bosnia, Serbian HerzegovimaStrbian town of Dubrovnik, Serbian
Dalmatia, Serbian Lika, Serbian Kordun, SerbianiBa®erbian Slavonia, and Serbian
Baranja.

2. The full realisation of the political, economawyltural, spiritual, and national unity of the
Serbian people; mutual understanding and solidavitly Muslim Serbs, Catholic Serbs, and
Protestant Serbs. This means that the civil waosed on Serbs by communists half a century
ago will end once and for all. [. . .]

5. To make possible — economically, politicallydgrom the perspective of international law
— the systematic settlement in Serbia of all thenimers of the Serbian minority in Albania,
Romania, Bulgaria, and Greece, as well as therretall émigrés who wish to return, both
from Europe and from overseas. [. . .]

20. To suppress by all possible means the Albahsparatist rebellion in Kosovo and
Metohija. In order to avoid the repetition of sumtturrences we would like to see the
following measures put in place immediately:

- The effective prevention of the introduction ofykind of autonomy for Kosovo and
Metohija,

174 Cetnicke novineno. 305, Juillet 1990, pp. 2 and 4. These thik® ®aders stayed about ten days in the United
States with the aim of rallying the support of 8erbian Expatriate community. They made public apgeces
in Cleveland and Chicago.

"Cetnicke novineglas srpskih boraca (Chetniks Newspaper: Voiceeobi@n Fighters for Freedompublished
in Milwaukee (Wisconsin) is one of the Chetnik exjsse papers in North America. Djoko P. MARIa former
Chetnik commander, was editor-in-chief at the time.

178 vojislav SESELJ wanted Vuk DRASKOVIto resign because the latter had criticised agai8PO
members, including Vojislav SESELJ, for violenthdrrupting the play “Sveti Sava” in the Yugoslaraiha
TheatreVjesnik 7 June 1990, published in Vojislav SESERA] vampira/Ball of the Vampires/, (Beograd:
ABC Glas, 1992), p. 119.
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- The immediate expulsion from Yugoslav territofyttee 360,000 Albanian immigrants and
their descendants. Those who entered Yugoslauia Albania after 6 April 1941 should be
placed under the jurisdiction of the United Natiétigh Commissioner for Refugees. There
are countries in this world that are incomparabhgér, richer and less densely populated than
Yugoslavia; let them receive these immigrants drmhsus some proof of their humanigf.

3 %
~ Hosu Cax ‘%\
cPBUIA
; : © )
Beorpag
a

.
. Kparyjemar
Vkuue

»
Hpyuesag

.
Ca TpumTyHa
%P -K

50
5

éi\r‘ coPA CIz." %

CPEHHE , EPATE ,
HE 3AGOPARH |
080 CY

CPIICKE 3EMdof !

Velika Srbija/Greater Serbia/, organ of the Serbian Chetnik é&feent, No. 2, August 1990.
On the cover page is a map of Greater Serbia asedaby VojislavSESELJ’s political
movement. To the west (in Croatian territory), Serbia stretches to the Karlobag — Karlovac —
Virovitica line.

177 programme published Welika Srbija the organ of the Serbian Chetnik Movement, ity 19190, no. 1, pp. 2-
3.
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The Serbian Chetnik Movement’s programme featuresame desire to unify all
Serbs into one state entity and the same kindlofiso advocated by the Serbian intellectuals
of the Serbian Cultural Club in the late 1930s,toecreate a state that would be as
homogenous as possible in national terms througtexpulsion of national minorities, the
Albanians in the first place. Indeed, the Serbiaital Club was founded anew on 18
September 1998 At its second session, on 20 September 1990,¢Hga® Cultural Club
unanimously decided to join collectively the Serb@hetnik Movement’® During the
summer of 1990, the Liberal Party of Valjevo, hehtg Aleksandar STEFANOY], merged
with the Serbian Chetnik Movement. The party theganised several meetings (in Valjevo,
Velika Plana, Mali Zvornik, and other places) atiethit presented its programme to the
broader public. In August 1990, the Serbian Chelihikvement failed to get itself registered
as a political party, after the authorities rejeats application. Thus it could not take part in
the first multi-party parliamentary elections ind@enber 1990. Nevertheless, Vojislav
SESELJ would present himself as an independentdatedat the presidential election
representing, as he said, the “Serbian Chetrif®during the electoral campaign Vojislav
SESELJ warned the Croatian political leaders thiaa@a would not be able to detach itself

from Yugoslavia without losing territory:

As for the Croats, we the Serbian Chetniks adV¥isenew Ustasha chief Franjo TUDJMAN

and the new Ustasha authorities in Croatia notap games with the Serbian people living in
the territory of the present-day improvised Craastate community. That territory is Serbian
territory, inhabited by the Serbian people, andwnitenever allow it to be separated from the
rest of the mother nation. The Croats can seceae Yfugoslavia, they can form an

independent state or attach themselves to andgter but they must know that we shall never
allow them, at the cost of further rivers of blotalfake away from us any part of the territory
that contains Serbian villages, Serbian mass graites where Serbs were massacred, pits that
Serbs were thrown in, camps where Serbs were ionE® such as Jasenovac, Serbian

churches that were destroyed ... We will never allois*

178 with Zelimir MARKOVIC as president, Branislav FILIPO¥land Srdjan OBRADOM as vice-presidents,
Rajko BUKVIC as secretary, and Radmila NIK@Lhs treasurer.

179y/elika Srbija November 1990, no. 6, p. 31.

180 vojislav SESELJFilipike cetnickog vojvode: dr Vojislav SESELJ u objektivu SidiESENTIJEVEA /A
ChetnikVojvodas Philippics: Dr Vojislav SESELJ as Seen by Sit¢SENTIJEVIC/ (Belgrade: ABC Glas,
1994), p. 24.

181 1bid., p. 24.
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What Vojislav SESELJ and his party are aiming $oinifact the amputation of Croatia. His

statements on the subject are explicit:

The Croats must be punished in the way that pe@pldsstates are punished for the crimes
committed by their regimes in wartime; this is &y,sthey must be punished by loss of

territory .82

In fact, Vojislav SESELJ denies the Croats thetrightheir own state:

“Look, what is the basis of the Croats’ right tetate? What arguments do the Croats have agais8tWas
Slovenia ever a state? No, it wasn’t. And we dernt to live with them. We don’t care whose temtd is.
The Serbian army entered Slovenia in 1918. Thei&edrmy is now withdrawing from Slovenia. Andsta
fact that the Slovenes know where they are goihg. Croats have had no state since 1102. They siemeth
their state to the Hungarians in the Treaty of 1TUfrefore, we don't know who owns this territofpere

is only one international legal instrument whichidas the question of Serbia's western borderstlaaudis
the 1915 Treaty of London. And according to thevjwmions of the Treaty of London we can claim the
territory up to the Karlobag — Ogulin — Karlovad/irovitica line. We have no idea who owns the temy to
the west of the line. It might belong to the ItaBasince it was promised to them in the Treatyafidon. It
might belong to the Austrians since it was parthef Austrian Empire before the end of World Watt|.
might be Hungarian since, at the time, the Croatgegheir country to them of their own free wil flact
this is more likely since the Hungarians built thieig port on the Adriatic coast. The port of Riels a
Hungarian port. It may actually be Croatian. We aot interested in finding out who owns it. We $hal
inform the United Nations; we have withdrawn owojps from that territory. There is no state autiyori
there. Let the United Nations, the major powers trcheighbouring countries decide who owns®t.”

“Croatia has no international legal basis for teteshood. Neither has Slovenia . . . When Yugoalaeases

to exist only Serbia will survive. Since the Kingdoof the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (SHS), i.e. the
Kingdom of Yugoslavia, is the legal successor & #ingdom of Serbia, only Serbia can be the legal
successor of Yugoslavia. It is possible to drawviestern border of in accordance with the provisiohthe
1915 Treaty of London. And it can follow the Karégh— Ogulin — Karlovac — Virovitica line if we waittto

be an ethnic, historical and strategic bordét.”

Moreover, he contests the existence of the Croation:

“The Croats are not a historical nation. Consider@hechs and the Germans, for instance. ‘Czeayrisnymous
with ‘coward’, while the Germans are a warrior patiThe same goes for the Serbs and the CroatCidss are
a depraved nation. | have yet to meet a decentC¥5a

182 1bid., p. 24.

183 Cited from an interview given by Vojislav SESERJ1991 to Radi@ asak. The interview was published in
Vojislav SESELJBrankovi je ustao iz grob@Brankovk has risen from the Dead/, (Beograd: ABC Glas, 1994
p. 6.

184|n an interview given by Vojislav SESELJ to thegaaineSvet(4 September 1991) and published in SESELJ,
Politika kao izazov savesp. 97.

185 Interview given to the Yugoslav press agency TABJbh 8 August 1991 and published in Vojislav SESELJ
Crveni tiranin sa DedinjdThe Red Tyrant from Dedinje/, (Beograd: ABC GI&895), p. 7. In his work entitled
Ideologija srpskog nacionalizma: néno i publicistiko delo prof. dr. Laze M. Kogé, p. 323, Vojislav SESELJ
refers to the Croats as an “artificial nation”:

“It is obvious that today’s Croats are a completadyv, artificial nation made up of Serbs who hast |
their national identity. They have as little in amon with the original Croats, the ratio &fkavian
speakers to kajkavian speakers in the Croatianlptpn.”
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5.2. The Serbian Radical Party

On 23 February 1991 in Kragujevac, the Serbianti@hedviovement and most local
committees of the People’s Radical Pafjalodna radikalna strankaunited to form the
Serbian Radical Party5(pska radikalna strankeSRS), which claimed to be the heir of the
Radical Party founded by Nikola PASIin 1881 (Article 1 of the Party Statute). The datt
played an important part in the political life obth pre-World-War-lI Serbia and the first
Yugoslavia (1918-1941). Its leader, Nikola P&Siwas head of the Serb and Yugoslav
governments on several occasions. Vojislav SESEAs elected president of the new party,
with 489 votes out of 509. The programme of the $&& over elements of the programmes
of the first political parties founded or co-founidey Vojislav SESELJ. Its principal goal was
the “restoration of a democratic, independent aee fSerbian state in the Balkans which
would encompass all of Serbdom, all the Serbiaddathat is to say, in addition to the extant
Serbian federal unit as established by decree lit imélude within its borders Serbian
Macedonia, Serbian Montenegro, Serbian Bosnia,i&@eiderzegovina, the Serbian town of
Dubrovnik, Serbian Dalmatia, Serbian Lika, Serbidordun, Serbian Banija, Serbian
Slavonia, and Serbian Baranj&®. The actual aim of the programme is the creatiora of
Greater Serbia. The reference to a “restorationthef Serbian state implies that Serbia was
once composed of the territories listed above. Saméories however have never been part
of the Serbian state (Lika, Kordun, Banija, Sla@and Baranja). As regards the frontiers of
a future Greater Serbia, Vojislav SESELJ populdrige idea of a western frontier running
along the “Karlobag — Ogulin — Karlovac — Viroviitline, a notion that he repeated again
and again in his media appearances. This difféite from the notion proposed by Stevan

MOLJEVIC during World War Il, which significantly reducedd@tia's territory:

188 «programska deklaracija Srpske radikalne strafiRedgramme of the Serbian Radical Paiglika Srbija
no. 9, May 1991, pp. 6-7.
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“First of all we are fighting to make the secessiérslovenia possible in the hope that a wise gavent in
Belgrade will amputate Croatia, that is to say whiatconsider to be Croatia, i.e. the territoryhe west of
the Karlobag - Ogulin - Karlovac - Virovitica line (emphasis added by Yves TOMIC) Whether this is
really Croatian territory is of no concern to uey are probably Italian. Then we will make a deih the
Italians so that they take what belongs to them Then again they might belong to Austria or Hanyg™®’

“We hope to see Yugoslavia disappear from the hicgtbscene. The most likely scenario is that Ylaada
will disintegrate into three states: a greater Berd small Slovenia and an even smaller Croatsafoh the
Serbian Radical Party, if we get a share of thegspar win it over, we pledge that Serbia will chrte, in
the shortest possible time, an agreement with,lthigt the Treaty of London will be revived andtttize
Serbian - Italian border will be established altimgKarlobag-Ogulin-Karlovac-Virovitica line (emphasis
added by Yves TOMIC)."*#®

“Our western borders lie on th€arlobag-Ogulin-Karlovac-Virovitica line (emphasis added by Yves
TOMIC) . Of course, Rijeka will not be in our territoryelkher will Zagreb and some other towns but we
have no option but to exchange population with @aoaOne can hardly imagine Serbs living under a
Croatian regime. Furthermore, what would the Crdat®n our territory? We shall exchange populatien
best we can, and we shall live separatéfy.”

Although the leader of the Serbian Radical Paaty benefited from the Chetnik
credentials conferred on him by Meéile DJUJIC, leader of the Ravna Gora Movement of
Serbian Chetniks in the Free World, his politicaéotation distanced him from the Chetnik
émigrés. As he was not in favour either of the mcmgor of the KARADJORDJE\A
dynasty, Vojislav SESELJ became the target of MitorDJUJIC’s fulminations. He was
accused of collaborating with Slobodan MILOSEX4 Socialist Party of Serbia and was
stripped of his voivode title in 1998 after a megtivith a delegation of DJUJIs
movement®® Indeed, people with different kinds of intelledtoaother ties to the Ravna
Gora Movement of World War 1l were not at all umaous in their attitude to Vojislav
SESELJ. Intellectuals who were working towardsrttabilitation of Draza MIHAILOVC's
Chetnik movement thought, as a matter of fact, ttatadical leader, with his comments full
of hate and his violent provocations, was detriraktat the image of the historical Chetnik
movement.

“One day comrade SESELJ vows to expel all the Grlging in Serbia. The next day he physically ekt
teachers who have been striking for days for ammimn salary of DM 20. The day after he vows to expel

187 Interview given by Vojislav SESELJ to the magazBias Podrinja 21 March 1991, and published in
SESELJRazaranje srpskog nacionalnogi p. 179.

188 |nterview given by Vojislav SESELJ to the jourfalgledi/Views/ of 31 May 1991, p. 36.

189 Interview given by Vojislav SESELJ to the magaziuiresa(5 — 18 November 1991) and published in
SESELJPolitika kao izazov savesp. 111.

190v/efernje novosti24 November 1998.

86



0463-7876-0463-7990-ET-1/

Slovenes. Then, in fascist style, he reads ousteofi journalists about to be shot and then hemesuhis
fight with the teachers.

This is Vojislav SESELJ's ultimate moral downfafle has clearly shown that he is in the hands ef th
party in power and that he is following instructorit first he might have thought that he would tise
communists. It so happened that the communists bgadand reduced him to the level of an obedient
servant.

[. . .] As for brutality, SESELJ's own justificati is: “This is how any Chetnik voivode would act”.
Firstly, a genuine Chetnik does not behave in #ay. The Chetniks, at least those | have met, &k w
behavedgentlemenSecondly, SESELJ knows that he is a fake voiamtd that as an instant Serb — and a
Chetnik and voivode on top of it — his wild behauigwhich might be intentional) causes most offetacthe
members of the Ravna Gora Movement. This is the freef that SESELJ, although once a victim of the
communist regime, has become its most loyal seright

The Serbian Radical Party differed from most prditorganisations in Serbia in that
its network had spread beyond the borders of thiBle of Serbia. Thus it set up branches
in the Republic of Serbian Krajina (under the leablg of Rade LESKOVAC), in Republika
Srpska (under the leadership of Nikola POPLASEN) iarViontenegro (under the leadership
of Drago BAKRAC). In 1993, the SRS became the second most impqrtditical force in
the Republic of Serbian Krajina. In Republika Smpske SRS supported Radovan
KARADZI C’s Serbian Democratic Party in its defence “of ¥ital Serbian space, the
Serbian lands, the Serbian people”, even thougdmitined critical of the way it wielded its
power'®?n 1993, the SRS had 70,000 members in Republisskd, where the party

published théVestern SerbigZapadna Srbijamonthly.

5.3. The political positions of the SRS during thevar (1991-1995)

In the spring of 1991, armed incidents broke auCioatia. The Serbian Radical Party
sent volunteers to fight there. Associated withgbktical organisation headed by Vojislav
SESELJ these volunteers also depended on the remtbterity of Mongilo DIJUJIC who

awarded medals and the title of voivode (militaagder) to men who distinguished

191 Aleksandar I. POPOVI's forum inPogledi no. 107, 24 April 1992, p. 21. The magazine veaméled in 1982
by the students of the University of Kragujevatdian in central Serbia). In 1990, the magazine breca
political publication dedicated entirely to the abflitation of the Ravna Gora Movement (Interné:si
http://www.pogledi.co.yj

192y ojislav SESELJSrpska radikalna stranké&he Serbian Radical Party/ (Belgrade: ABC Gl&95), p. 26.
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themselves in clashes with the Croatian securityefst®® This is how a link was established
between the Chetniks of World War Il and the memwtaimed to be Draza MIHAILO\('s
heirs. This link is also apparent in the natioryahols used by the combatants of the Serbian
Radical Party. The war in Croatia, then in Bosmd Herzegovina, was for the radicals an
opportunity to define their objectives and posisi@m the enlarged Serbian state which they
wanted to promote. Although the national aims, prify the creation of a unitary Serbian
state under the name of Greater Serbia, were gldafined before the war broke out in
Croatia in the spring of 1991, during the yeararofied conflict (1991 — 1995) the Radicals
adjusted and adapted their positions to the reafithie moment.

One of Vojislav SESELJ’s major proposals during tar years was the exchange of
population between Serbia and Croatia. This iddees the solutions proposed by some
members of the Serbian Cultural Club at the enti®f1930s.

“The Croats are a nation of cowards. They are m@iten in the real sense of the term. No wondat kharx
and Engels said that the Croats were the scum aipgan nations. These texts still exist and they lwa
consulted. And how will that war end? In my opinidgnwill end very quickly with a Serb victory arttie
establishment of Serbia’s western borders. AndGteats will have to pay war damages. As for thebSer
living in Zagreb and in those regions of present-@xoatia which are not Serbian, in my opinion,ythe
should move to Serbia since they cannot survivplates where the Croats are a majority and whieh ar
under Croatian rule. A Serb under Croatian rule @aly be a slave and live an undignified life. saknow
that no Serb will accept this and that they will @oything to move to Serbia. Therefore, an exchafge
population is inevitable®®*

While the war was raging in Croatia, the Radicalasidered retaliatory measures against
the Croats living in Serbia, more specifically iretprovince of Vojvodina. They wanted to
organise a “civilised exchange of population” beswe¢he Serbs in Croatia and the Croats in

Serbia. Referring to this exchange, Vojislav SESEtated that it was a matter of sending

193 Thus, following the victory of Chetnik fighters Borovo Selo in early May 1991, the commander ef th
Chetnik unit, Miladin TODOSIJE\G, was given the rank of major by a decree issueebpsodaMomgilo
DJUJKC and signed on 9 May 1991, at a ceremony commeingrtite “Third Serbian Uprising” at Ravna Gora
in 1941. Mongilo DJUJIC’s organisation thought of the Serbian Chetnik Moeat headed by Vojislav SESELJ
as one of its constituent par&rbija: glas srpskih boracano. 328, August 1991, p. 2). Indeed, Mdim
DJUJIKC was president of the Council of Voivod&®jvodski savétan organ which acted as the high command
of all the Chetnik units active in the fatherlamgdording to an interview that Vojislav SESELJ gavéhe
fortnightly magazind®ogledi 31 May 1991, p. 35). The volunteers sent to Gaoaere aged between 25 and 45.
Many of them had family connections with the Chletmiovement of World War II.

194 Ratne novingl8 August 1991 published in SESERKzaranje srpskog nacionalnog:j p. 296.
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home those Croats who had been moved to Vojvodinéhé Croatian authorities during
World War 111*° However, in the spring of 1991, he declared &2®,000 Croats had to
leave Serbia so that Serbian refugees from Craatidd be settled ther€® In 1992 he
reiterated this aim, adding that the Croats in Beskere not loyal and that many of them were
members of the Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ), thety in power in Croatia, and
“collaborators of the Ustasht®” On 1 April 1992, in the National Assembly of Sexrbhe
clearly advocated the exchange of populationsrasasure of retaliation:

One other thing, if the Croats are expelling the Serbs in such huge numbers, what are the Croats here in Belgrade
and those throughout Serbia waiting for? An exchange of populations — we will expel from Belgrade the same
number of Croats as the number of Serbs Tudjman has explled from Zagreb. When a Serbian family from Zagreb
arrives, they will live in the home of Croats from Belgrade in return for the keys to their home in Zagreb — an
exchange. . ..

After the next or other elections, when the poweSerbia changes, there will be no pardon. The damas the
one used by Tudjman to expel the Serbs from Creédlide used to expel the Croats from Serbia. Aredwill not
allow the Croats from Slankamen to offer their @idymbling, houses turned into stables to Sertexahange for
villas on the Adriatic coast which they had to atbam The Croats in Slankamen, Zemun, and otheeplaill
not sleep peacefully if they stay since we havdirtd homes for the Serbian refugees from Zagrefek®j a
Varazdin and other Croatian towns and we have tepemsate them for having been expelled from thminds'*®

On 6 May 1992, he went to Hrtkovci to attend a nmgetluring which some Croatian
residents were being threatened with expul$i@rThis meeting paved the way for a
campaign of intimidation against non-Serbs in thenSarea (Vojvodina) which led to the
exodus of several thousands of pedfileA change in the ethnic structure of the population
was also sought in Kosovo through a programmedesstnt of Serbs and the creation of

Serb enclaves in a region where the Serbs and Albsmwould be completely separaféd.

195 According to Vojislav SESELJ, Ante PAVEC) head of the Independent State of Croatia, hattdeEroats
from western Herzegovina in some localities in \toiina (Slankamen, Hrtkovci, Petrovaradin). Vojislav
SESELJMiloSevit hapsi radikaledMILOSEVIC Arrests the Radicals/, (Beograd: ABC Glas), 199420.

19 politika, 14 May 1991.

197\/reme 13 July 1992.

198 vojislav SESELJPoslanike besedéSpeeches by Parliamentarians/ (Beograd: ABC GRBSS), pp. 173-174.
On 7 April 1992, Vojislav SESELJ claimed in the atl Assembly again that his position was wellrfded
(ibid., p. 175).

199Vjesnik 9 May 2004, (http://www.vjesnik.hr/html/2004/08/Clanak.asp?r=van&c=3, consulted on 23
February 2005). The village of Hrtkovci is in tharRa municipality. In the spring of 1992 its popidatwas
made up of 70% Croats, 20% Hungarians and 10%sS¢réme 13 July 1992).

200 Dnevnik 7 May 2003, (http://www.dnevnik.co.yu/arhiva/03-2003/Strane/dogadjaji.htm, consulted on 23
February 2005).

201 SESELJ Srpska radikalna strankap. 175-176.
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According to the SRS, if the 400,000 Albanians wiad settled in Kosovo during World War
Il — their descendants included — were expelledbi8ecould resettle in their place the

400,000 Serbian refugees from the former Yugosaulolics?®?

In the winter and spring of 1992, when the Serlaiad Montenegrin political
authorities were working on the Constitution of Bederal Republic of Yugoslavia (known
as the Third Yugoslavia), Vojislav SESELJ expounbisdvision of the future of this
Yugoslav federation and its neighbours on numeoagasions. Speaking about Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the president of the Serbian RadiaeyRleclared on 23 January 1992 that if
the Muslims did not wish to be part of the fedematiBosnia and Herzegovina would have to
be divided. In this case the Muslims could counemiteen per cent of the territory of the
republic?®® Western Herzegovina, that is, the right bank efitteretva, could be attached to
Croatia’®* SESELJ had in mind two scenarios for Bosnia angétvina: either the
preservation of a state that would be integratemlanrsmaller Yugoslavia or its division. Any

other solution would mean w&t In March 1992, the SRS expressed a preferendador

division of Bosnia and Herzegovina along natioive$>°®

We believe that any solution accepted by the Senpéople of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
its legitimate representatives, in the first pltoe leadership of the Serbian Democratic Party,
which we likewise support, will suit all other Sertwe believe that when the final map of the
division of Bosnia and Herzegovina into three teries is drawn up, the Serbian
representatives must be extremely vigilant to make that the Serbian territories are not too
fragmented and that the division is based on theeipte of two territorial units for each
people, within the framework of a single natioratitory.

Thus if the Muslim territory is divided into two #tres, the Cazin Krajina and Central Bosnia,
and if the same is true of Croatian territory (westHerzegovina and areas along the Sava),
the Serbian territory cannot be divided into mdr@nttwo entities. This means that the region
of Semberija, that is, northeast Bosnia, must bédeally linked with Bosanska Krajina, and
the autonomous territories of Romanija and Ozreh ttie region of eastern Herzegovifia.

202 i
Ibid., p. 173.
203 v/gjislav SESELJIMilan Panié mora pasti: konferencije za Stampu 1992. godiitan PANIC must fall:
Press Conferences in 1992/ (Belgrade: ABC Glas4)1.99 19.
204 [|h;
Ibid., p. 23.
205 |pid., p. 52 (press conference of 27 February 1992).
208 |hid., p. 59 (press conference of 19 March 1992).
207 |pid., p. 59 (press conference of 19 March 1992).
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In Vojislav SESELJ’s view, the Serbian state entitye Republic of Serbian Krajina)
constituted on the territory of the Republic of &fa should become part of this smaller

Yugoslavia®®

He did not envisage that the territory of “Serbiaajina” could once again be
part of Croati£®® As early as February 1992 he announced that ttea®eRadical Party and
the Serbian Chetnik Movement within it had beerc@thon alert and were ready for action in
Bosnia and Herzegovirfa’ The head of the SRS was opposed to any recogmfitive
sovereignty of Macedonia, which used to belongdtbi before Yugoslavia was created.
Believing that this republic should become oneheftinits of the new Yugoslav federation,
Vojislav SESELJ spoke out in favour of the usearté should the Macedonian authorities
decide to proclaim the independence of their sththe army proved unable to defeat
Macedonian separatists, the territory of Macedshizuld be divided among Serbia, Greece,
Bulgaria, and Albanid* Eastern Macedonia would become part of Bulgaisayestern parts
would go to Albania, the territories in the southGreece, while Serbia would be given
northern Macedonia. Serbia would keep the frontaehh Greece in the Vardar valley.

In 1993, estimating that most Serbian “vital atdws/e been liberated, the SRS
declared itself in favour of peace in Bosnia andzdgovina and the establishment of new
borders which would coincide with the front lifééBosnia and Herzegovina should be
divided into three separate independent sfafagojislav SESELJ believed that the Republic
of Serbian Krajina and the Republika Srpska shauite and form a single state, to be called
“Western Serbia”Zapadna Srbija?**

At the third congress of the SRS held on 30 Jgnd894 a new programme was

adopted. In the spirit of the previous congresplaa for the unification of “Serbian lands”

208 |bid., p. 19.

209 pid., p. 21.

21%hid., p. 52 (press conference of 27 February 1992).

21 pid., p. 41 (press conference of 20 January 1992).

212 vojislav SESELJPartijski bilansi i politicki balansi/Party Results and Political Balancing/ (BelgradBC
Glas, 1993), p. 127.

23 |pid., p. 140.

24 bid., p. 167.
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was put forward™ The new articles adopted on the same day stagd[tlhe primary aim

of the Party is unifying all Serbian lands into aiegle state, protecting the Serbs living in
other states, seizing and holding onto power ireotd implement the Party programme”
(Article 3)2'® Once again the SRS pronounced itself in favowshmflishing the autonomous
provinces inside Serbia and taking repressive nreasagainst Kosovo Albaniaf. The
goal of creating a unitary Serbian state is memetibance again on 2 February 1994 when a
coalition agreement was signed by the Serbian Rbhdlarty and the Serbian Democratic
Party of Krajina, headed by Milan BABI In fact, the agreement defined “the unificatidn o
all Serbian lands and the establishment of a uhiflerbian state” as its primary objectiv.

In Vojislav SESELJ’s opinion, national minoritiescsild not account for more than eight per

cent of the population of a Greater Serbia andifferent territorial components?

In the autumn of 1995, when the territories whigld been under the control of the
Serbian authorities for several years fell to theaf and Croat-Bosnian forces, Vojislav
SESELJ accused Slobodan MILOSEVbf having betrayed the Serbs of the Republic of
Serbian Krajina and Republika Srpskd.He argued for the “destruction of Slobodan

MILOSEVIC's treacherous regim& as a way of defending Serbian national interests.

215 Jovan BAZC, Srpsko pitanje: politike koncepcije reSavanja srpskog nacionalnog pit&hie Serbian
Question: Political Approaches to Settling the &eriiNational Question/, (Beograd: Sluzbeni list SGGtitut
za politeke studije, 2003), p. 268.

216 SESELJ Srpska radikalna strankap. 99.

217 |bid., p. 96: expulsion of all Albanian immigrants aheit descendants (400,000 persons according to SRS
estimates); closure of all state-funded institugigrorking in the Albanian language; stripping ddittSerbian
citizenship allSiptars/Albanians/ living abroad who furthered the separaause activities, etc.

218 SESELJFilipike cetnickog vojvodep. 185.

219pid., p. 188.

220 SESELJ Srpska radikalna strankap. 20.

221 |pid., p. 197.
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5.4. The electoral weight of the Serbian Radical Pty and its ambiguous
relationship with the Socialist Party of Serbia

During the 1990s the SRS maintained an ambiguelationship with the ruling
Socialist Party of Serbia. Strongly opposed to camism and the personality cult of Tito, the
Serbian Chetnik Movement was not recognised byatithorities, who saw the organisation
as the heir of the Chetnik movement of World Wamlhich the communists had defeated in
1945-1946. Vojislav SESELJ was sentenced to 45 daysison for having disturbed the
peace on 2 October 1990 in the centre of Belgradeelting up a stall with placards urging
the citizens of Belgrade to sign a petition for trensfer of the House of Flowers — with the
tomb of Josip BROZ Tito — from Belgrade to Kumroy€roatia) and to enrol as volunteers
to go to Knin to support the Serbs living in Cradt? Imprisoned on 23 October, Vojislav
SESELJ was freed on 15 November 1990 and managedv® himself put forward as a
candidate at the presidential election of 9 Decem®80. It was in June 1991 that Vojislav
SESELJ emerged as a more serious political contemdeen he competed for the
constituency of Rakovica, a working-class neighbood on the outskirts of Belgraffé.
SESELJ defeated the novelist Borislav PEKtandidate of the Democratic Party, with 23
per cent of the votes in an election in which vatenout was less than 50 per cent. Although
the authorities had marginalised him in 1990, thei&ist Party of Serbia now gave him its
unofficial support and allowed him free accessh® principal media in Serbia, in the first
place the state television. When the SRS becamsettend most important political power in
the country, the two principal parties in Serbiafitical life entered an informal alliance. The
alliance was made possible by their ideologicalveogence with regard to the Serbian

national question. The nature and seriousness isf @hdorsement of the ruling party’s

222 The Prosecution’s documents are published in VajiSESELJSrpskicetnicki pokret/The Serbian Chetnik
Movement/ (Beograd: ABC Glas, 1994), pp. 187-189.

22 The by-election was held to fill a seat that feltant when writer Miodrag BULATOV], an SPS member of
parliament, diedvreme 17 June 1991, p. 8.
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policies remains difficult to fathom. In the sprio§ 1992, Slobodan MILOSEY] declared
that Vojislav SESELJ was his favourite oppositiaiitician. In May 1992 Vojislav SESELJ
had his first talks with the President of Serbidhat latter’s request. Slobodan MILOSEVI
allegedly asked him to send more volunteers to Bosmd Herzegovina:

“MILOSEVIC asked us, the Radicals, to send more volunteemssathe river Drina and, in exchange,
promised adequate suppliesarms, uniforms and means of transport. Thitabokation worked smoothly until
September 1993. [. .

In the presidential election of December 1998,3RS supported Slobodan
MILOSEVIC when he faced the Serbian-American Milan P&NH the second round. This
unnatural alliance between the former communiststhe heirs of the Chetnik movement did
not have very strong foundations and in the spping993, when Slobodan MILOSEW!I
gave his support to the Vance-Owen peace plandsni and Herzegovina, the SRS
distanced itself from the regime and provoked #iledf the government of the republic of
Serbia headed by Nikola SAINO¥I The Socialist Party of Serbia then embarked on a
propaganda campaign against the Serbian Radidsl &t its leader Vojislav SESELJ. From
then on the radicals were portrayed as fascistdauts, and no longer had access to the state
media®?® The police arrested a number of SRS militantgaliy for the possession of
weapong?® The state-controlled media began to portray thdde of the SRS as a war
criminal. The SRS, on the other hand, accused S8abMILOSEVL of betraying the
Serbian national caug€ and of being responsible for corruption and orsedhicrime in

Serbia??® In the autumn of 1994 the leader of the SRS wastd after he insulted and

224 5vet 13 January 1995 published in Vojislav SESESrhski brani par “ CauSescu” /The Serbian “Causescu”
Couple/, (Beograd: ABC Glas, 1995), p. 158.

225«and when we submitted our request to proceed witlote of no-confidence in Nikola SAINOWIs
government, the Socialists lashed out. They accused being fascists, criminals, a paramilitargaization.
What did they not accuse us of? [. . .]”; VojislBESELJ Preti li nam slobotomijadAre We Being Threatened
with a Slobotomy?/, (Beograd: ABC Glas, 1994), p. 6

226 SESELJIMiloSevic hapsi radikale pp. 33, 52, 72,73.

227 «globodan MILOSEVC is a traitor to the fatherland. He is leading pleeple into utter poverty. His sole aim is
to cling to power. We want to bring about his doalh&s soon as possible.” Extract from an intervggven to
the Italian dailyll Mondo of 8 May 1995 and published in SESEBpski brani par “ CauSescu? p. 226.

228 |n an interview given to the magazivelika Srbija January 1995, and published in SESELdeni tiranin sa
Dedinja, pp. 220-221.
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attacked the speaker of the Yugoslav parliamerdpRen BOZOVC. Sentenced to three
months in prison, he would be released on 29 Jgrig95.

In October 1994, there was a schism in the SR®o@pgf seven radical deputies in
the federal parliament founded the “Nikola P&Sparliamentary group, which would create
a dissident party of its own in order to consokdis positions: the inconsequential “Nikola
PASIC” Serbian Radical Party. After five years of maajisation in the media the Serbian
Radical Party returned to the centre of the palitgtage thanks to the deterioration of the
situation in Kosovo. Between 1998 and 2000 it wahidre power with the Socialist Party of
Serbia.

In electoral terms, Vojislav SESELJ’s party evalvapidly from a marginal to a
nation-wide political force. After the administnagi authorities refused to recognise it in
August 1990, the Serbian Chetnik Movement was untbpresent candidates at the first
multi-party parliamentary elections in Serbia, oarl 23 December 1990. Nevertheless,
Vojislav SESELJ was able to collect enough sigresttio appear as an independent candidate
at the presidential election of 9 December 1990wids placed fifth, with 96,277 votes (or
1.91 per cent of the ballots cast), compared 88799 votes for Slobodan MILOSEV lof
the Serbian Socialist Party and 824,674 votes fd¢t DPRASKOVIC, who, like Vojislav
SESELJ, situated himself in the tradition of thesRaGora Movemerft® In February 1991,
the Serbian Chetnik Movement became part of thbi&eRadical Party which was able to
have itself legalised under this name in Marchhefsame year. From a marginal political
force Vojislav SESELJ’s party became the second ingsortant political organisation in
Serbia in just a year. At the first parliamentagcéons in the Federal Republic of

Yugoslavia, on 31 May 1992, the SRS won 1,166,388x/(30 per cenfj’ The Yugoslav

229 \/ladimir GOATI, Izbori u SRJ od 1990. do 1998olja gradjana ili izborna manipulacij&lections in the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia between 1990 — 1988 Will of the Citizens or Electoral Manipulatis/,
(Beograd: Centar za slobodne izbore i demokratlif9, p. 287.

20 1pid., p. 290.
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and Serbian parliamentary elections in Decembe@ t@afirmed the radicals’ electoral
power: in both elections they were placed secoebiral Slobodan MILOSEVI's Socialist
Party, having obtained 1,024,983 (21.8 per cerd)13866,765 (22.6 per cent) votes
respectively?3!

After supporting Slobodan MILOSE¥VIs party and cooperating with it, the SRS
caused the fall of the Serbian government in theran of 1993. When the SRS was targeted
by the ruling party’s propaganda, it lost nearl¥f b&its voters at the parliamentary elections
of 19 December 1993, obtaining no more than 5956&s (13.8 per cent}? In the general
elections of 1997, the radicals regained the pojyltney had enjoyed in 1992: they received
the support of 1,162,216 voters (28.1 per cent)an8 October 1997 Vojislav SESELJ won
the second round of the presidential election agaie socialist candidate, Zoran L{L**
However, due to low voter turnout (less than fiigr cent) the result was pronounced invalid.
When votes were cast anew, on 7 and 21 Decemb@& Vefislav SESELJ was left behind
Milan MILUTINOVI C, candidate of the Socialist Party of Serbia, mshcond round, having
received 1,383,868 votes to MILUTINOWs 2,181,808

In 2000, when it shared power with Slobodan MILQ$E's party, the SRS saw
another drop in the number of its voters. At thectbns for the federal parliament it won no
more than 472,820 votes, while its candidate fergiesidency of the Yugoslav federation,
Tomislav NIKOLIC, did badly and obtained only 289,013 votes (5:19ceat). After the fall
of Slobodan MILOSEM on 5 October 2000, the SRS’s electoral base shéwter signs
of erosion at the general elections of 23 Decer2b80: no more than 322,333 voters placed

their confidence in the radic®

21 pid., p. 291.

232 \/ladimir GOATI, Partije i partijski sistem SrbijéParties and the Party System in Serbia/, (Nibddda
gradjansku inicijativu, 2004), p. 251.

233 1bid., p. 257.

24 1bid., p. 258.

25 |bid., p. 253.
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Conclusion

As formulated in the nineteenth century, the priogé the unification of Serbs in one
and the same state was no different from the prnognas of other national movements in
Europe, especially the Italian and German uniftcatnovements, as well as national
movements in the countries of central and eastarode and the Balkans. At the time, the
ideology of a Greater Serbia did not have as itd tiee expulsion of non-Serbs from a future
state in which all the Balkan Serbs would live tbge. The important thing for the leaders
was to obtain the support of other South Slavs lvieal in the Ottoman and Habsburg
empires. While national identities were still bec@nstructed, numerous intellectuals and
politicians believed that the Serbs, Croats, andeies were part of one and the same nation.
The concept of a Greater Serbia was not clearlyeéfand it was often confused with
aspirations to unite the South Slavs. Its basiegiie was not the exclusion of other South
Slavs but their inclusion, regardless of religibhe few maps of Greater Serbia published in
the nineteenth century correspond in fact to thidey of Yugoslavia. Moreover, this
ideology developed at a time when the Balkans werginated by the Austrian and Ottoman
empires.

After the creation of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croatsd Slovenes in 1918, we notice
that the ideology of a Greater Serbia begins tdvey@specially on the eve of World War II,
and from then on it features the idea that non<Sshiould be expelled from the Greater
Serbia that is aspired to, in order to achieveiethomogeneity. In this sense the ideology of
Greater Serbia acquires a new dimension, whichbeiliranslated into military terms during
World War II. This transformation of the ideologlyaGreater Serbia occurred in the late
1930s and was given impetus by the intellectualsegad around the Serbian Cultural Club,

some of whom would subsequently be active in thenR&Gora Movement of Draza
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MIHAILOVI C, which was defeated by the communist partisad9#5-1946. It was these
intellectuals who formulated the Movement’s naticaad political programme.

The idea of gathering all the Serbs in one and#me state entity emerged forcefully
during the second half of the 1980s, as Yugoslawa plunged into a severe political,
economic, and social crisis. From the unificatidiserbia, a republic divided into three
entities (Serbia proper and the autonomous proginé&/ojvodina and Kosovo), the
leadership in Belgrade moved on to support forSbebs in Croatia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina, whose right to self-determinationaiNd defend. In the context of the
disintegration of Yugoslavia (1991-1992), the Sanbpresident, Slobodan MILOSEY/
expressed the opinion that all Serbs should livbénsame state. Expressions of extreme
nationalism were facilitated by the ideologicahstormation of the League of Communists
of Serbia, which had acted as the defender of #nbi& national cause since 1987-1988.

During this period, numerous intellectuals conitdal to the formulation of a project
for the unification of all Serbs in one and the eastate. Beginning in 1983-1984, Vojislav
SESELJ proposed a redrawing of Yugoslavia’s intidooeders and thereby the enlargement
of the republic of Serbia. In subsequent years diladvcontinue to expound his political
project, aimed at the creation of a Greater Sethitact, his programme was elaborated a
long time before the advent of political pluraligml990 and the accession to power of
Franjo TUDJMAN'’s Croatian Democratic Union (HDZxthsame year. TUDJMAN'’s
policies, which were far from favourable to Croaterbs, would provide a justification for
the armed engagement of Vojislav SESELJ’s party.tBelidea of reducing or territorially
amputating Croatia is one that he had already tiagdveral years. Politically and
ideologically, Vojislav SESELJ saw himself as aateslant in the direct line of Slobodan

JOVANOVIC, Dragiga VASC, Stevan MOLJEME, and Draza MIHAILOVC.%® And he is

236 pccording to an interview with the weekBlobodni Tjednilof 4 May 1990, reprinted in SESEIRazaranje
srpskog nacionalnog &, p. 61.
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indeed an intellectual descendant of the Serbidtu@iliClub and the Ravna Gora
Movement, from which he took over the intentiorcteate a Serbian state entity as ethnically

homogeneous as possible, by means of forced papulaansfers or displacements.
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Annexes
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Map 1 — The Military Frontier in the eighteenth certury
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Map 2 - Serbia according to geographer Vladimir KARC
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Map 3 - Yugoslav territorial demands and the finalboundaries, 1918-1921
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Map 4 - The Administrative Partition of Yugoslaviaand the Croatian

Banovina (1939)
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Map 5 - The partition of Yugoslavia in 1941

- 0 25 s 75 w0
SCALE OF MILES

M——_ e ey il BACHA | N
e O e I

K,

. N .
’ e ¥
] o T 5 -"'.‘ -‘//‘///% \\°\Px
Lake Scutari AN SN o
% Y NS AN A
T T——— T—u— Bayof KotorF 2% g?’\mcsv\c@b -
IR Annexed to Bulgaria ... State Borders 73 \\ <
7 AmexedtoAlbania ..., Zone Border N \\\\,\\ N
[BRE talian Occupied o — Garmarlialian K N
Annexed to Italy Demarcation Line
‘ ITand 11 Italian Occupied Zones of Croatian State Territory

Map 3. Partition of 1941

Source: Jozo TOMASEVICHWVar and Revolution in Yugoslavia, 1941-1945: Thet@iks
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1975), p. 90.

10t



26958
0463-7876-0463-7990-ET-1/

Map 6 - Distribution of nationalities in partitioned Yugoslavia (1941)
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Map 7 - Map of Greater Serbia as drawn by Stevan MQJEVI €
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Map 8 - Travels of the JVUO High Command during Woild War I
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Map 9 - Map of territorial negotiations for the Treaty of London
(26 April 1915)
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Map 10 — Map of Greater Serbia published irvelika Srbija, organ of the
Serbian Chetnik Movement, in August 1990
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1990. On the cover page is a map of Greater Sashitgaimed by Vojisla§ESELJ’s
political movement. To the west (in Croatian territory), Serbia stretches to the Karlobag —
Karlovac — Virovitica line.
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Quotations/statements by Vojislav SESELJ on GreateSerbia

The following is a selection, not an exhaustive lis

“[. . .] The autonomous provinces should be abelistor at least put strictly under
Serbian sovereignty since the majority of the papah in Vojvodina is Serbian, while in
Kosovo a large part of the Albanian ethnic groupréhahown their readiness and
determination to follow a separatist policy. Gragtit more political advantages would
therefore be inappropriate and harmful in termsgeheral Yugoslav interests and
interests of the state which, in cases like thig, decisive. The Yugoslav federation
would thus consist of four truly equal republickov&nia, Croatia, Serbia and Macedonia.
A new territorial division between Serbia and Ci@aatould be necessary. Given that part
of the Serbian and Croatian population in the tienyiof Bosnia, Herzegovina, Dalmatia,
Lika, Kordun, Banija and Slavonia is territorialtyixed, the partition would be done on
the principle whereby the same number of persorSesbian nationality would remain
within the borders of Croatia as that of CroatsSerbia, based on the latest population
census. This is how the Serbo-Croat national questiould finally be resolved on the
principles of humanism and democracy, thus stremtly inter-ethnic unity and
communal spirit, and avoiding one of the main cauwdeast discord. [. . .]”

Odgovori na anketu-intervjiSta da se radi /Response to a Survey-Interview: What is to
be done?/, September 1993, published in SESBé&hokratija i dogmap. 130.

“[. ..] We, Serbs, within the framework of Yugogia, must define our national goals,
our national programme and the boundaries of atestnd allow our so-called northern
brothers, the Croats and Slovenes, to determiredyfrghether they wish to live in that
state. The Serbian people are not a priori opptsdte existence of Yugoslavia. | am
fully convinced that the Serbian people are in tavof the existence of Yugoslavia, but
not at any cost. Only of a Yugoslavia whose bordessld be consistent with Serbia’s
state borders as guaranteed by the Treaty of Lonkdian federal Yugoslavia is to be
maintained, the Serbian federal unit must theredm®mpass within its borders not only
present-day Serbia, its present-day provinces giddina, Kosovo and Metohija but also
Macedonia, Montenegro, Bosnia and Herzegovina, ®ubk, Dalmatia, Lika, Banija,
Kordun, eastern Slavonia and Baranja. These bomders not all guaranteed by the
Treaty of London. They were drawn by Ante PAVELduring World War 1l. He drew
them with Serbian graves, mass graves, placesfiefrisig, camps and murder sites. And
| believe that the Serbian people must under ncunistances allow one single Serbian
mass cemetery to remain outside the borders db¢hnieian state.”

“Program Dr. Vojislava SESELJA: iz predavanja kod¥@nice u Americi” /Dr.
Vojislav SESELJ’s Programme: From a Gaaica Lecture delivered in America”,
Cetnicke novineno. 298, July 1989, p. 4.
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“Our main task is the reconstruction of Serbiaseindependence within boundaries that
would encompass all Serbian lands. Beside thetdgrriof the present day reduced
Serbian federal unit, we simply cannot imagine abi@e state without Serbian

Macedonia, Serbian Montenegro, Serbian Bosnia, i&ertHerzegovina, Serbian

Dubrovnik, Serbian Banija, Serbian Kordun, Serlséawvonia and Serbian Baranja.”

Vojislav SESELJ’s statement of intent during thesidential elections of December
1990, Velika Srbijg no. 7, 1990, published in SESEIStpskicetnicki pokret p. 220.

“Monitor: What is your concept of the future ofs¢hgountry?

Vojislav SESELJ: We hope that Yugoslavia will noinsve, that we will soon see the
demise of Yugoslavia.

One possibility in the region would be to cretitieee independent states: a Greater
Serbia, a small Slovenia and an even smaller Gro&kie other possibility would be that
we Serbs come to an agreement with the Italiamevioe the 1915 Treaty of London and
establish the Serbian-Italian border along the daat-Ogulin-Karlovac-Virovitica line.”

Interview given to the weekIWonitor and published on 31 May 1991. Aslo published in
SESELJRazaranja srpskog nacionalnog’aj p. 220.

“What, according to you, are the prospects of Yimoa?”

| believe everybody is aware that Yugoslaviamasuture and that, in the very near
future, it will be divided into three separate etati.e. “greater” Serbia, a small Slovenia,
and an even smaller Croatia. Personally, | exget italy will claim back its territory.
This is the part of the Adriatic sea which it hadreélinquish after the two world wars.
This means that Istria will be Italian again aslves Rijeka and part of the islands,
particularly those in the Kvarner. Serbia will ddish its western boundary along the
Karlobag-Ogulin-Karlovac-Virovitica line. [. . .]"

Interview given by Vojislav SESELJ to the magaz8wet(9 August 1991) and published
in SESELJPolitika kao izazov savesp. 92.

“- These last few days there has been talk of krga@bme kind of union of Serbian lands
and you are one of its main advocates. In youriopins there any possibility that it will
be created soon or is this merely propaganda?

- | think it is a very timely idea and that it shdie implemented in two stages. The first
would be the unification of Republika Srpska ane Republic of Serbian Krajina. And

this should be done immediately. This is a questiosurvival for both Republika Srpska

and the RSK, especially for the latter. The secstade would then be the unification of
such a state with the FRY as distinct federal unitsink the first part of the plan should

be carried out immediately and radically.

- Monkilo KRAJISNIK says this state should be called ‘NSerbia’. . . .

- | feel that the name ‘Western Serbia’ would b#dresince ‘New Serbia’ would not go
down well with the West.”
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Interview given by Vojislav SESELJ 1l Svet(17 April 1993) and published in Vojislav
SESELJAktuelni politeki izazovi/Political Challenges of Today/, (Beograd: ABC §la
1993), p. 210.
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Abbreviations

AVNOJ Antifascist Council for the National Liberati of Yugoslavia

CNK Central National Committee of the Kingdom ofgaslavia Centralni
nacionalni komitet Kraljevine Jugoslavjje

HDZzZ Croatian Democratic Union

JRSD Yugoslav Radical Peasant Democrdag@slovenska radikalna setjea
demokratijg and after 1933 the Yugoslav National Padygoslovenska
nacionalna strankpn

JUORA Yugoslav Organisation of Ravnha Gora WomRigslovenska
organizacija ravnogorRi

JURAO Yugoslav Ravna Gora Youtbugoslovenska ravnogorska omladina

JVUO Yugoslav Army in the Fatherlandugoslovenska vojska u OtadZpini

LC League of Communists

LCY League of Communists of Yugoslavia

RSK Republic of Serbian Krajina

SCP Serbian Chetnik Movemergipskicetnicki pokre).

SHS Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes

SKK Serbian Cultural ClubSrpski kulturni klub,

SNO Serbian National Renew&rpska narodna obnoya

SPO Serbian Renewal Movemest§ski pokret obnoye

SRS Serbian Radical Partgrpska radikalna stranka
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Ujedinjeno srpstvadUnited Serbdom/, 2 April 1944, no. 1.

Zbornik dokumenata i podataka o narodnooslobattiten ratu naroda Jugoslavij@dom
XIV, Knj. 1, Dokumenticetnickog pokreta Draze MIHAILOVIA 1941-1942
/Collected Documents and Information on the Natiditzeration War of the
Peoples of Yugoslavia, vol. 14, Book 1: Documeritdie Chetnik Movement of
Draza MIHAILOVIC, 1941-1942/. Belgrade: Vojnoistorijski institu®a1, pp.
173-182:
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TOMIC YVES

Expérience professionnelle

ingénieur d'études a la Bibliothéque de documentation internationale contemporaine (BDIC, Université
de Paris X-Nanterre), responsable du secteur Balkans, depuis octobre 1995.

Expert-Témoin auprés du Tribunal international pour Vex-Yougoslavie depuis 2004.

Chercheur associé a I'Institut des sciences sociales du politique (CNRS/Université Paris X-Nanterre),
depuis 2004,

Etudes et notes de consuiltance sur les pays balkanidues pour la Délégation aux affaires stratégiques
(ministére de la Défense) et le Centre d'analyse et de prévision du ministére des Affaires étrangéres
- frangais.

Chargé de cours & f'université de Paris-Sorbonne (Paris IV), UFR d'études slaves, enseignement de
I'histoire des pays yougoslaves, 1999-2000 et 2000-2001.

Commissaire de 'exposition “De I'unification & l'éclatement : Fespace yougoslave, un siécle d'histoire”,
Musée d'histoire contemporaine (MHC-BDIC), mars-mai 1998.

Etudes supérieures

D.EA. dEtudes Slaves et Est-Européennes, obtenu en novembre 1992, mention trés bien,
LN.A.L.C.O. (Institut National des Langues et Civilisations Orientales).

D.REEA (Dipldbme de Recherche et d'Etudes Approfondies) de serbo-croate, option civilisation,
INALCO, 1981,

Publications et activité éditoriale
Ouvrages

Yves Tomic, La Serbie du prince Milos & Milosevic, Bruxelles, P.LE Peter Lang, 2003 et 2004, 165 p.

Laurent Gervereau, Yves Tomic (sous la dir.), De funification a l'éclatement, I'espace yougostave, un
siécle d'histoire, Nanterre, BDIC, 1998, 320 p.

Etudes de consultance :

La transition démocratique en Serbie, 31.05.2007, pour le Centre d'analyse et de prévision du
Ministére des Affaires étrangeres frangais.

La transition politique en RF Yougoslavie : aspects sécuritaires, projet en cours (juillet 2002-mars
2003}, Nanterre, BDIC, pour la Délégation aux affaires stratégiques (Ministére de la Défense)

La question serbe aprés le confiit au Kosovo, Lyon, OEG, 2000, étude réalisée en collaboration avec
Jacqueline Markovic pour la Délégation aux affaires strategiques (Ministére de la Défense).

Bosnie : une altemative au protectorat ?, Lyon, OEG, 1999, étude réalisée en collaboration avec
Jacqueline Markovic.

Articl

«Du réveil national au'réveil' religieux? Le cas de la Serbie au tournant du XXle siécle »,
Balkanologie, Vol. I1X-, n°1-2, décembre 2005
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« Serbie : quelle assise géographique ? A propos des projets de nouvelle Constitution de la Serbie »,
in André-Louis Sanguin, Amaél Cattaruzza, Emmanuelle Chaveneau-Le Brun (sous la direction de),
L'ex-Yougoslavie, dix ans aprés Dayton , Paris, L'Harmattan, 2005

«La vie politique en Serbie de 1987 a 2004 : une chronologie », Revue d'éfudes comparatives Est-
Ouest, Volume 35, N°1-2, Mars-Juin 2004

Le bilan de l'année en RF Yougoslavie dans L'état du monde, éditions 1996-2007, Paris, La
Découverte.

« La dérive autoritaire et nationaliste en serbie : 1987-2000 », in Stéphane Yerasimos (sous la dir.), Le
retour des Balkans, 1991-2001, Paris, Autrement, 2002

« La Ligue des communistes de Serbie et 'ouverture de la guestion nationale serbe : 1977-1987 »,
Balkanologie, Vol. lIl, n°1, septembre 1999, p. 89-119,

« De lusage du mythe du Kosovo », Les idées en mouvement : le mensuel de la Ligue de
'enseignement, hors-série, juin 1999

« Le nationalisme utilitariste du régime de Slobodan Milosevic », Cahiers Anatole Leroy-Beaulieu
(FNSP-IEP Paris), n°4, mai 1999.

« Serbie : une transition démocratique inachevée », Balkanologie, vol.l, n°1, juillet 1997, p. 119-124.

« Milosevic et la mutation de la Ligue des communistes de Serbie : du communisme au nationalisme
populiste (1986-1989) », L'Autre Europe, n°34-35, mars 1997.

« Le long processus de désintégration de la Fédération yougosiave : tentative de périodisation »,
Revue d'études comparatives Est-Ouest, 1997, 1 {mars) p. 147-161.

«Le mouvement national croate au XiXéme siécle @ entre yougoslavisme (jugoslavenstvo) et
croatisme (hrvatstvo) », Revue des Etudes Slaves, Paris, LXVHI/4, 1996, p. 463-475.

« Y a-t-il jamais eu une intégration yougoslave », Les Temps Modemes, n°574 (mai 1994), pp. 87-96.

« Aux origines du déchirement de la Yougosiavie, a propos de quelques ouvrages récents », Revue
Européenne d'Histoire, n°2 (1994), pp. 199-201.

Tribunes

« Ouvrons les négociations sur le Kosovo », Libération, 30.03.2004
« La Serbie en quéte d'avenir », Libération, 07.01.2004

« Kosovo : une voie vers lindépendance », Libération, 12.12.2001
« La derniére fiction yougoslave », Libération, 04.07.2001

« Regarder |la Serbie autrement », Libération, 22.12.2000

« Yougoslavie, une transition chaotique », Libération, 28.09.2000.

« Ensemble contre Milosevic », Le Monde, 06.12.1996.

Colloques, séminaires,conférences

Année 2006

- Intervention au séminaire, «L'Europe centrale. Populations, identités et territoires (19e-20e siécles) »,
01.02.2006, Centre d'histoire de 'Europe centrale contemporaine (Université Paris 1), sous le titre : «
Le réveil du mouvement national serbe a la fin des années 1930 et ia question des échanges de
population (1937-1941) »

- Intervention 2 la conférence « Une ére nouvelle dans les Balkans ? », Association des Journalistes
Européens, 29.03.2006

- Intervention a la conférence « Le Kosovo : Statut et perspectives d'avenir », Sciences Po - 1er cycle
européen - Europe centrale et orientale, Dijon, 03.05.2006
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- Intervention a la conférence « Le Monténégro apres le référendum du 21 mai 2006», Association
francaise d'études sur les Balkans, 23.05.2006
- Intervention a la soirée de presentation du livre de Jean-Arnauit Dérens, Kosovo, année zéro, Maison

d’Europe et d'Orient, 01.06.2007 0 6 2 4 7 1 3 3

Année 2005

- Participation au colloque « La France et les migrants des Balkans : un état des lieux », Organisé par
le Courrier des Balkans, 20.01.2005

- Intervention au séminaire du LASP-CNRS, 24.01.2005, sous le titre : Le réveil national serbe 2 la fin
des années 1930

- Intervention au colloque « Vers un statut définif du Kosovo », organisé par le Sénat de Belgique,
26.04.2005

- Intervention au séminaire « Les sociétés balkaniques de 'empire aux Etats-nations, figures
mythifiees, figures oubliées », EHESS, 30.05.2005, sous le titre * « Le réveil du nationalisme serbe 3 la
fin des années 1930 a travers le parcours de Stevan Moljevi¢ »

- Intervention au colioque international « L'ex-Yougoslavie dix ans aprés Dayton : De nouveaux Etats
entre déchirements communautaires et intégration européenne », organisé par la Commission de
Geéographie Politique (Union Géographique internationale), 07-08.06.2005, sous le titre : Serbie, quetie
assise géographique ?

- Intervention & la Conférence « La Serbie et Monténégro », Bureau parisien du Conseil de I'Europe,
16.06.2005

- Intervention & un collogue restreint sur la Bosnie-Herzégovine, organisé par le Groupe d'amitié
France-Bosnie-Herzégovine de I'Assemblée nationale, 20.06.2005

- Intervention & la journée d'étude « Les Eglises orthodoxes en Europe », organisé par Je Centre
d’Etudes et de Recherches Internationales Sciences-Po CNRS, 07.10.2005, sous le titre : Du réveil
national au 'réveil' religieux : la Serbie des années 1990

- Intervention au colloque « Serbia in Europe : neighbourhood relations and european integration »,
Belgrade, 19-20.10.2005, organisé par I'Austrian Institute of East and Southeast European

Studies/OS| (Vienna), sous le titre : Serbia's historical heritage

-Intervention & la table ronde « La Serbie-et-Monténégro cing ans apreés la chute de Siobodan
Milosevic : bilan des changements et perspectives d'avenir » organisé par I'Association francaise
d'études sur les Balkans, 28.10.2005

Année 2004

- intervention a la conférence 'Ol va la Serbie', Courrier des Balkans, Paris, 12.01.2004

- Intervention aux Entretiens de I'information «Aprés la guerre, le silence des médias», Ecole
superieure de journalisme, Lille, 16.01.2004

- Intervention & la conférence 'Les diasporas balkaniques entre incompréhension et intégration,
Courrier des Balkans, Paris, 16.02.2004

- Intervention a la Commémoration du bicentenaire de I'Etat moderne de Serbie, UNESCO, Paris,
01.03.2004

- Intervention & la Rencontre-débat sur les identités nationales dans les Balkans, Journée du Courrier
des Balkans, Arcueil, 06.03.2004

- Intervention au séminaire du GASPPECO, La Serbie dans les années 90, Université libre de
Bruxelles, Bruxelles, 11.05.2004

- Intervention au colloque 'Construire la nation, construire le socialisme (2e journée)', La nation dans la
Yougoslavie communiste, INALCO, Paris, 13.05.2004

- Intervention au séminaire 'Institution universitaire et mouvements étudiants’, Juin 1968 : la
contestation étudiante en Yougoslavie, Centre d'histoire de Sciences Po, 16.06.2004

Autres activités

Vice-président de F'Association francaise d'études sur les Balkans (AFEBALK, www.afebalk.org),
mandat 2007-2008.

Consultant sur les Balkans (ministére des Affaires étrangéres, Centre d’analyse et de prévision)
Langues (par ordre décroissant de maitrise de Iz langue)

Serbo-croate, anglais, bulgare, russe, macédonien, albanais.
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Yves TOMIC
Professional Experience

Design Engineer at the International ContemporargciBnentation Library (BDIC,
University of Paris X — Nanterre), in charge of Bedkan sector, since October 1995

Expert Witness at the International Criminal Tribufor the former Yugoslavia since 2004
Studies and consultancies on Balkan countries lier Delegation for Strategic Affairs
(Ministry of Defence) and the French Ministry ofrEmgn Affairs Centre for Analysis and

Projection

Lecturer at the University of Paris — Sorbonne ig&f), Slavic Studies training and research
unit, instruction of the history of Yugoslav couagy, 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Curator of the exhibition “From Unification to Bie&p: the Yugoslav space, a century of
history”, Museum of Contemporary History (MHC-BDIQYlarch-May 1998

Higher Education
Post-graduate diploma (D.E.A.), Slavic and EastRaan Studies, obtained in November
1992, first-class honours, I.N.A.L.C.O. (Nationatstitute of Eastern Languages and

Civilisations)

Post-graduate research diploma (D.R.E.A.)) in S&tmatian, Civilisation option,
I.IN.A.L.C.O., 1991.

Publications and Editorial Activities
Books

Yves Tomé, Serbia from Prince Milo to Milosevi¢, Brussels, P.I.E. Peter Lang, 2003 and
2004, 165 p.

Laurent Gervereau, Yves Tofn(Ed.), From Unification to Break-Up: the Yugoslav Space, a
Century of HistoryNanterre -BDIC, 1998, 320 p.

Consultancy Studies

Democratic Transition in Serbjé&81 May 2007, for the French Ministry of Foreigiffairs
Centre for Analysis and Projection.

Political Transition in the Federal Republic of Yagiavia: security aspect®ngoing project
(July 2002-March 2003), Nanterre, BDIC, for the &gtion for Strategic Affairs (Ministry
of Defence)

The Serbian Question following the Kosovo Conflicgon, Observatory for European
Geopolitics (OEG), 2000, study conducted in coltabion with Jacqueline Marka¥ifor the
Delegation for Strategic Affairs (Ministry of Defes).

Bosnia: An Alternative to the Protectoratd?yon, OEG, 1999, study conducted in
collaboration with Jacqueline Markd@vi
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Articles

“From National Awakening to Religious Revival? TBase of Serbia at the Turn of the*21
Century,”Balkanologie Vol. 1X, nos. 1-2, December 2005.

“Serbia: What Geographical Basis?” Regarding Drafts the New Serbian
Constitution”, in André-Louis Sanguin, Amaél Cattzza, Emmanuelle Chaveneau-
Le Brun (Ed.),The Former Yugoslavia, Ten Years After Dayfawis, L’'Harmattan,
2005.

“Political Life in Serbia from 1987 to 2004: a Chalogy,” Review of East-West
Comparative Studies, Volume 35, Nos. 1-2, MarcheJ2004.

Yearly Assessment of the Federal Republic of Yumaal in L’'Etat du Monde,
Editions 1996-2007, Parisa Découverte.

“The Authoritarian and Nationalist Drift in Serbia987-2000, Stéphane Yerasimos
(Ed.), The Return of the Balkans, 1991-2001, Paugrement, 2002.

“The League of Communists in Serbia and OpeningS&ian National Question:
1977-1987” Balkanologie Vol. Ill, no. 1, September 1999, pp. 89-119.

“The Use of the Kosovo Myth”, Ideas in Movement:ugdtion League Monthly,
Special Edition, June 1999

“The Utilitarian Nationalism of Slobodan M#evi¢’'s Regime”, Cahiers Anatole
Leroy-BeaulielFNSP-IEP Paris), no. 4, May 1999

“Serbia: An Unfinished Democratic Transition”, Bahologie, Vol. 1, no. 1, July
1997, pp. 119-124.

“Milo sevi¢ and the Transformation of the League of Commuro$tSerbia: From
Communism to Populist Nationalism (1986-1989)’Autre Europe no. 34-35,
March 1997

“The Lengthy Disintegration Process of the Yugosl@ederation: Attempts at
Periodization”, Revue d’Etudes Comparatives EstgBu&997, 1 (March) pp. 147-
161.

“The 19" Century Croatian National Movement: Between Yugaisim
(Jugoslavenstyo and Croatianism Hrvatstvg”, Revue des Etudes Slayd3aris,
LXVIIl/4, 1996, pp. 463-475.

“Was There Ever Yugoslav Integration®g&s Temps Moderngso. 574 (May 1994),
pp. 87-96.

“To the Origins of the Break-Up of Yugoslavia, irofhection with some Recent
Works”, Revue Européenne d’Histojreo. 2 (1994), pp. 199-201.
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Newspaper Articles

“Open the Negotiations on Kosovd’ibération, 30 March 2004
“Serbia in Search of a Futurd’ibération 07 January 2004

“Kosovo: a Path Toward Independenceihération, 12 December 2001
“The Last Yugoslav Fiction”l.ibération, 04 July 2001

“Looking at Serbia Differently”Libération 22 December 2000
“Yugoslavia, a Chaotic TransitionLjbération 28 September 2000

“Together Against Mil&evi¢”, Le Monde 06 December 1996
Colloquia, Seminars, Conferences

2006

- Presentation at the seminar “Central Europe. Retgientities and Territories (19
20" Centuries)”, 01 February 2006, Centre for Conterapo Central European
History (University of Paris 1), titled “The Reswmgce of the Serbian National
Movement in the Late 1930s and the Issue of Papul&xchanges (1937-1941)"

- Presentation at the conference “A New Era in Badkans?”, Association of
European Journalists, 29 March 2006

- Presentation at the conference “Kosovo: StatusFarure Perspectives”, Sciences
Po — European First and Second Year — Central asteEh Europe, Dijon, 03 May
2006

- Presentation at the conference “Montenegro AfterReferendum of 21 May 2006”,
French Association of Balkan Studies, 23 May 2006

- Speech at the Evening Presentation of the boolday-Arnault Dérendosovo,
Year ZeroMaison d’Europe et d’Orient01 June 2007

2005

- Participation in the colloquium “France and Bailkiligrants: Baseline Survey”,
organised by.e Courrier des Balkan0 January 2005

- Presentation at the seminar of the LASP-CNRS itiPal Systems Analysis
Laboratory-National Centre for Scientific Resear2i/January 2005, titled “Serbian
National Awakening in the late 1930’s”.

- Presentation at the colloquium “Toward a DefirtiStatus in Kosovo”, organised
by the Belgian Senate, 26 April 2005
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- Presentation at the seminar “Balkan Societiesnfrié@mpires to Nation-States,

mythical figures, forgotten figures”, EHESS /Schdot Advanced Studies in the

Social Sciences/, 30 May 2005, titled “Serbian dlzi Resurgence in the late 1930’s
seen through the journey of Stevan Molg&vi

- Presentation at the international colloquium “The Former Yugoslavia Ten Years
After Dayton: New States Between Community Division and European Integration”,
organised by the Commission of Political Geography (International Geographic
Union), 7-8 June 2005, titled: Serbia: What Geographical Basis?”.

- Presentation at the Conference “Serbia and Montenegro”, Parisian Office of the
Council of Europe, 16 June 2005

- Presentation at the select colloquium on Bosnia and Herzegovina, organised by the
France-Bosnia-Herzegovina Friendship Association of the National Assembly, 20
June 2005

- Presentation during the workshop “Orthodox Churches in Europe”, organised by the
Centre for International Study and Research of Sciences-Po CNRS, 07 October 2005,
titled From National Awakening to Religious Revival: Serbi the 1990’s.

- Presentation at the colloquium “Serbia in Eurdgeighbourhood Relations and European
Integration”, Belgrade 19-20 October 2005, orgathibg the Austrian Institute of East and
Southeast European Studies/OSI (Vienna), titledbiges Historical Heritage”.

- Presentation at the round table “Serbia and Mwmye Five Years After the Fall of

Slobodan Milgevi¢: Status of Changes and Prospects for the Futurgdnised by the
French Association of Balkan Studies, 28 Octob&520

2004

- Presentation at the conference “Where is Serlgiaddd?”, Courrier des Balkans, Paris 12
January 2004

- Presentation at the Entretiens des Informatiofoination Meetings/ “After the War, Media
Silence”, Advanced School for Journalism, Lille, J&uary 2004

- Presentation at the conference “Balkan DiaspdrasBetween Misunderstanding and
Integration”, Courrier des Balkans, Paris, 16 Faby 2004

- Presentation at the Commemoration of the Bicemn&tnof the Modern Serbian State,
UNESCO, Paris, 01 March 2004

- Presentation at the meeting-debate on natioeatities in the Balkans, Journée du Courrier
des Balkans, Arcueil, 06 March 2004

- Presentation at the GASPPECO /Socio-Political Iysisa. Group of Central and Eastern

European Countries/ seminar, Serbia in the 90ssd&ta Free University, Brussels, 11 May
2004
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- Presentation at the colloquium “Build the Nati@uild Socialism (2 day)”, The Nation in
Communist Yugoslavia, INALCO, Paris, 13 May 2004.

- Presentation at the seminar “University Instdotiand Student Movements”, June 1968:
Student Protest in Yugoslavia, Sciences-Po Hig@agtre, 16 June 2004

Other Activities

Vice-President of the French Association of Bal&dndies (AFELBALKwww.afelbalk.org,
term 2007-2008.

Consultant on the Balkans (Ministry of Foreign Af§a Centre for Analysis and Projection)
Languages (in descending order of fluency)

Serbo-Croatian, English, Bulgarian, Russian, Mangg Albanian
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