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INTRODUCTION 

Talking about controversies in the role of foreigners in Yugoslavia's dissolu­
tion is 3 controversy in itself. This controversy, as far as post world War 2 
Yugoslavia is concerned started after Tito's split with Stalin in 1948. Some time at 
the beginning of the 1950s, the question surfaced as to how much foreign aid 
Tiro's Yugoslavia would need. The American economic analyst answered in terms 

of billions of U.S. dollars, and then one of the highest ranking American adminis­
tration officials replied that it was important just to keep Tito afloat. It does not 
surprise anyone that Lorraine Lees choose the title of her book on post-World 
War II Yugoslavia's relations with the U.S. on the basis of those words.2 And four 
decades later, when Ante MarkoviC tried to keep his economic program going, 
only a few politicians in the West understood the importance of its implementa· 
tion. The citizens of Yugoslavia were in desperate need of an identification sym­
bol after the economic failure of self-management socialism and the collapse of 
the nonaligned movement. It would be the convertible dinar, for which Ante 
Markovic fought as part of his economic program and which could not succeed 
without economic aid from the West. 

The foreigners, I.e. the political leaders from most of Europe and also the USA, 
in the late 1980s wanted desperately to keep the territorial integrity of Yugoslavia. 
Marek Waldenberg of Jagiellonian University in Krakow, Poland, and others 
blame the foreigners not only for the dissolutio n but also for the breakup of the 
former Yugoslavia into pieces in such a violent way. Waldenberg'$ thesis on 
Western policy towards Yugoslavia is that its effects have been directly opposite 
from the declared aims, I.e., to keep it together. In his newest book, Professor 
Waldenberg analyzes today's situation in Kosovo and southern Serbia, the sepa­
ratist movement in Montenegro and threats of Great Albanian nationalism (the 
idea and movement for Great Albania); but he started this book with the above­
mentioned thesis} Of course Montenegro is in practice divided from Serbia, e.g., 
it uses the Euro instead of the Serbian dinar, etc. The confederalist agreement, 
actually forced upon both sides by EU Commissioner Xavier Solana, is still not 
producing re-integration of Montenegro into a stare community of Serbia­

Montenegro. 

* * * 
I This text represents part of allthors report on Team 5 of Scholars' Initiative for South-Eastern Europe which 
author presented at ::I conference sponsored by Center for AU Slri :1O Studies in Edmonton, Canad::l. 
2 Lorraine M. Lees: Keeping Tito Afloat: The United States, Yugoslavia and the Cold War (University Park, PA: 

The Pennsylvania St:J.te University Press, 1997), 246 pp. INS,., 

3 Marek W:lldenberg: Rozbicie jugos/{lwii: od separacji Siowenii do wojny kosowskiej. (W:lr~~lS~af' 
2003); llija Marinkovic, ~Ne razpad, razbitje,_ De/o (19 Augu st 2003), p. 4. ...o~!(,,, • 
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I personally do not believe that, regardless of the policy of the foreigners 
towards the former Yugoslavia, it could possibly have been kept in one piece. It 
might have been possible that the dissolution process would have been more 
peaceful if the superpowers had acted differently. The ignorance with which 
European and non-European powers approached the Yugoslav situation is evi­
dent in a letter that one of the officials of the British Foreign Office wrote to an 
official of one of the Macedonian emigre organizations in May 1991, responding 
to the demand for recognition of Macedonia as an independent state: 

... As you are no doubt aware, the Macedonian issue is seen dif 
lerently by the Greeks, Yugoslavians and Bulgarians; Her Majesty's 
Government is aware 01 the positions taken by the different groups. 
However, we leelthat any problems which exist should be resolved 
by the parties concerned, and it would not be appropriate lor 
Britain to intervene ... 4 

One of the members of OUf team, Albert Bing, is writing his Ph.D. dissertation 
on U.s. policy on Yugoslavia'S dissolution; and he confirms that the United States 
had a decisive role in the process of dissolution of Yugoslavia. There were, as we 
are all aware, three phases of U.S. policy in European wars in general. 1) The 
U.S.A. does not want to interfere in a primarily European problem at first (as they 
didn't during the wars of Europe in the first half of the 20th century). Then they 
start to interfere from the perspective of a superpower, first with 2) diplomatic 
moves and later also with 3) armed intervention. This happened in the 1990s, 
when, in the region of the former Yugoslavia, American policy went through all 
these phases until the U.S.A. actually imposed peace. U.S. policy toward 
Yugoslavia was also determined by polls of public opinion in the U.S.A. I am deal­
ing with this in my own work on the role of immigrant groups from the former 
Yugoslavia in the Dissolution book, presentation of Team 2 of this project.5 It was, 
of course, also a policy of hesitation, which worked towards non-resolution of the 
problems. 

The U.s. policy towards Yugoslavia was always, since 1948, a policy of sup­
porting a united and-since Tito's death-also democratic Yugoslavia. Even more 
American diplomats and politicians tried to persuade Tito to democratize 
Yugoslavia. 

Already in December 1990, a CIA report stated that dissolution of YugoslaVia 
was unavoidable and that there was a possibility of a bloody civil war within 18 

* * * 
-4 Foreign Affairs & Commonwealth Office to The Cenlral Committee, Macedonian Patriotic Organization of 

the United States and C::tnada, May 10, 1991. Macedonia" Tribune, vol. 65, no. 3098 Oune 27, 1991), p. 3. 

5 M31ja1 Klemencit, .TIle Relationship of the Yugoslav Di:1Spora to the Dissolution o f the Former Yugoslavia, 

with Special Emphasi s on the Activities of Immigrants in the USA .• 
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months. The senior George Bush's Administration was, however, too busy solving 
crises in Iraq and did not want to be involved in another regional crisis. The key 
personalities of this period were U.S. Ambassador to Belgrade Warren 
Zimmermann, Undersecretary of State and former u.s. Ambassador to Yugoslavia 
Lawrence Eagleburger, who served as US Ambassador in Belgrade in late 19705 
and National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft, who served as military attache in 
Belgrade in early 1960s. They represented the ' pro-Serbian lobby' in Bush Sr.'s 
Administration, which was connected to Yugoslavia also through political and 
economic interests (e.g. the Yugo-America Company, in which Henry Kissinger, 

former U.S. secretary of state, took part)6 These members of the Bush 
Administration at the beginning supported the territorial integrity of YugOslavia 
and the reform policy of Ante Markovic; however, not enough and not with Con­
crete deeds. The U.S. politicians were then so naave (as they ignored the power 
of the national movements and national problems in general that could not be 
solved by economic measures) that they believed that the market-oriented eco­
nomic reforms of Ante Markovic, along with financial aid from the West, espe­
Cially the U.S.A., could stop nationalist and separatist tendencies. The U.S.A. let the 
EU lead in initiatives to solve the problems. U.S. diplomats followed the situation 
in the 1980s very ca refully, including the Kosovo crisis; but they were not heard 
in the State Department, as high-ranking U.S. diplomat Louis Sell pointed out in 
his book on Slobodan Milosevic7. At the end of June 1991, the State Department 
tried to pacify the situation and appealed on the basis of following the principles 
of safeguarding human rights and democratic changes, which they said could 
help Yugoslavia to be kept together. 

POLITICS OF MISSED OPPORTUNITIES 

I am not going to get into the history of the events in the former Yugoslavia 
since the plebiscite of December 1990 in Slovenia, but there were active prepara­
tions for independence on the way from then on. 

Quite apart from events in Yugoslavia, the efforts by the U.S. administration 
since May 1989 to persuade Europe to take greater responsibility for its own secu­
rity, especially its financial burden, gained unexpected su pport as a result of the 

* * * 
6 Ben Cohen and George Stamkovski (eds.): With No Peace to Keep ... U"it£>t/ NatiotlS Peacekeeping and the 

War in the Former Yugoslavia (London: Grainprcss Ltd., 199;), p. 149; Jane M. O. Sh:lrp: Anglo-America" 
Relaliom and Crisis hI Yugoslavia (P:lris: Serie trans3tlamique, 1999), p. 16; Roy Glllfllan: A Wimess 10 
Genocide: nre First Inside Account 0/ the HOITors 0/ "Ethnic C/eal1Sing~ hI Bosnia (Shaftesbury: Element 
Books, 1993), pp. XXIV-XXV. 

7 Louis Sell: Siobodtm Milosevic and the Destructiol1 a/Yugoslavia (Durham, N.C., & London: Duke University 
Press, 2002). 
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all ied action against Iraq in January 1991. The Persian Gulf engagement revealed 
sharp disagreements, particularly among France, Germany, and Great Britain, on 
the nature of Europe's participation in the military action, as well as on funda­
mental questions of security and a continuing Atlantic posture after the Cold \'(1ar. 

The obvious lack of unity was an embarrassment to the EUfopeanists, who were 
determined to seek opportunities to demonstrate their capacity for a common 
foreign policy and their need for and the possibility of a separate defense. For 
Europe, 1991 was the active phase of negotiations over the Maastricht Treaty 
before it was to be submitted to national referendums and realize its mandate of 
full financial and monetary integration. Debate focused on the treaty's political 
implications for common policy among the twelve, including a . common foreign 
and security policy.« 

The Europeans' iniriative suited the U.S. position on Yugoslavia in many ways, 

for policymakers were unwilling to commit substantial u.s. resources or any 
troops to an area no longer of vital strategic interest. Moreover, a core motivation 

of u.s. urgings for greater European participation was to ensure Europe's respon· 
sibility for the transition in Eastern Europe. Many saw a more cynical motive to 
U.S. policy, however, as if it demanded from the Europeans that they prove their 
ability to go it alone and, in expectalion of their inability to do so, served to 

demonstrate the continuing importance of NATO and u.s. leadership. But the 
decision to use the UN to organize the military coalition for Desert Storm was 
even more significant in its negative consequences for the Yugoslav conflict. 
With Yugoslavia's long history of participation in the UN, strong ties with Third 
World countries, and nonmembership in the European Community (EC) or in 
NATO, the UN was the one international organization that could mount an exter· 
nal intervention that all parties in Yugoslavia would most likely accept as neutral 
and legitimate. UN preoccupation with Iraq and the use of the UN to protect a 
U.S. vital security interest sent the strong message that no such intervention 
would occur in Yugoslavia. 

Westernization and eventual membership in Europe was one of the driving 
issues behind the Yugoslav conflict, however. Both the federal government and 
Slovene and Croatian politicians had been actively seeking explicit support from 
European institutions and governments for their separate programs. Slovenia's 

and Croatia's drives for independence gained a substantial boost on 13 March 
1991, when the European Parliament passed a resolution declaring ,that the con­
stituent republics and autonomous provinces of Yugoslavia must have the right 
freely to determine their own future in a peaceful and democratic manner and 
on the basis of recognized international and internal borders.,," While most 

••• 
8 James Cow, . Oeconstructing Yugoslavia,. Survival, vol. 33 Ou[y! August 1991), p. 308. 
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European governments continued to support the federal government and to 
insist that the Yugoslavs stay together, the apparently uncontroversial nature of 
this declaration, as if fully in line with Council for Security and Cooperation in 
Europe (CSCE) principles, demonstrates how far Slovenia and Croatia had influ­
enced European opinion and how little chance there was that alternatives to 
republican sovereignty would be heard. Fighting an uphill battle against disap­
pointments with European organizations since 1989, Yugoslav Foreign Minister 
Budimir Loncar explicitly sought help in mediating the political crisis from the EC 
instead of the U.S.A., in the hope that this would energize political support for the 
federal government's pro·Europe reforms and counteract mounting sympathy for 
Slovenia and Croatia. 

It was by then well known that Germany had already joined the ranks of 
Austria, Hungary, and Denmark in at least covert support and encouragement of 
Slovene and Croatian independence. On 20 March, Slovene President Milan 
Kucan was in Bonn having talks with German Foreign Minister Hans·Dietrich 
Genscher. Austrian support for a breakup became more assertive during the 
spring. Austrian Foreign Minister Alois Mock made statements to that effect in 
early May and began promoting a Croatian proposal to convene a council of 
elder European statesmen to mediate the crisis. Austrian armed forces were also 
placed on high alert and moved toward the Slovene border in the second week 
of May. On the occasion of an official visit to Belgrade early in May 1991, even EC 
President Jacques Delors, the prime advocate of EC activism and its reputed insis­
tence on a united Yugoslavia, and his delegation agreed to meet separately with 
President Kucan. 

Italy, by contrast, remained in an ambivalent position. The Italian foreign min­
ister, Gianni De Michelis, strongly supported a united Yugoslavia. In spring 1991 
he said to his Slovene counterparts, ,My dear sirs, in Europe there is no place Jar 
new states, and I am sure that you do not want to emigrate to another conti· 
nent.K9 In an effort to rein in Austria, De Michelis created a joint group from the 
two countries to monitor the crisis in May 1991, while he criticized both the U.s.A. 
and Germany for their lack of financial assistance to Markovic and argued strong­
ly (against British opposition) for an EC aid package to the federal government of 
Yugoslavia. The policies of Alpe-Adria, the tourist, cultural, and economic organ­
ization initiated by northwestern regions of Ita ly, in support of Slovene and 
Croatian independence were opposed by the Pentagonale (Italy, Austria, 
Hungary, YugoslaVia, and Greece), an organization of states rather than regions 
that De Michelis had created to counteract the influence of Alpe-Adria (regions of 
Central Europe) and the new assertiveness of Germany toward the Balkans. 

* * * 
9 Jens Reuter, ~Jugoslawien : Vcrsagen der internationalen Gemeinschaf!? Siidosfeuropa, vol. 42, no. 6 (1993), 
p.333. 
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American actions at this time were particularly confusing. Substantially higher 
levels of U.S. activity were noticeable in Greece, Albania, and the eastern 
Mediterranean in the spring of 1991, giving the appearance to military planners 
and politicians in the region that the U.S.A. had chosen to divide spheres of influ­
ence north and south in Eastern Europe with Germany. Despite the U.S. adminis­
tration'S declared abdication to Europe, the u.S. Congress and the u.S. embassy in 
Yugoslavia continued to try to influence the Yugoslav scene. The Nickles 
Amendment, which threatened a cutoff of economic aid by 5 May 1991 if rela­
tions between Serbia and the Albanian population of Kosovo did not improve, 
was invoked only weeks before the EC took the opposite tack. lO 

As Foreign Minister Budimir Loncar and Prime Minister Ante Markovic had 
hoped, EC President Delors and the prime minister of Luxembourg, Jacques 
Santer, did visit Belgrade on 29-30 May and made a commitment to the territori­
al integrity and international borders of YugoslaVia. The week before, and the 
very day after Croatians voted for independence, the EC had made the Yugoslav­
EC association agreement contingent on the country remaining united. Delcrs 
also promised to request $4.5 billion in aid from the EC in support of the 
Yugoslav commitment to political reform. This was the sum requested by 
Markovic as essential to continue debt repayment and thereby succeed with the 
stabilization program. Yugoslavia had been seeking this amount from interna­
tional financial institutions (through negotiations with the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF), an appeal to the Paris Club of creditor governments for 
debt rescheduling, and appeals to others) during spring 1991.11 

This carrot, however, was to reward the Yugoslavs only on certain conditions: 
if they implemented the very reforms that were at the heart of their quarrels - a 
market economy (and its financially centraliZing reforms), democratization (at so 
rapid a pace that it favored nationalists), a peaceful dialogue on a constitutional 
solution (while cutting the budgets for defense, government programs, and wel­
fare), and a respect for minority rights (which was now largely outside federal 
competence). Without regard for the consequences of these demands on the 
internal political conflict, the offer included the added condition that Yugoslavia 
remain united, a »single s(ate.~12 

* * * 
10 Marc Weller, _The International Response (0 the Dissolution of the Socialist Federa! Republic ofYugoslavia,« 
American journal of /lltemQtional Law, vol. S6 Ou!y 1992), pp. 570-571; David Dinder, .U.S., Citing Hum:Ln 

RighlS, Halts Economic Aid to YugoslaVia,. New York Times (19 May 1991), p. AIO. 
11 Judy Dempsey, .Yugoslavia Seeks S45bn to help IlS Economic Reforms,< Financial Times (23 May 1991), p. 
I. 
12 David Gardner and laur'J. Silber, .Brussels Warning to Yugoslavia on Aid,. Financial Times (21 May 1991), 

p.2. 
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The West tried to solve the Yugoslav crisis with promises of economic aid and 
political pressure, while the Soviet Union gave Markovic's government only oil 
and weapons. The West did not oppose when the Soviet Union sold arms to the 
Yugoslav People's Army (fugoslavenska narodna armija - JNA), i.e. twenty Mig-
29 airplanes, rocket weapons, radar equipment etc. In spring 1991 both general 
staffs, in Belgrade and Moscow, even discussed plans for a joint military coup d'e­
tat. This plan did not materialize, however, because the Soviet defense minister, 
Dimitri Yazov, suddenly decided that because of ' political reasons, this plan was 
not in effect anymore. 13 

Gorbatchev and the Soviet generals were determined to keep Yugoslavia unit­
ed. They were aware that the Slovenian and Croatian .example, could be followed 
by numerous nations in the wide region from Central Europe to the Bering Sea. 
European and U.S. politiCians, therefore, did not hide that they were worried 
about »the echoes« of the Yugoslav crisis in the Soviet Union.14 

By early June, Italy's prime minister and president began to reverse Italian pol­
icy. They received official visits from the presidents of Slovenia and Croatia and 
the Slovene prime minister. Italian President Francesco Cossiga made public 
Italy's sympathy for Slovene and Croatian independence. IS At the same time, the 
Austrian government issued more cautious statements on Yugoslavia than its for­
eign office, in accord with those of the EC-reflecting continuing partisan dis­
agreements between the government and the Parliament-and because the 
administration was more concerned about not disturbing Austria's application 
for EC membership. The U.S. Congress continued its support for Slovenia and 
Croatia, with an amendment to the Direct Aid to Democracies Act (the Dole Bill) 
offered by Rep. Dana Rohrbacher that sought to separate Slovenia and Croatia 
from Yugoslavia so that penalties for human rights violations in Kosovo did not 
apply to these republics and they could be sent aid, bypassing the federal go­
vernment. 

Four days before the Croatian and Slovene declarations of independence, the 
U. S. President, George Bush, dispatched Secretary of State James Baker to 
Belgrade. Baker arrived in Belgrade on 21 June. Baker actually did not have any 
plan and had few ideas to offer except to suggest that the U.S. wanted a united 
Yugoslavia, but not only that; the U.S. wanted to see it democratic as well. He 
wanted to tell the leaders of Yugoslavia's republics that they should continue to 

* * * 
13 Hans-Joachim Hoppe, _Moscow and the Conflict in Former Yugoslavia,. AUJSenpolitik, voL 43, no. 3 (1997), 

p.269. 
14 Zdravko Tomac: The StruggleJor 'he Croatian State: Through Hell to Diplomacy (Zagreb; Profikon, 1993), p. 

449 (quoted after manuscript of forthcoming book of Sabrina P. Ramet: The Three Yugoslavias: The Dual 
Ch{llIenge oJS/are-Building And legitimation Among the Yugoslavs, 1918-2003). 
15 Cow, .Deconstructing Yugoslavia ... , • pp. 304-305. 
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negotiate. He called for the devolution of additional authority, responsibility, and 
sovereignty to the republics of Yugoslavia,!6 which was the Slovenian and 
Croatian point of view, at the same time that he gave encouragement to Milosevic 
and the Yugoslav People's Army (Jugslavenska narodna armija - JNA) to attack 
Slovenia and Croatia, by promising that the United States would not recognize the 
independence of either Slovenia or Croatia. While interpretations of Baker's visit 
have varied, Zdravko Tomac probably spoke for many Croats when he wrote that, 
in his view 'James Baker ... actively encouraged the federal government, Serbia 
and the Yugoslav Federal Army. By insisting on the territorial integrity of 
Yugoslavia, he agreed with Milosevic's policy and <endorsed> the JNA's threat to 
Slovenia .• 17 The JNA did, to be sure, favor the use of force to crush Slovenia's bid 
for independence, but Milosevic had decided months earlier that ,Slovenia 
should be left in peace.,!8 Baker compared Slovenia and Croatia to 'teenage girls 
whose hormones got wild ... ,!9 Slovene politicians tried to tell Baker that it was far 
too late to call off the transition to independence, but Baker did not even want to 
listen.20 

Baker then declared his open support for the compromise constitutional for­
mula on confederation within a federation, put forth June 6 at the sixth Summit 
of Six meeting outside Sarajevo by President A1ija Izetbegovic of Bosnia­
Herzegovina and President Kiro Gligorov of Macedonia. In accord with this pro­
posal, Serbia and Montenegro would become the nucleus of a new Yugoslav 
(con)federation; Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia would be half independ­
ent, but they would still be constitutive republics of this new entity; Croatia and 
Slovenia would be allowed to introduce inside the (con)federation as much inde­
pendence as they would think feasible. Gligorov and Izetbegovic were convinced 
that this proposal would, on the one hand, fulfill Serbian wishes to live in one 
state; while, on the other hand, fulfill Croatian and Siovenian wishes towards inde­
pendence and sovereignty.2! This proposal failed because of a complete failure of 

* * * 
16 Quoted in Robert L. Hutchings: American Diplomacy and the t)ld o/the Cold Wllr: At/lmider's Account of 
us Policy in Europe 1989-1992 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), p. 31l. 

17 TomlC: The StruggleJor the Croatian State .. " p. 126. 

18 Borislav jovic: Pos!ednji dan; SFRJ - izvodi iz dllevlIika (Beograd: Politika, 1995), p. 281 (quoted afler man· 

uscript of forthcoming book of Sabrina P. Ramel: nIC Three Yugoslavias: The Dual Challenge a/State·Building 
And Legitimation Among the }'ugoslavs, 1918-2003). 
19 ]amel'i A. Baker III: The Politics 0/ Diplomacy: Revolution, War and Peace 1989- 1992 (New York: G. 

Putn:lm'l'i Sons, 1995), p. 481-482. 
20 Kucan, in interview with Sabrina P. Ramet, Ljubljana, 6 September 1999, quoted in the manuscript of the 

forthcoming book by Sabrina R:lmet, .11lree Yugoslavias._ 

21 .Platform Concerning the Future of the Yugoslav Community,_ Yugoslav Survey, vol. 32, no. 2 (199n pp. 

39-44; SUl'ian L Woodward: Balkan Tragedy. Chaos and Dissolution after the Cold War (Washington, D. c.: The 

Brookings Instinltion, 1995), pp. 161-162; Laura Silber and Allan Little: Yugoslavia. A Death a/a Nation· the 

revised :.md updated edition (London: Penguin Books, 1997), p. 148. 
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the Yugoslav economic and political system and because of interethnic conflicts, 
in spite of the fact that the Western European countries and the USA suppOrted 
it. 22 

Observers of Western policy in this critical period for the Yugoslav criSis, 
when there was both opportunity for negotiation and its utter necessity, argue 
that the EC and the United States took a strong and consistent stand against 
Yugoslav dissolution during the spring, placing their concern for stability in the 
short run above the only viable option left in Yugoslavia-that of confederation. 
They said this disapprovingly at the time and were even more convinced of the 
tragically missed opportunity and of the best political result in retrospect. They 
criticize this U.S.-EC position for denying the rights of Slovenes and Croats to self­
determination and, in ignoring the inevitability of Yugoslavia's demise, encour­
aging Serbia and the army and thus causing the tragedy that unfolded. 

We can easily say that the international community did not understand the 
fear on the part of Slovenes and Croats of Serbian supremacy and of losing their 
European identity (in exchange for a Balkan one). Slovenia was still little known 
in 1991. Even those who were better acquainted with the situation agreed with 
U.S. Ambassador Zimmermann, who reproached Slovenia with egoistic national­
ism »a Ia Greta Garbo« and insensibility towards foreseen consequences.23 Since 
1848, when BanJosip JelaciC defended Habsburg interests, Croatia had been seen 
as a state that hated freedom. The tragiC experience with the Ustase Independent 
State of Croatia confirmed this. 

In the last two hundred years, Serbia was seen by European intellectuals as a 
small and brave state that knew how to fight and whose people knew how to die 
for its independence. This reputation made Europe forget about the collabora­
tion of a large part of the Serb nation with the Germans during World War 11.24 

Tito's ,Nor" to Stalin in 1948 and the Yugoslav special way to socialism added add i­
tional admiration among Western journalists, intellectuals and diplomats. Most of 
them, however, viewed Yugoslavia from Belgrade, i.e. from Serbia. 

The only states that knew the problems of Yugoslavia more deeply were 
Austria and Germany, because of their numerous researchers who studied 
regional history, geography, sociology, etc., and because of their historic relations 

* * * 
22 Boto Repe, _10 let samostojne Siovenije (4): Mu~no in boleee locev;lnje siamskih dvojckov. De/a (23 June 

2001), p. 12. 

23 GUStaV GlIstenall, .ZlIf lage Jugoslawien,. Osterreichische Milit. ZeitsdlY"ift (1991). '10. 5, p. 394; Reneo 

Lukic, .Yougos!avie: Chronique d'une fin annoncee,~ Politique internationale 53 (Fall 1991), p. 136. 

24 Brendan Simms: Uufinest Hou r. Britaiu and the Destruction of Bosnia. (London: The PengUin Press, 2001), 

pr. 284, 311; Stipe Mesic: Kako je srufcnajllgos[afJija - politiCki memoari, 2nd rev. ed. (Zagreb: Mislav Press, 

t994), p. 35 
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with South Slavs. As a result, the media in those states reported favorably on 
Slovene and Croat plans for independence.2s 

In the view of the international community, with Milosevic and his army in 
power, Yugoslavia could retain unity, but it could not become a democratic state. 
As an excuse for retaining the »status quo,1C it was enough to state that Croats and 
Slovenes, when they wanted independence, were sick with an lIanarchistic ethno~ 
national illness,' which meant that it had no democratic value.26 This was the 
thinking of most of the diplomats stationed in Belgrade. For them, Viktor Meier, 
correspondent of the German newspaper Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung said 
that »he never had seen such a mixture ... af false assessments, mental laziness, and 
superficiality.,27 It was a standpoint supported by the foreign ministries of 
Western countries, which were busy with completely different questions in 
spring 1991 : the Gulf war, unification of Germany, fear from the dissolution of the 
Soviet Empire and nuclear disarmament. 

But the real problem was that there was no EC position or collective policy in 
the West. Instead of the clear lines of Western intention and active auspices need­
ed to help negotiate a peaceful outcome, including alternatives not represented 
by the intransigent nationalists on either side, competing national interests and 
domestic disagreements among \'V'estern states led to ambiguity and mixed mes­
sages. The many conflicting signals could have been read in several ways: as sup­
port for the Slovene and Croatian cause, for the federal government's policies, for 
the Serbian suspicions, and for the army's conviction that it needed to prepare a 
defense and that it would not be deterred by foreign intervention. The effect was 
to encourage all parties to the conflict to believe their chosen course would even­
tually win, and thus to make them become more tenacious. 

The idea that YugoslaVia would be the test case of a more unified Europe and 
of new security institutions in the EC or CSCE arose before those institutions 
were well in place. Yugoslavia was to serve as a vehicle to create those institutions 
and force that unity, not as its beneficiary. Rather than provide the means for 
peaceful resolution of conflict, Western powers would work out a stage in their 
own global transition on the Yugoslav case. Because national interests and spon­
taneous sympathies took the lead, outsiders reinforced historically defined per-

••• 
25 James Gow: Tdumph of the Lack of Will: Internatiollal Diplomacy and the Yugoslav War (New York: 
Columbia University Press; I.ondon: Hurst, 1997), p. 267; 13evcrly Crawford, >Explaining Defection from 
Internation:1l Cooperation: Germany's Unilateral Recognition of Croatia,« World PolitiCS, vol. 48, no. 5 Ouly 
1996), p. 493. 
26 Martin Rosenfeldt, .Deutschlands und Frankreichs Jugoslawienpolitik in Rahmen der Europ;iischen 
Gemainscbaft (1991-1993),. Siidosteuropa, vol. 42, no. 11 - 12 (1993), p. 624. 
27 Simms: Utifinest Hou.r ... p. 13. 
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ceptions and suspicions among Yugoslavia rather than working to reduce ten­
sions and counteract fears. As the EC became more directly engaged, moreover, 

the Yugoslav quarrel would become fully enmeshed in the internal politics of 
Western integration, including the bargaining over the Maastricht Treaty, the COm­

petition already emerging among Western countries over potential spheres of 

influence in eastern Europe, and the heightened sensitivity within the EC to the 
potential power of a united Germany. 

THE EXPLOSION OF WAR 

Four days after Baker's visit, Croatia and Slovenia followed their intent to 
declare independence (on June 25). This act was followed by an attack of the 
Yugoslav People's Army on Slovenia, with the goal to overthrow the Slovene pro­
independence government and gain control over the territory, especially over the 

borders with Austria and Italy. During the Slovenian .Ten-Day War,' the JNA lost 
the international public relations campaign. Hans Dietrich Genscher, Germany's 
foreign minister, accused the JNA of »running amokl( in Slovenia. How much 
Germans were interested in solving the conflict can be also proven by the visit of 

Germ:ln foreign minister Genscher, who accepted the invitation of Slovene for· 

eign minister Dimitrij Rupel come to Slovenia. At 2 July he landed at K1agenfurt 
airport in nearby Carinthia with the intention to drive into Slovenia. But, bec:luse 

the fights well going on in Slovenia, he could not get into Slovenia. Instead 
Slovene president Milan Kucan and minister Rupel discussed the issues with 

Genscher in Klagenfurt. The result was the ongoing support of Genscher to 
Slovene cause throughout the conflicr.28 

Douglas Hurd joined the refrain. He told the British Parliament the JNA had 
hastened the disintegration of Yugoslavia. Italy said it would .act in solidarity. 
(whatever that meant) with Croatia and Slovenia, unless the JNA respected the 
cease-fire. 

In the United States, the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Claiborne Pell, urged President Bush to support Slovene and Croatian independ­
ence if Yugoslavia's »renegade army does not cease its wanton aggression.«29 In 
spite of these calls, the Bush Sf. Administration did not limit itself only to criticiz­
ing the JNA role in the events. In Washington, where they traditionally did not like 
secessionism, the tradition from the Woodrow Wilson period that it is better to fol­
low Balkan aggressiveness and double-faced attitude from as far away as possible 

* * * 
28 H~ns.Dietrich Genscher: Erinllerungen. (Bertin: Siedler Verlag, 1995), p. 939. 
29 Silber and Little: Yugoslavia. A Dearh of a Nation ... , p. 164. 
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was very much alive. However alive was also discussion among different desks of 
the Departments of State and Defense as they were during the Wilson 
Administration on different options for the region}O Therefore they were con­
vinced that it would be the best if Europe, i.e. the EC, would lead attempts to solve 
the Yugoslav crisis. However, some specialists in European affairs in the State 
Department were already expressing doubts about the success of the mission of 
the EC. They were convinced that the policy of the EC was already too depend­
ent on the U.S.31 

The EC, which tried for a long time to playa more significant and independ­
ent from the U.S. role in foreign policy in general, accepted the opportunity to 
mediate in the Yugoslav crisis. EC politicians did not care too much whether they 
were qualified to deal with so complicated a crisis}' The EC asked the Orga­
nization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) to start the procedures 
that its member states had accepted a week before in congress in Berlin. At the 
same time they sent mediators to Yugoslavia. The foreign ministers of the Sitting 
EC , troika. (representing the state holding the presidency, his predecessor, and 
his successor) were about to change on 30 June (they rotate each six months). 
The first two missions comprised Gianni De Michelis of Italy, Jacques Poos of 
Luxembourg, and Hans van den Broek of the Netherlands. In the third, in office 
until 30 December 1991, Italy replaced Portugal, and van den Broek of the 
Netherlands replaced Poos of Luxembourg as chair. They met on 28 June with 
Yugoslav Prime Minister Ante Markovic, Foreign Minister Budimir Loncar, and the 

presidents Kui'an of Slovenia, Tudjman of Croatia, and Milosevii' of Serbia. (The 
Europeans of course did not know the meaning of 28 June Vidov dan/St. Vitus's 
Day, the day of the patron Saint of Serbia, which was also the date of the infamous 
Battle of Kosovo in 1389; the day on which Archduke Franz Ferdinand was assas­
sinated in Sarajevo in 1914; the date of the 1921 Constitution, called the Vidovdan 
Constitution, which Slovenes and Croats opposed; the date of the letter the 
Cominform Resolution expelling the Yugoslav Communist party and its leader­
ship under Tito from the Communist International and the developing eastern 
bloc in 1948) 

The EC troika made three visits to Yugoslavia, resulting in a cease-fire between 

the Slovene Territorial Defense Force and the Yugoslav People's Army and, by 7 
and 8 July, had convened a conference at Brioni for the purpose of resolving the 

••• 
30 Uros Lipuscek in his book Ave WilsoII: ZDA in prekmjal1je Slove"ije v Versaillesu 1919-1920. ( ljllbljan:a: 

Sophia, 2003) 395 pp. successfully proved that there MIS an option for smaller states in the region of fanner 
Yugoslavia on the table of u.s. Department of State analysts afrer World War 1. 
31 Jote Pirjevec:Jugoslovanske vajne 1991-2001. (Ljubljana: Cankarjeva zalozba, 2003), pp. 53-54. 

32 Rosalyn Higgins, .TIle New United Nations and Former Yugoslavia, .. International Affairs, vol. 63, no. 3 
Uuly 1993), p. 473. 
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crisis. Dutch Foreign Minister Hans van den Broek chaired the Brioni meeting, in 
which Siovenian President Milan Kuean, Croatian President Franjo Tudjman, and 
President of the Presidency of the SFRY Borislav Jovic took part. The solution dic­
tated33 by van den Broek involved a three-month moratorium on further imple­
mentation of the declaration of independence, the withdrawal of .rNA troops in 
Slovenia and Croatia to their barracks, the de-activation of Slovenian forces, 
acceptance of Siovenian control of all Siovenian border crossings, provided only 
that all customs revenues be turned over to the SFRY federal budget, and the Con­
firmation of Stipe Mesic as president of the SFRY presidency. The Brioni Accord, 
in effect, recognized the Slovene military victory and also made Slovenia and 
Croatia subject, de facto, to international law and cleared the way for the eventu­
al recognition of their statehood,34 Although foreign journalists at the Brioni 
meeting challenged Foreign Minister van der Broek to explain how the European 
Community could treat Slovenia in isolation from the rest of the country, the EC 
troika assumed that the only issue left to the negotiated cease-fire was its moni­
toring. With a mandate from the CSCE to deploy thirty to fifty observers, named 
the >ice cream men, by Yugoslavs for the white uniforms they chose, the EC 
began its first-ever effort at peacekeeping.35 

Under the provisions of the Brioni Accord, Slovenia and Croatia were barred 
from passing any further laws to implement their independence, such as defense 
laws, or establishing an army. Croatia got around the moratorium by building up 
its defense system within the framework of the Ministry of the Interior and the 
police,36 But Croatia was experiencing difficulties in obtaining heavy weaponry 
even before the imposition of the UN arms embargo (imposed, irrationally, at 
Belgrade's request). 

When Croatia and Slovenia declared their independence and violence broke 
out, various countries did not extend their support to the seceding republics and 
endorsed the continued existence of a unified Yugoslav state. Among them were 
the United Stales, the Soviet Union, China, Britain, France, Sweden, Denmark, 
Italy, Greece, Romania, Poland, and (cautiously) Hungary. Consequences of the 
war could be seen also in the treatment of the Hungarian minority in Vojvodina. 
There purges were carried out during 1992 in the police, custom service, and, 
reportedly, the judiciary as well. By December 1992, there were almost no Croats 
or Hungarians still working in the police force or customs service in Vojvodina, 

• • • 
33 Meier Vikror: Yugoslavia: A History of Its Demise (New York Routledge, 1999), p. 224. 
34 Malja! KiemenCic, .Sloveni::t. at [he Crossroads of [he Nineties: From lhe Firsl Muhiparry Eieclions and the 
Declaration of Independence to Membership in the Council of Europe,_ Slovclle Swdies, vol. 14, 110. 1 (1992-

published in 1994), pp. 9-34. 
35 Woodward: Balkan Tragedy ... , p. 168. 
36 Tomac: The Struggle for the Croafian State ... , p. 121. 
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and not a single judge in Subotica of Croatian nationality.37 Altogether, in the 
years 1991-99, between 50,000 and 100,000 Hungarians were driven from Voj­
vodina, together with some 45,000 Croats;38 and, of course, the Hungarian gov­
ernment looked anxiously at that s ituation. 

The governments of Austria and Germany were pressured by the public opin­
ion of their states and also by party policies of the Christian Democrats or 
Volkspartei in Austria. While they were sympathetic to Croatian and Slovenian 
aspirations, nonetheless they held back from recognizing the breakaway 
republics. In my opinion they were also pressured by their better knowledge of 
the situation. Also the role of German Foreign Minister Hans Dietrich Genscher 
was important, especially for the Slovenes and later for the Croats. 

The Serbian press expressed misgivings about German intentions, referring to 
alleged dangers of a ,Fourth Reich.,39 At the same time, Milan Drecun, a military­
political commentator for the army newspaper, Narodna armija, accused Austria 
and Germany of supplying sophisticated anti-tank and anti-aircraft weaponry to 
Croatia.40 For his part, Croatian Foreign Minister Separovic indicated, in an inter­
view with Austrian television on 12 August, that Croatia looked to Austria and 
Germany to lead the way in extending diplomatic recognition to Croatia.4! The 
role of Germany remains, however, a controversy. 

The role of Yugoslavia's neighbors is also another controversy. Albania and 
Hungary accused the Yugoslav Air Force of having violated their airspace, and 
both countries took military precautions lest the fighting spill across their bor­
ders. Hungary's precautions focused on defense of its airspace42 The Albanian 
president placed Albania's army in a state of alert as early as the beginning of 
]uly.43 Both countries had been interested in the destiny of their ethnic minorities 

in Yugoslavia, of course. Bulgaria issued a statement to the effect that the 

* * * 
37 Radio Croatia Network (Zagreb), 8 December 1992, trans. in FBIS, Daily Report (Eastern Europe), 10 

December 1992, p. 59. 
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Bulgarian army should not threaten .Yugoslav. security" Because of historical 
ties with Macedonia,4S Bulgaria also hinted that it was prepared to recognize an 
independent Macedonian state - which it did on 15 January 1992. Bulgaria was, 
however, afraid of being drawn inro the conflict and was among the first COun. 
tries to declare neutrality in the Yugoslav fighting46 The EC role in the Slovenian 
phase of the conflict is important not only for the three months moratorium but 
also for the role it had in implementing peace in SlovenG with its inspectors. 
Slovenia was more or less out of the conflict by July 15, 1991. It was a prisoner of 
the Yugoslav crisis as a whole for a while until international recognition came, 

and then it went its separate 'Yay. 

The Western powers distinguished themselves by a marked reluctance to get 
involved in the crisis. The EC's General Council met in Brussels on 25 July 1991, 
as the violence in Croatia escalated and condemned the bloodshed. Hans­
Dietrich Genscher, then German foreign minister, recalled later that the session 
•... appealed to the Collective Presidency in Belgrade to encourage an immediate 
tn<ce and to begin negotiations on thefuture of Yugoslavia 's peoples ... (and) reaf 
firmed our earlier statement that any change of internal and external borders of 
the country achieved by force was unacceptable . .47 The presidency was already 
then completely unable to function and could not do anything. 

The U.S. Administration did not even notice what was happening in the 
Yugoslav lands in spite of the warnings of its diplomats.4S As U.S. President 
George Bush visited Ukraine on 1 August 1991, he tried to discourage Ukrainians 
from declaring independence, warning them, .Americans will not support those 
who seek independence in order to replace a far-off tyranny with a local despot­
ism. They will not aid those who promote a suicidal nationalism based upon eth­
nic hatred. ,49 Although aimed at Ukrainian separatism, the speech also reflected 
Bush's thinking about the breakup of multiethnic states more generally; in addition, 

••• 
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Bush was known to believe that supporting the breakup of Yugoslavia could 
send the .wrong message. to the non-Russian republics of the dying USSR. 

The August putsch in the Soviet Union was welcomed in Belgrade, for two rea­
sons. First for the roughly 10 days that the putsch lasted, Western attention was 
almost totally diverted to Moscow - and hence, not on developments on the 
ground in Croatia. Second, Milosevic felt ideologically comfortable with the 
putsch ists, because, both were communists and because they were markedly anti­
Western and hence, he calculated, more likely to assist his campaign in Croatia. 
Once the putsch fell, the U.S. State Department signaled a reorientation in 
American policy by issuing a statement supporting the prinCiple of (national) 
self-determination in mid-October,;O but it took some time before the U. S. policy 
of non-recognition changed. 

The fact that the attempted putsch in Moscow in August failed made the lead­
ership in Belgrade even more srubborn in their views :lnd they continued with 
their military operations, because they were convinced that they were the last fort 
in defense of socialism in Europe. So in the second half of August,JNA intensified 
its attacks on Croatia. The foreign ministers of the EC, who were facing the Serb 
aggression on Croatia, declared in an extraordinary meeting in Brussels on 27 
and 28 August 1991 that they would not accept and recognize the border changes 
that were achieved through violence.51 

EUROPE TRIED TO SAVE WHAT IT WAS POSSIBLE TO SAVE: 
YUGOSLAVIA A LA CARTE 

In spite of the fact that the fighting in Croatia ceased, the EC on 7 September 
called a peace conference that, on Genscher's advice, was presided over by Lord 
Peter Carrington,52 the former British foreign secretary and secretary general of 
NATO. Carrington picked up where the failed Izetbegovic-Gligorov Plan had left 
off: he recognized six republics as the constituent units of the former federal state 
and produced a plan that would give each of them as much sovereignty as it want­
ed. It was, as Lord Carringron put H, an attempt to draw up a »menu« of inter­
republican institutions - for foreign policy, economic affairs, a common curren­
cy, defense, and so on. Each republic would choose the institutions in which it 
would participate. Lord Carrington said: 

••• 
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It seemed to me that the right way to do it was to allow those who wanted to be 
independent to be independent, and to associate themselves with a central orga­
nization as/ar as they wanted to. Those who didn 't want to be independent, well, 

they could stay within what had been Yugoslavia. In other words you could do ii, 

so to speak, " la carte.53 

Carrington was later criticized for ineffective methods, particularly for holding 
plenary sessions of only two hours each, spaced infrequently, and not permitting 
debate among Yugoslav parties. But the more fundamental problem was 
Carrington's mandate, for the EC remained ambiguous about its political objec­
tive and competing political principles, inconsistent in its declarations as a result 
of internal conflict, and unwilling to commit military forces to a situation it had 

prejudged as aggression by one party against other. Despite explicit Dutch pres­
sure to mount a force of 30,000 and Croatian requests for foreign troops, the 
debate in mid-September on using outside force repeated the course of the July 
discussions: British oppOsition, based on the belief that the number of troops 
required would continue to escabte, combined with Serbia's refusal to consent to 
what would be, in their view, an invasion. Thus the EC pulled back once again and 
The Hague Peace Conference meeting on 19 September declared its express 
exclusion of military intervention. Chancellor Kohl of Germany and President 
Mitterand of France suggested the creation of a buffer zone in Croatia to be 
policed by a WEU force. John Zametica reported that the meeting was particular­
ly »acrimoniol1s« and that it was British foreign secretary Douglas Hurd who 
,finally quashed the plan. to send WEU troops to establish peace, but a study by 
military experts was set in motion. 54 

Without a clear mandate, Carrington also had competition. As early, the 
French had begun to explore other avenues of influence, largely through the UN, 
while Serbia began to pressure for U.S. involvement, believing that it would act as 
a counterforce to Germany. Austria, as a member of the UN Security Council at 
the time, doubled its efforts by turning to the UN and, at the request of Austria, 
Canada, Hungary-and the Yugoslav federal government-the UN Security 
Council met on 25 September. The foreign ministers of France, Britain, and 
Belgium were preparing on 23 September to sponsor a resolution permitting the 
right of intervention by the international community without consent of the 
Yugoslav government. Because some members of the council (Zimbabwe, India, 
China, Cuba, Zaire) would have opposed discussion on what they considered an 

* * * 
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internal affair, Weller reports that ,the Jederal presidency's support Jor a meeting 
was elicitedjrom the central authorities in Belgrade at the very last minute .• 55 

Invoking Chapter 7 of the UN charter, that the Yugoslav conflict had became 
a »d irec( threat to international peace and security,. the UN Security Council, on 
25 September 1991, passed the first of sixty-seven resolutions that would be 
passed by January 1995. Resolution 713/ 1991 imposed a general and complete 
embargo on all deliveries of weapons and military equipment to Yugoslavia. The 
resolution, which was accepted in the UN Security Council unanimously, with the 
support of China and the non-aligned members of UNSC, was commended by 
politicians in Belgrade as an important success in spite of the fact that one state 
succeeded in proposing sanctions against itself. The acceptance and fulfillment 
of the resolution did not have any serious consequences for the JNA, which had 
stocks of weaponry in its arsenals; but it had serious consequences for the 
Croatian side.56 This made it possible for Milosevic to strengthen his own power 
in rump Yugoslavia; on the other hand it made it possible also to strengthen the 
offensive against Croatia. In the midst of the fights in Croatia, on 4 October Lord 
Carrington succeeded in gathering Tudjrnan, Milosevic, and Federal Defense 
Secretary Veljko Kadijevc to the negotiating table in The Hague. They agreed to 
divide the peace conference inro two working groups: the first would work on 
the constitutional future of the country and the second would concentrate on 
bringing about an end to fighting in Croatia, which in early September had esca­
lated dramatically.57 

The new attacks by JNA on Croatia convinced the EC that it had to act more 
aggressively. Already on 6 October the EC foreign ministers condemned the JNA 
actions and demanded a cease-fire until midnight the next day. To those Jlwho 
were responsible for these formidable act of violence, they threatened with eco­
nomic sanctions and lawful punishing actions in accordance with international 
rules. In spite of everything, the war in Croatia continued. According to Zdravko 
Tomac, Croatian intelligence services intercepted a communication originating at 
Supreme Headquarters in Belgrade. It was an order , .. for an aI/-out attack on 
Croatia, which was intended to break Croatia p olitical/y and economically, and 
compel it to capitulate and stay in Milosevic~ Yugoslavia, (and which) outlined in 
detail attacks on industrial Jacilities, with the aim oj causing an ecological catas­
trophe. ,58 The Croatian cabinet considered the U.S., Britain, and France to be 

* * * 
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inflexibly attached to the illusion of Yugoslav territorial integrity, and therefore 
decided to appeal to the Russians to intercede with the Serbs. Late in the night of 
6 October, the Croats contacted Consul-General Girenko in a state of high agita­
tion, and Girenko in turn telephoned Gorbatschev, waking him out of his slum­
ber. Gorbatschev in turn telephoned Kadijevic, rousing him from his nocturnal 
respite, and advised the general against rash totalistic military moves. 
Gorbatschev also made Washington acquainted with the events, which, accord~ 

ing to Zdravko Tomac, convinced »drowsy Washington« to interfere in the diplo­
matic game and prevented the plans of JNA from being fulfilled.59 

THE VANCE PLAN-DEFEAT OF THE PEACE POLlCY OF THE 
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY 

At this point UN Secretary General Perez de Cuellar tried to intervene. After he 
consulted the U.S. Department of State, he decided to send Cyrus Vance, fo rmer 
Secretary of State in the Carter Administration, to the Balkans as his personal 
envoy. In cooperation with Lord Carrington he was authorized to start a fruitful 
negotiating process under the auspices o f the EC and the UN60 On 11 October, 
Vance began a series of missions to assess the situation that would soon involve 
him in full-scale efforts to negotiate a cease-fire, separately from-but in full con­
sultation with-Lord Carrington and the EG. 

A series of cease-fires in the Croat-Serb War, broke red by the EC, fell through. 
The eighth such cease-fire, negotiated on 9 October, was v iolated within a few 
hours, when the JNA and Croatian units resumed the exchange of artillery fire. 
The fo llowing day, Germany's Martin Bangemann, vice president of the EC 
Commission, called for Bonn to extend diplomatic recognition to Slovenia and 
Croatia without any further delay. His initiative seemed to be ignored, but it 
reflected the increasingly frantic fears among some Western diplomats about the 
dangers that this war held. At the same time, Dutch Foreign Minister van den 
Broek announced that after five hours of discussions with Presidents Milosevic 
and Tudjman and Defense Minister Kadijevic, all present had agreed tharall units 
of the JNA would be withdrawn from Croatia within a mo nth. The following day, 
however, the Defense Ministry indicated that it considered the agreement non­
binding and null because it had not been officially signed61 By then, the 
Yugoslav Army was building bunkers and digging trenches in Croatia, to defend 

* * * 
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areas they had captured (,krajinas.)-specifically, the Knin littoral, Kordun, Banija, 
Baranja, and the Papuk Mountain62 In response to the siege of the walled city of 
Dubrovnik, the U.s. State Department issued a protest on 24 October 1991. 

An offensive :J.gainst Croatia was also a reminder for Bosnian president Alija 

Izetbegovic, who until then tried to playa role of negotiator among the fighting 
sides in the Yugoslav crisis. On 15 October the republican assembly of Bosnia­
HerzegOVina adopted a memorandum declaring the republic a sovereign and 
independent state within its existent borders. Seventy-three Serbian deputies had 
already left the Parliament building, and Bosnia and HerzegOVina found itself on 
the verge of war. 

In the first half of October Mikhail Go rbatschev also personally got involved 
in trying ro solve the crisis. He was sure that the events in Yugoslavia only .mir· 
rored the horrors. that would be possible in the Soviet Union, and so he invited 
Tudjman and MiioseviC to Moscow on 15 October 1991. During the visit in 
Moscow, both Tudjman and Milosevic pleaded that they would, in the course of 
November and with the assistance of the Soviet Union, U.S.A., and EC, find an 
honest solution to end the fighting.63 Very soon the international community 
found out that the promises were not kept. 

On 18 October, the EC's Hague conference proposed a draft convention for a 
general settlement. The first draft, issued 24 October 1991, would have entitled 
the demilitJriz:J.tion of all ethnic enclaves and guaranteed autonomy for Kosovo 
and Vojvodina. The proposal also identified the >new relations between the 
Republics as (1) sovereign and independent republics with an international per­
sonality for those which wish it; (2) a free association of the Republics with an 
international personality as envisaged in this Convention; and (3) comprehen­
sive arrangements, including supervisory mechanisms Jor the protection oj 
human rights and speCial status for certain groups and areas.,fi4 Milosevic said 
the proposed changes would have ,opened the way to new instability and ten­
sion.,fiS 

As an answer to the Carrington plan, the Serbs boycotted the conference in 
The Hague. Therefore on 4 November the EC prepared a new version of the plan 
that did not mention Vojvodina and Kosovo any more; it talked only about terri-

* * * 
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tories with special status, in general.66 Also this proposal did not fulfill the wish­
es of the Serbian leadership. It still wanted a Yugoslav federation that would 
remain the only heir of SFRY and that would unite >all those republics and peo­
ples' that would wish.67 The Hague conference threatened sanctions against any 
party that did not accept the ,Carrington plan' by 4 November. The basis for a 
new settlement was a legal opinion requested from the Arbitration (Badinter) 
Commission: that since 8 October, Yugoslavia was a :tstate in the process of dis­
solution.«68 

Nonetheless, the EC proceeded with its strategy, imposing trade sanctions and 
threatening isolation on Yugoslavia on 8 November to press Serbia into accepting 
the plan and both Croatia and Serbia to sign a cease-fire. The sanctions included 
immediate suspension of the EC 1980 trade and cooperation agreement with 
Yugoslavia and of the General System of Preferences trade benefits, restoration 
of EC quantitative import limits on Yugoslav textiles, and suspension of PHARE, 
food and economic assistance. The country was not invited to the meeting of the 
Group of 4 on 11 November, and the EC urged a UN embargo on oil exports and 
a tightening of the arms embargo. Compensatory measures for 'parties which do 
cooperate in a peaceful way towards a comprehensive political solution on the 
basis of the Ee proposals" such as Bosnia and Macedonia, were discussed.69 

When those diplomatic negotiations were going on, the JNA, on 18 November, 
after 86 days of siege, captured Vukovar. It looked as if the fall of Vukovar would 
be the beginning of the fall of Croatia. On the other hand, the situation in rump 
Yugoslavia deteriorated. In addition to an especially bad economic situation and 
numerous refugees, MiioseviC had to contend with desertions from the JNA and 
paramilitary units and also with opponents from within the army leadership 
because of an increasing number of killed and wounded soldiers on the battle­
fields. 

In spite of the fact that the JNA did not reach the planned Karlobag-Karlovac­
Virovitica line, Milosevic decided to change tactics. So he accepted a cease-fire on 
23 November in Geneva under the auspices of the UN and welcomed the propo­
sition of Cyrus Vance to station UN blue helmet units on occupied Croatian terri­
tories. The Croatian Government also agreed because it was aware of the fact that 

its armed forces would not be able to fight the Serbs on occupied territories while 

* * * 
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at the same time defending its compatriots in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which 
was then on the verge of war. The Croatian Government demanded, however, that 
the UN troops be stationed at the border with Serbia (ex-republican border 
between Croatia and Serbia) and not at the front line, as Milosevic demanded. 
The Croatian Government was afraid that if the UN troops were stationed at the 
front line, circumstances similar to those in Cyprus would occur.70 This Croatian 
demand provoked a lively quarrel with Belgrade. The UN Security Council, how­
ever, unanimously adopted Resolution No. 721 proposed by the UK, France, and 
Belgium. This resolution empowered Vance to prepare the diplomatic terrain for 
UN peacekeeping forces on the territory where the fighting had occurred. This 
resolution send an additional message, i.e., that the Soviet Union had unified its 
views on the use of UN peacekeeping forces with those of the Western powers, 
and that the EC accepted its .defeat. in its attempts to solve the Yugoslav crisis. In 
spite of all thiS, the UN asked Lord Carrington to keep trying to negotiate between 
Serbs and Croats, although it was clear from the very beginning that it was fruit­
less.71 

Especially the Germans were convinced about that as they decided to meddle 
directly in the Yugoslav crisis. On November 27, in an address to the Bundestag, 
German Chancellor Kohl set a date for German recognition of Slovenia and 
Croatia-24 December 1991. Although much would later be made of this . unilat­
eral. move by the German Chancellor, the date was in fact two weeks later than a 
deadline suggested by van den Broekn The German argument for .preventive 
recognitioo« was that the fighting in Croatia was a result of Serbian and army 
aggression against Croatia'S territory and its rights to self-determination. 
Therefore denying international recognition of that right was a ratification of the 
army's .policy of conquest, and invited an escalation of violence. Recognition of 
Croatian sovereignty would require Serbia to accept the fait accompli, enable 
international forces to intervene without the assent of the Yugoslav government 
(now controlled by the Serbian bloc), and therefore lead more rapidly to a cease­
fire than would Carrington's negotiations. 

The EC peace plan and EC policy, however, accepted the French position that 
recognition could only come after arrangements for human rights and common 
relations had been settled, as a reward. Despite fourteen failed cease-fire agree­
ments under Carrington,73 the Yugoslav army had begun the withdraw from 

* * * 
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Croatia on 28 November, five days after a promising cease-fire negotiated by 
Vance had been signed at Geneva. Although UN Resolution 724, adopted on 15 
December, said conditions were not yet ready for peacekeeping forces, Vance 
had by then made enough progress that the Security Council agreed to send an 
advance team to prepare the way. So opposed to the German logic were the nego­
tiators, Britain and the United States, that they took the unusual diplomatic step 
of putting their protests into writing. In letters to Dutch Foreign Minister Hans 
van den Broek, as chair of the troika, and to Foreign Minister Genscher, Lord 
Carrington, UN Secretary General Perez de Cuellar, Cyrus Vance, and the U.S. 
administration pleaded with them not to spoil the genuine progress toward a set­
tlement74 In Carrington's letter to van den Broek on 2 December 1991, he warned 
that premature recognition of Slovenia and Croatia by the EC .would undoubted­
ly mean the break-up of the conference< and 'might well be the spark that sets 
Bosnia-Herzegovina alight.« Even President IzetbegoviC made an emotional 
appeal to Genscher in early December to not recognize Croatia prematurely, for 
it would mean war in his republic. 

Despite all this, at the all-night EC meeting of foreign ministers in Brussels on 
15-16 December, Chancellor Kohl refused to budge. Although accused of locking 
the door and using bullying tactiCS, Kohl in fact obtained the agreement of 
Britain, France, and Spain by a compromise to preserve unity among {he twelve 
EC members on Yugoslavia: that all six republics of Yugoslavia were eligible for 
recognition. The conditions required that the republics request recognition for­
mally by 23 December and meet the criteria established by the Badinter 
Commission, including a commitment to continue working toward an overall set­
tlement, by 15 January 1992, and UN, EC, and CSCE criteria on the rule of law, 
democracy, human rights, disarmament, nuclear nonproliferation, regional secu­
rity, the inviolability of frontiers, and guarantees for the rights of ethnic and 
national groups and minorities. ,Making a mockery of the Ee's joint approach,. 
as John Zametica commented, Kohl portrayed Germany's unwillingness to abide 
by the agreement and wait until 15 January as ,a great triumph for German for­
eign policy.7S 
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Lord Carrington was unable to reconcile himself to this development, and he 
and others criticized Germany.76 Germany's success in its campaign for recogni­

tion of Croatia and Slovenia was, as Carrington warned in his letter to van den 

Broek, the death knell to the peace negotiations. As Cyrus Vance implored in his 
letter to Genscher in December 1991, recognition had to be held out as a reward 
for a peaceful settlement. To give lip that weapon before such a settlement was 
reached would mean more war. 

The cease-fire that Vance and Carrington were striving tirelessly to obtain in 
Croatia did not, and could not, contain a political settlement. It was only to stop 
the fighting and return the parties to the negotiating table, o n the recogni tion that 
no solution to the conflict in Croatia could occur independently of an overall set­
tlement for the dissolving country. Indeed, because there had been no decisive 
military victory (and the consequences of waiting for such a victory were too 
risky), the cease-fire itself could only be achieved if both parties saw it as not prej­
udicing the final outcome. It would create a stalemate »without prejudice,« as the 

Vance Plan for the UN-monitored cease-fire in Croatia declared, until The Hague 
talks were complete. The EC decision in December to recognize Croatia 
addressed neither the status of Serbs in Croatia nor the fate of the population in 
the remaining four republics. 

The internationalization of the crisis, most visibly manifested in the belated 
announcement by the EC member states in mid-December of the imminent 

recognition of Slovenia and Croatia, also affected Milosevic's calculations. 

MiioseviC became convinced, due [Q unfavorable currents of events, that Serbia 

should look for help from the UN, where the idea of ,Yugoslavia. was still alive. 
Therefore the federal Government of Yugoslavia on 25 December 1991 demand­
ed intervention of the UN blue helmets on occupied Croatian territories and 

asked de Cuellar to personally intervene in favor of the peace process ,because 
the EC is acting in favor of secessionists and violates international law.«77 

However, this was mainly propaganda because UN Secretary General de Cuellar 
already on 11 December had formally asked the UN Security Council to fulfill 
Vance's proposal to station UN troops in Croatia. The plan accepted with 
Resolution 724 of 15 December was only finalized on 2 January 1992, signed at 
Sarajevo by military representatives of Croatia and Yugoslavia. 

* * * 
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This so-called Vance Plan differed on many issues from EC plans, which tried 
in vain to keep Yugoslavia intact. The essence of the plan was to cease fighting on 
those territories of Croaria that were occupied by the Serbs, and to restore mutu­

al respect and understanding between both quarreling nations as the corner­
stone for peaceful resolution of the conflict.78 In addition to an arms embargo, 

the Vance plan called for the setting up of four areas to be known as United 
Nations Protected Areas (UNPA): East, West, North, and South. These would coin­
cide roughly with the three chunks of territory held by Serb and/or JNA forces 
(the Krajina, western Posavina, and eastern Siavonia). Upwards of 10,000 UN 
troops would be deployed in the UNPAs, for the protection of the people there. 
In return, the JNA would withdraw entirely from Croatia, and the Serb paramili­
taries would be disbanded and disarmed, surrendering their weapons either to 

the JNA before withdrawal, or, if they preferred, to the UN force, who would store 
them, intact, at locations inside the UNPAs,79 

The Vance plan also determined that in UNPA zones the peace would be con­
trolled by police units composed in accordance with the ethnic structure that was 
in ploce before the fighting started. It also guaranteed the return of refugees to 
their homes. The Serb and Croat sides would agree to a cease-fire that would, in 
effect, freeze the existing frontlines. The UN Protection Force (or UNPROFOR, as 
it was to be known) would, therefore, form a thin blue line separating the Serb­
held areas from the rest of Croatia. In spite of some deficiencies (e.g., no 
timetable for return of refugees to their homes was set), the Vance plan provoked 
optimism that UN troops would be able to cJim the situation in Croatia.so 

Tudjman proclaimed the entrance of blue helmets into Croatian territory as an 

important victory for Croatia. He was ready to fu lfill the Vance plan to please the 
international community, which demanded this to recognize Croatia as an inde­

pendent state. When Croatian nationalists charged Tudjman with accepting the 
cessation of validation of Croatian laws on part of the ,Croatian holy land,< 
Tudjman forced those who doubted the rightfulness of the Vance plan to resign 
(for example, General Karel Gorinsek and Foreign Minister Zvonimir 
Separovic)8J 

* * * 
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Milosevic acted similarly to Tudjman, accepting blue helmets in Croatia since 
he was convinced that it meant the first step towards the plebiscite (0 annex eth­
nically Serb parts of Croatia to Serbia. All the Serb politicians did not share this 
view. This became clear on 7 January 1992 when two jet planes of the Yugoslav 
army shot down an EC helicopter above Varazdin, killing the French pilot and 
four Italian observers. Milosevic used this event to settle accounts with all those 
in rump Yugoslavia who opposed the Vance plan and Milosevic's policy. Among 
those forced to resign was Defense Secretary Veljko Kadijevic, who officially 
retired for health reasons8 ' 

The leaders of the Serbs in Croatia also opposed the peace plan. Milan Babic, 
the leader of the Krajina Serbs ('president. of the Republic of Srpska Krajina), 
was convinced that the withdrawal of the Yugoslav army, the disarmament of 
local armed forces, and the introduction of UN troops would lead to the eventu­
al restoration of Croat control83 The Belgrade regime acted also against the lead­
ership of the Serbs of Knin. Milosevic and his collaborators believed that Vance 
and the new UN Secretary General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali from Egypt, were ,real­
ists,. i.e. pro-Serb, and that it was worth engaging in polemics with the EC to sup­
port their policy. Vance and Boutros-Ghali still treated the Yugoslav wars as civil 
war and not as an international war that could threaten international peace. UN 
Resolution 727 of 8 January 1992 was also in accordance with this approach, 
authorizing sending 50 military liaison officers to promote maintenance of the 
cease-fire, as if this were a fight between two armed factions and the crisis stem­
ming from it would not be problematic to solve84 

The first days of January 1992 were quite interesting in the reactions of the 
international community towards the Yugosbv crisis (preparations for the inter­
national recognition of Slovenia and Croatia) as well as because Milosevic's 
regime also declared its (war) aims. Milosevic's (war) aims were to create a rump 
Yugoslavia that would also be the only lawful successor of the former SFRY, in 
which all those who wanted to keep their Yugoslav citizenship would live. It was 
an open call to arms to create Great Serbia and the introduction to new wars. 

On 13 January 1992, the Vatican recognized Slovenia and Croatia, and the next 
day the Badinter Commission submitted its expected evaluation of the candi­
dates for recognition. The commission found that the SFRY was in the process of 
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dissolution and that the international community, therefore, ought not block 
efforts on the part of the successor republics to make their own way. The Com­
mission recommended immediate recognition of Slovenia and Macedonia; 
recognition of Croatia was to be conditional on certain assurances concerning 
democratic principles, national minorities, and border protections; and Bosnia 
was to be subject to a referendum, which, crUCially, was to be valid only if all three 
communities (Serb, Croat, and Muslim) were to participate in Significant num­
bers. (The application from Kosovo was considered invalid because it did not 
come from a recognized republic). In the cases of Croatia and Macedonia, the EC 
chose to be influenced by political expediency rather than legal advice. The 
Badinter Commission thus became symptomatic of Europe's inability to con­
struct a common foreign policy on the basis of its own procedural structures, and 
an opportunity was lost to implement a set of recommendations that might not 
have found general disfavor either outside or inside Yugoslavia.S5 

As it occurred later, the commission's opinion did not have great influence on 
decisions of the EC states that had demanded it. When they recognized Croatia 
and Slovenia on 15 January 1992, those states demanded that Croatia incorporate 
the necessary corrections into its constitution. Croatia gave them then only a writ­
ten promise to do so (and the international community had to wait until the 
change of regime in Croatia for full compliance with this demand). Macedonia 
had to wait for international recognition because the Greeks opposed it on the 
grounds that the international community should not recognize a state that had 
irredentist demands. This, in spite of the fact that the EC demanded from the 
Macedonian government that it ask for recognition and that the Badinter com­
mission wordily excluded any connection between the name of »Macedonia« and 
irredentist demands towards neighboring lands.86 

There were d iffering reactions to EC recognition of Slovenia and Croatia. 
Russians were very skeptical, due to their own situation. Russia declared that it 

would »respect the decision of the nations who decided on secession, but also 
the decision of the nations who wished to stay in Yugoslavia.,87 The U.SA, on the 
other hand, decided to wait with granting recognition until the UN peacekeeping 
force settled in Croatia. At the same time the U.SA hoped that this decision would 
turn Tudjman and Milosevic away from attempts to partition Bosnia and 
Herzegovina.S8 
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When the first fifty UN monitors came to Croatia on 14January 1992, it looked 
as though the worst was already behind, since .people did not die en masse, in 
spite of the fact that they continued to die every day .• 89 All attention of the inter­
national community was then directed towards Krajina, where Milan Babic, sup­
ported by the Orthodox Church, still tried to oppose Milosevic. BabiC did not 
want to accept the plan until Belgrade's leaders threatened to replace him; at that 
point, Babic signed on the dotted line. But MiloseviC was not inclined to forgive 
Babic's insubordination, and shortly thereafter arranged for the Krajina assembly 
to replace the annoying dentist with the more compliant Goran Hadzic, who had 
been working as a storeroom clerk.9o By 2 February 1992, all relevant parties had 
signed the Vance Plan, and UN peacekeepers were on their way to take up posi­
tions in Croatia, separating the two sides. 

On 15 February 1992, UN Secretary General Boutros-Ghali, in spite of doubts 
about the use of blue helmets in the Balkans, asked the Security Council to send 
14,000 troops to Croatia (Le., in Slavonia and Krajina).91 The U T Security Council 
discussed this on 21 February and with Resolution 743 determined the aims of 
the peacekeeping forces: to ~create peace and security conditions necessary for 

global solution of the Yugoslav crisis .• 92 On 13 March they decided to choose as 
the seat for command of UNPROFOR ,neutral. Sarajevo. They hoped to forestall 
the start of ethnic violence in Bosnia and Herzegovina with this symbolic ges­
ture.93 From mid-March until mid-June 1992, the UNPROFOR troops settled in the 
region. This did not change conditions on the grounds. One of the members of 
UNPROFOR told Mark Tanner, a journalist from the Independent, that violence 
still reigned in Krajina, »from stoning to throat cutting. Serbs want to force a Croat 

to leave his home. If they do not succeed in thiS, they kill him .• 94 

* * * 
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