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Prijatelj i ja sedimo na klupi
gledamo zvezde
sluSamo vesti $to su upravo stigle
kazu da imamo
jo§ samo par godina za nas

Imali smo igracke i ziveli smo sve
sve one igre na srecu
oneigrezaljude
Sto je smidlio neko
pre samo par godina za nas

My friend and | sit on abench
we watch the stars
we listen to the newsjust arrived
they say that we have
just afew yearsfor us

We had toys and we lived all
all those games of chance
those games for people
that someone invented
only afew years ago for us

Ekatarina Velika, “Par godina za nas”.

Song from the album Samo par godina za nas, Belgrade: PGP-RTB, 1989

Moja prva i najveta Zelja
bi bila da se probudim
I da ustanovim da je 1990. godina
da kazem: “Ja sam nesto ruzno sanjao”

My first and biggest wish
would be to wake up
and establish that we are in the year 1990
and say: “I had a bad dream”

Milan Mladenovic, singer of Ekatarina Velika

TV interview by RTS, Belgrade, February 1994.

Kako vjetar puse mjenjaju se dresovi
bile su petokrake
sad moderni su fesovi
Kratak je put od druga do gospodina
traje dok se nije uhljebila rodbina
Hej, brate dragi, vidi ta se radi

Reklamne kampanje za neko novo sranje
neku novu kremu $to otklanja dilemu
Tesko je odlucit’ kad je Sirok asortiman
dal' je bolje biti Srbin, Hrvat il' Mudiman?
Hej, brate dragi, vidi Sta se radi
Tranzcija svima prija
[.-]

Tranzcija uspjela
pacijent je podleg'o
ostao je izeban ko god nije pobjeg'o
Stari sistem nije valj’'o do$ao je novisamo
ne kapitalizam, ve¢ feudalizam

Aswind blows people change allegiances
There used to be five-pointed stars
Now fezzes are in vogue
It’s a short way from Comrade to Sir
It lasts until you provide for your relatives
Hey, dear bro, look what they are doing

Advertising campaigns for some new crap
for anew cream that removes dilemma
Hard to decide when the assortment is wide
Isit better to be Serb, Croat or Muslim?
Hey, dear bro, look what they are doing
Transition pleases everybody
[...]

Transition has succeeded
patient has succumbed
Whoever did not escape remained screwed
The old system was not OK, a new came
But it’s not capitalism, it isfeudalism

Dubioza Kolektiv, “Tranzicija”. Song from the album Apsurdistan, Sargjevo: DK, 2013.
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INTRODUCTION

“The central problem of the tragic transition in Bosnia-Herzegovina [was] the
weakness of a supra-national, social democrat, liberal option that could have assumed the
role of a serious alternative to nationalist parties”.? This assumption is the point of
departure of this thesis: to analyse the role of non-nationalist political actorsin Bosnia-
Herzegovinain the period between 1989 and 1991, which coincideswith the crucial phase
of the multi-party transition in the republic and in the whole of Yugoslavia. The research
aims, on the one hand, to examine the discourses, practices, and mutual interconnections
of the non-nationalist actors; on the other hand, to explain the factors that |ed these actors
to suffer such aheavy defeat in the Bosnian-Herzegovinian transition, in termsof political
strategy, of popular support and, definitely, of votes: the elections held in November-
December 1990 are, indeed, the turning point of the whole process. The defeat of these
actors implied the ultimate de-legitimisation of a non-ethnic option for the institutiona

framework of Bosnia-Herzegovina.?

The term “nationalist” defines those parties which claimed to exclusively
represent the cultural, political and economic interests of their own nationa group. The
three main nationalist parties, the Muslim SDA, the Serb SDS and the Croat HDZ, began
to organize in early 1990, although their full legalisation would take place only in June
of the same year. They obtained an unexpectedly large triumph at the first multi-party
elections in Bosnia-Herzegovina, securing around 70% of the vote and 84% of seatsin
Parliament, aswell as all seven seats of the Presidency. The process of “ethnification” of
the political and social sphere that began in the electoral campaign and, ultimately, the
failure of power-sharing agreements between the nationalist parties after the vote, is one
of the leading factors that led to the BiH war within the context of the Yugoslav

dissolution.

! Tatjana Sekuli¢, Violenza etnica. | Balcani tra etnonazionalismo e democrazia, Roma: Carocci, 2002,
107.

2 The full and official name was “Socialist Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina” (Socijalisticka Republika
Bosnai Hercegovina, SRBiH). In this study, | will mostly use the term “Bosnia-Herzegovina”, occasionally
abbreviated as “BiH” or “Bosnia”.
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“Non-nationalist” here refers to those parties and movements which claimed to
have members and votes, and represent the interests of the citizens, regardless of their
national belonging, and which defended a culturaly plural, secular and non-exclusivist
concept for Bosnia-Herzegovina. The non-nationalist camp corresponded to arelatively
heterogeneous range of actors; this work will dedicate specia attention to their two
principal forces. The first was the League of Communists of Bosnia-Herzegovina,
(SKBiH-SDP). The ruling party since 1945, in 1990 it shifted to social-democracy and
directed the transition to a multi-party system. The SKBiH still had a considerable
organisational structure and many observers believed that it would count on a certain
socia consensus, despite al the negative factors that affected it (the ideologica decline
of Communism, the breakup of the SKJ, the economic crisis, the intra-elite scandals...).
The second main non-national force was the Alliance of Reformist Forces of Yugosavia
(SRS)), created in mid-1990 by the federal prime minister, Ante Markovic, in that
moment credited with a broad popular consensus throughout Yugoslavia and,
particularly, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, for his charisma as the “saviour of the country”.
Various political analysts, media observers and surveys estimated that both the SKBiH
and the SRSJ could secure avictory in the 1990 elections or, at least, that they could have
adecisive role in the post-electoral transition. There were also other minor forces which
will be analysed in the research: the Socialist Alliance (SSRN-DSS), the official
umbrella-front of the civic organizations during the communist era that became a
moderate social-democratic party; The Alliance of Socidist Youth (SSO-DS), the
Communists’ youth branch, that since the late 1980s gradually converted into an
independent liberal movement. The Association for the Yugoslav Democratic Initiative
(UJDI) was created outside the official framework and was mainly composed of

progressive intellectuals.

Such plurality of actors and their apparently high potential in the republic
commonly depicted as “little Yugoslavia” (where positive assessments of inter-ethnic
relations and support for the unity, beyond the commonplaces, were revealed by social
studiesand polls) callsfor are-examination of the course of the 1989-91 eventsin Bosnia-
Herzegovina Thisthesis aimsto offer a fresh perspective on those themes by employing
avariety of sourceswhich until now have been either unused or overlooked. How did the

Bosnian Communists tackle the 1989-90 wave of global and state-wide events, and the

16



consequent dilemmas of democratisation? How did the “reformist option” embodied by
Markovi¢ operated in the Bosnian scenario? What is the role of the civic, non-regime
alternatives and what kind of relationship did they establish with the Communists? What
solutions for the Yugoslav crisis, in its various stages, did the non-nationalist actors
envision? Did some alleged “polarisation along ethnic lines” occur in Boshian society
and, if so, did it affect the decline of non-nationalist actors, or wasit rather the opposite?
To what extent did the events and the actors out of Bosnia-Herzegovinainfluence the path
of the transition in the republic? These are some key questions that this research raises.

The time frame established by the research starts from the “crucial 1989, in order
to retrace the internal debate of the Bosnian Communists on political pluralism and the
Yugoslav crisis, as well as the emerging of the first civic-alternative options. The end-
point is established in late 1991, when the Second Y ugoslaviawasirreversibly dissolved,
the institutional breakup of BiH is beginning (following the secessionist policy of the
SDS) and politics in Bosnia shift towards issues of security, armed interventions and
international negotiations. All these elements definitely mark a new phase in terms of
options, actors and analytical frameworks, whose exam would have gone far beyond the
scope and means of this research.

In the very extensive literature about the dissolution of Yugoslavia, both local
(from Bosnia-Herzegovina and the ex-Y ugoslav republics) and international, there is no
complete and specific study about the above mentioned actors. Here there are two main
gaps that must be addressed. First, unlike the blatant overexposure offered by the post-
1992, the whole pre-1992 political and socia context in Bosnia-Herzegovina has been
understudied: the focus has been usually placed on the general background of Y ugoslavia
or on the bigger and more influential republics. Neven Andjeli¢, the author of Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The end of a legacy, the pioneer and invaluably important work about the
history of late- and post-Communist BiH published in 2003, acknowledged that “it is
common to omit independent developments in Bosnian politics and society, as authors
tend to concentrate on the major players: Serbia and Croatia”.® Therefore, the Bosnian
context of the 1980s and early 1990s is generally presented as a mere sub-product of the

external events or as the object of generalisations or stereotypes (“Bosnia was already

3 Neven Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina. The end of a legacy, London: Frank Cass, 2003, 203.
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divided along ethnic lines”; “Bosnia was a dark province [lit. tamni vilajet]”) that are not
grounded in a solid historical perspective. Only in recent years have some well-
documented and innovative works appeared. The PhD thesis of Virtuts Sambrd, presented
in 2009 in the same Department where the present research has come into being, has been
the first attempt to systematise and contextualise the data about the 1990 republican
elections since the pioneer work of Sead Arnautovié in 1996.% A special section of the
journal Southeast European and Black Sea Studies issued in 2014 dedicated to the 1990
Bosnian el ections has offered further insights based on new data and interpretations about
the vote system, the societal perceptions and reactions that influenced the results.®> The
recent inspiring works of agroup of researchers from the Institute for History in Sargjevo
shed light on some peculiar aspects of 1980s Bosnia-Herzegovina, such as the
homogenisation of national and religious communities or the causes of the destabilisation
of the republican institutions.® Still, there are many issues which remain unexplored and

deserve attention.

The second large gap in the literature on the break-up of Yugoslaviais about the
alternatives to nationalism. As Bojan Bili¢ recalled, the academic research focused on the
“grand narratives” of ethnic-based transformation and of the broad geopolitical changes
after 1989, leading to ignore or overlook the civic, non-nationalist (and, since 1991, anti-
nationalist and anti-war) initiatives displayed throughout the Yugoslav federation.’
Besides the “paradigm of ethnic conflict” propelled by Western media and scholars, also
“the efforts of the nationally delimited social sciences across the Yugoslav space to
legitimise the new reality as a recovered historical ‘normality’”® have significantly

contributed to this tendency. In recent years, some fresh interest for exploring, from a

4 Virtuts Sambro i Melero, “Contextualitzacio i analisi de les eleccions del 18 de novembre de 1990 a la
R.S. de Bosnia i Hercegovina”, PhD diss., Universitat Autobnoma de Barcelona, 2009; Suad Arnautovic,
I zbori u Bosni i Hercegovini “90: analiza izbornog procesa, Sarajevo: Promocult, 1996.

5 Southeast European and Black Sea Sudies, vol. 14, n. 4, 2014. The authors of this special section are
Florian Bieber (introduction), Damir Kapidzi¢, Nenad Stojanovi¢ and BoriSa Mraovic.

6 | refer to the works of Husnija Kamberovié¢, Admir Mulaosmanovi¢, Edin Omer¢i¢, DZenita Sarac-
Rujanac and Sabina VeladZi¢. The recent works (from a Croatian perspective) of Ivica Luci¢, researcher of
the Institute for History in Zagreb, also deserve attention. See the bibliography for full references.

7 Bojan Bili¢, We were gasping for air: [ Post-] Yugoslav Anti-War activism and its legacy, Baden Baden:
Nomos, 2012, 20; for similar approaches see also Ljubica Spaskovska, “Landscapes of Resistance, Hope
and Loss: Yugoslav Supra-Nationalism and Anti-Nationalism”, in Bojan Bili¢ and Vesna Jankovi¢, (eds.),
Resisting the Evil: (Post-)Yugoslav Anti-War Contention, Baden Baden: Nomos, 2012, 37-38; Jasna
Dragovic¢-Soso, “Why Did Yugoslavia Disintegrate? An Overview of Contending Explanations”, in Lenard
J. Cohen and Jasna Dragovi¢-Soso (eds.), State Collapse in South-Eastern Europe: New Perspectives on
Yugoslavia’s Disintegration, West Lafayette: Purdue University Press, 2008, 28.

8 Bili¢, We were gasping for air, 43.
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social and historical perspective, the “civic” alternatives to nationalist narratives and
policies has arisen.’® However, these works mainly focus their attention on grassroots,

anti-war and pacifist activism, or to other republics of Yugodavia

The thesis draws on various types of local sources. The first is a wide range of
press reports coming from Bosnia-Herzegovina and the rest of Yugoslavia, mostly from
Oslobodenje (Sargjevo), the main Bosnian daily newspaper at that time. During the
political transition, Oslobodenje, still an organ of the official Communist organizations,
gradually shifted from a pro-regime discourse to a pluralist tendency and to an attitude of
respect of journaistic independence standards. Until the first months of 1990,
Oslobodenje was in a process of emancipation from the SKBiH, but there were still some
signs of compliance to the ruling party and its leadership. Therefore, this organ is a
valuable source for analysing the intra-regime dynamics for that period, but must be
handled cautiously when dealing with the opposition actors. Since early 1990 and
definitely during the electoral campaign, Oslobodenje offered instead a balanced and
extended coverage of press conferences, public acts and rallies, transcripts of public
speeches made by all the different parties (both nationalist and non-nationalist)
throughout the Bosnian territory; it also published frequent and long interviews with their
representatives. Finally, Oslobodenje hosted columns from a wide range of intellectuals,
writers, academics, etc., from different ideological, social, national -regional perspectives;
these articles offer a wide spectre of insightful viewpoints on a transitional period in
which public narratives, socia styles and models were intensely and abruptly changing.

Among the other press organs widely used for this research there are Borba
(Belgrade), Glas (Banja Luka), VeCernje Novine (Sargevo), the weekly NaSi Dani
(Sargievo) and the fortnightly Valter (Sargjevo), plus other nationwide and regional
organs which are al listed in the “Sources and bibliography” section. This wide variety
of sources offers access to a broad coverage of socio-political events, statements,
interviews, etc., aswell as a pluraity of qualitative points of view, enhancing a globally
critical handling of the documentation. The youth magazines Nasi Dani and Valter, for

example, acted both as a vehicle of mobilisation for youth social movements (sometimes

%In particular, | refer to the abovementioned works of Bojan Bili¢, as well as those of Ljubica Spaskovska,
Mila Orli¢, Paul Stubbs, and the pioneer researches of Ana Devi¢ and Stef Jansen in previous years. See
the bibliography for full references.
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displaying a certain acrimony towards the official Communist policy), and as a practice
of pluralist attitude and professional accuracy. Glas, adaily from Banja Lukacloseto the
conservative-oriented local section of the SKBiH, offers a not-Sargevo-centred
perspective, whereas the libera-oriented daily Borba, based in Belgrade and the only
truly pan-Yugoslav daily (i.e., not subjected to the control of republican governments)
offered a useful not-Bosnia-centred viewpoint. The official gazette of Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Sluzbeni List SRBiH, has been aso thoroughly examined, particularly in
relation to the norms establishing the multi-party system and the other constitutional

reforms in the course of 1990.

The second major source of information is a range of origina documents issued
by the non-nationalist actors. The maority of them are related to the League of
Communists (sessions’ and congress’ transcripts, programmatic documents, statements,
official organs) and comes from the uncatalogued and non-public archive of the Socia
Democratic Party of Bosnia-Herzegovina, which is located at the party headquarters in
Sargjevo and has remained almost completely unused by scholars until now. The
documents related to the other organizations (programmatic documents, statements,
official organsof SRSJ, SSRN-DSS, SSO, UJDI...) come from public libraries in Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Serbia, as well as from persona contacts with former members. All
these documents contribute to retrace the internal debate and the public positioning of
these organizations, which would have been overlooked or misrepresented through an
exclusive use of press sources. Given that the documents from the 1989-1991 period are
till classified in amost al the public archives in Bosnia-Herzegovina (as well as in
Serbia, where the documents of the federal institutions are located, and in the other ex-
Yugoslav republics), the use of public archival collection has been ailmost completely
excluded from this research. Another problem is the destruction or disappearance of a
considerable part of the press, political and institutional documentation concerning the
examined period, following the immense damages of the 1992-1995 war in Bosnia-

Herzegovinathat inevitably restricts the range of available sources.

The third major type of sourceis a set of about fifty selected interviews, most of
them with former representatives of the organi sations constituting the subject of the study,
as well as with some actors and “privileged observers” of that context (members of

nationalist parties, intellectuals, academics, journalists). These interviews contribute to

20



retrace concrete information and useful insights on the strategies, perceptions and
interpretations of both individual and collective actors. Many of the former activists
admitted that it was either the very first time, or it was extremely rare, that someone asked
them to go back on their political engagement in 1989-91.1° The heavy burden of what
came immediately next, the relegation to political and media marginality, and some
implicit filters in both the intimate and social sphere of memory, confined these
experiences to obscurity. This research hopes to re-open that live space of memories,
experiences, ideas and reflections.

With regard to online sources, a mention must be made for: the ICTY Online
Archive, where all the transcripts of the Court Records, primary documentation provided
as exhibits at the trials, valuable secondary sources produced by experts, etc., are all

available (http://icr.icty.org/); and the Mediacentar in Sargevo, which provides an

extended digital archive of press publications from BiH since the beginning of the 20"
century (although unfortunately, at the time when this research has been carried out, the
only organ avalable from the examined period was NaSi Dani).
(http://www.infobiro.bal).

All the aforementioned sources, that is, the interviews and approximately 30,000
photo scans from individual press articles and documents’ pages entirely realised by the
author, and the larger part of the bibliography, have been collected during various
research staysin Sargjevo (autumn 2011, spring-summer 2012, spring-summer 2014) and
Belgrade (spring 2013) and short stays in Ljubljana and Zagreb (June 2013). All the
trandations from the texts and interview transcriptions in Serbo-Croatian-Bosnian (as
well as from those in Italian, Spanish, Catalan and French) are by the author.

10| must acknowledge that especially the former members of the SRSJ expressed this sensation. This seems
understandable, if one considers the particularly ephemeral and frustrating experience of this movement,
turning from high collective expectation to a humiliating debacle in very few months.
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1. THE BOSNIAN COMMUNISTSAND THE YUGOSLAV CRISIS

“It is evident that a positive Bosnian-Herzegovinian program does not exist.
In any case, it should not be national, but primarily economic and political.
In the Yugoslav space, the ‘Bosnian silence’ [lit. Bosanska Sutnja]
gradually convertsitself into an intolerable wait-and-see policy,

[waiting for] how the events unfold in the other republics”.'

During 1989, the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (SKJ) experienced the
final stage of itsmost severe crisisafter amost forty-five yearsof power monopoly. While
tumultuous changes were overthrowing socialist rule in Central and Eastern Europe, the
controversies within the party became unsolvable, in the context of a sharp economic
crisiswhich reached its peak during that year. Within the peculiar federalised structure of
the SKJ, the republican branches, almost completely autonomous, displayed a chaotic
“regional pluralism” which lacked any mediating actor. Discrepancies in contents and
attitudes between the republican branches of the SKJ had considerably increased since
Tito’s death, but a tacit agreement to avoid public disputes was still observed until early
1988. Afterwards, the political clash within the party became public. The sessions of the
SKJ’s organs, especially the Central Committee, turned into a scene of confrontation on

various issues related to political pluralism and the economic system.*?

The main source of disputes was the “quasi-confederal” structure of the Yugoslav
state established by the Constitution of 1974. While various proposals and attempts at
constitutional reform had failed, two conflicting visions emerged. The League of
Communists of Slovenia demanded to strengthen the autonomy of the republics and to
open the system to multiparty system, while the League of Communists of Serbia called
for a re-centralization through the reinforcement of federal institutions and a defence of

political monism. These opposite positions concerned both the fate of the Party and the

11 Rasim Kadi¢, reported in “Umjesto prednosti, sporenja”, Nedjelja, September 10, 1989.

12 Vladimir Goati, “La vida politica, 1989-1992”, in Josep Palau e Radha Kumar (eds.), Ex-Yugoslavia. De
la Guerra a la paz, Valencia: Asamblea de Ciudadanos por Helsinki, 1992, 245; Ivan Siber, “IstraZivanja
politikog ponasanja i druStvene promjene —jesu li se mogla predvidjeti zbivanja 1990. godine?”, Politi¢ka
misao, 37, 1, 2000, 105.
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State, polarizing the debate within the SKJ. In sum, at the end of the 1980s at least three

dimensions of political conflict arose within the SKJ:

- Centralism and unionism versus autonomism, secessionism, both of Party and
State organizations,
- Politica monism, hegemonism, versus pluralism, multi-party system;

- Administrative, self-managing system versus liberalism, market economy.*

Serbian unitarianism and Slovenian autonomism clearly represented the two
opposite poles in the first two dimensions, which concerned the political system and the
role of the SKJ. The differentiation in the third spectrum (the economic system) was also
present, but less evident.1* The positions of the other SKJ branches in that debate had
been fluid and mobile in the course of the decade, at least until the so-called “anti-
bureaucratic revolutions” forced the replacement of the old political leaderships in
Montenegro and Vojvodina. When new élites favourable to Slobodan MiloSevic’s line
took power in Titograd and Novi Sad, a properly unitarian bloc took shape. Still, it was
unclear who could endorse the Slovene position. The League of Communists of Croatia
had somewhat backed Ljubljana’s requests for further economic autonomism, but it was
not until the second half of 1989 that it actively supported political pluralism. The
Leagues of Communists of Macedonia and, as it will be detailed below, Bosnia-

Herzegovina, maintained a wavering position until the 14™ Congress of the SKJ.

The Serbian-Slovene conflict escalated over the course of the year 1989. In
March, Serbia amended its republican Constitution, rescinding the autonomy of

Vojvodina and Kosovo. In September, the Slovenian Parliament passed a constitutional

13 Vvarious authors consider this divide the “pivotal axis” in the Yugoslav politics of late 1980s, e.g. Ivan
Siber (“Istrazivanja politickog ponasanja”, 108) and Sabrina P. Ramet (Balkan Babel. The Disintegration
of Yugoslavia from the death of Tito to the fall of MiloSevi¢, Boulder: Westview Press, 1996, 44). Ramet
aso refers to a fourth issue, the so-called “Breakdown of the Sense of community”, which includes the
worsening of interethnic relations.

14 The Serbian League of Communists under MiloSevi¢’s rule, albeit presenting itself as the most tenacious
advocate of self-managing socialism, also promoted market-oriented reforms. In 1988, as Lenard Cohen
explained, MiloSevi¢ created a group of experts (officially named as “Commission for Questions of
Economic Reform”) that envisioned a “pluralism of property ownership”, namely a mix of private and
public property. Lenard J. Cohen, Broken Bonds: Yugoslavia's Disintegration and Balkan Poalitics in
Transition, Boulder: Westview Press, 1995, 55-59. On the other side, the Slovenian government kept a
degree of hostility to a process of massive privatizations, which was maintained even by the centre-right
majority that took power in 1990. See Catherine Samary, Yugosavia dismembered, New Y ork: Monthly
Review Press, 1995, 51-67; Francisco Veiga, La fabrica de las fronteras. Guerras de secesion yugoslavas,
1991-2001, Madrid: Alianza Editorial, 2011, 74-79.
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amendment that established the absolute sovereignty of the republican institutions over
the federal ones, including the right to secede from Y ugoslavia. Ljubljana aso called for
free multi-party elections before any other republic, thus making a move towards further
“asymmetric confederalization”.’® As the intensity of the conflict increased, the
Vojvodinian branch of the party requested and obtained the summoning of an
extraordinary Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, which would be
finaly held in January 1990. This congress was to be preceded by Congresses of the
republican branches, as the standard procedure required.'® The League of Communists of
Bosnia-Herzegovina (SKBiH) had not taken sides in the Serbian-Slovenian clash. Its
official line was till to firmly defend both the unity of Federal Yugoslavia and the
autonomy of the republics as defined by the 1974 Constitution. Therefore, the SKBIH
position was somewhere between both extremes: Slovenian confederalism and Serbian

unitarianism. There were two deep structural reasons for this position.

The first was the peculiar national mix within Bosnia-Herzegovina. This made
having to choose one side in the Serbian-Slovenian dispute an extremely delicate matter.
Nationa heterogeneity had become manifest within the League of Communists of BiH.
During the 1980s, the Serbs lost the absolute majority in party membership (which had
been quite constant so far) falling from 53.5% in 1971 to 40.7% in 1985; on the contrary,
the Muslim representation grew from 27.8% to 34.7%.}" The national representation
within the SKBiH realigned to reflect the national mix of the republic. This was so for
two reasons. First, theformal recognition of the Muslim nationality by the SKBiH in 1968
had encouraged more of them to define themselves as such, making it easier for them to
join the ranks of the party. Another reason can be found in overall demographic factors,

such as the combination of the higher birth rates of the Bosnian Muslims and the higher

15 Laura Silber, Allan Little, The Death of Yugoslavia, New Y ork: Penguin Books, 1996, 77- 78.

16 Davor Paukovié, “Posljednji kongres Saveza Komunista Jugoslavije. Uzroci, tijek i posljedice raspada”,
in Suvremene teme, 1, 1, 2008, 24.

17 The membership rate of Croats did not change (11.3%). Taking into account the figures of the Bosnian
population as per the 1981 census (39.5% Mudlims, 32% Serbs, 18.4% Croats), Serb over-representation
and Muslim under-representation in the party base was considerably reduced, while Croat under-
representation remained unchanged in relative terms (Andjeli¢ observed that the number of Croats had risen
to three times their original number, from 142,313 to 415,808). Sources: Neven Andjeli¢, Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The end of a legacy, London: Frank Cass, 2003, 37; Kasim Trnka, “Opredjeljenja
konsolidaciju vlasti radnicke klase, razvijanje nacionalne ravnopravnosti i reafirmaciju vodeée uloge
Saveza Komunista (1971-1984)”, in VV.AA., Istorija Saveza Komunista Bosne i Hercegovine. Knjiga 2,
Sargjevo: Ingtitut zalstoriju, 1990, 215; Mirsad D. Abazovié, Kadrovski rat za BiH (1945-1991), Sargjevo:
Savez logorasa BiH, 1999, 227.
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emigration rates of the Bosnian Serbs and Croats from Bosnia-Herzegovina to the
republics of Serbiaor Croatia. These changesincreased therelative weight of the Muslims
within the party, aswell asin the overall population of the Republic.'® Concerning SKBiH
high-ranking officials and republican institutions, the application of the “national key”
principle was carefully observed during the 1980s, though not necessarily imposed by an

automatic turnover or redistribution mechanism. (See tables below).

Table 1.1. Bosnia-Herzegovina population census, 1971-1991.1°

Mudims | % Serbs % | Croats | % | Yugodavs| % | Other | % Total
1971 | 1,482,430 | 39,6 | 1,393,148 | 37,2 | 772,491 | 20,6 | 43,796 | 1,2 | 54,246 | 1,4 | 3,746,111
1981 | 1,630,033 | 39,5 | 1,320,738 | 32,0 | 758,140 | 18,4 | 326,316 | 7,9 | 89,029 | 2,1 | 4,124,256
1991 | 1,902,956 | 43,5 | 1,366,104 | 31,2 | 760,852 | 17,4 | 242,682 | 56 | 104,439 | 2,4 | 4,377,033

Table 1.2. National structure of the SKBiH membership, 1971-1985.%

% Muslims | % Serbs | % Croats | % Others
1971 28.3 53.5 111 7.1
1973 311 52.1 10.9 5.9
1978 34.6 46.1 12.2 7.1
1981 35.0 44.0 12.3 8.7
1985 34.7 40.7 114 13.2

18 Xavier Bougarel, “Bosnie-Herzégovine. Anatomie d’une poudriére”, Hérodote, 67, 4e trimestre, 1992,

92-100.

19 Source: FZS - Ingtitute for Statistics of FBiH, “Stanovnistvo prema nacionalnoj pripadnosti, po popisima
1961 - 1991”. Accessed August 22, 2015. http://www.fzs.ba/Dem/Popis/NacStanB.htm .
2 Spurce: Abazovié, Kadrovski rat za BiH, 226-227.
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Table 1.3. National structure of the Presidents of the highest organsin the Socialist Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina, 1982-1989.%

SKBiH SSRN VSSBIiH SUBNOR SSO Republican | Parliament RIV Chamber of
(Party) (Socialist (Trade (Partisans’ (Party’s Presidency (Government) | Commerce
Alliance) Unions) | Association) | youth branch)

1982 Mudlim Serb Croat Croat Serb Croat Serb Mudlim Musdlim
1983 Mudim Serb Mudim Croat Serb Serb Croat Mudim Mudim
1984 Croat Serb Croat Mudlim Mudlim Serb Mudlim Serb Musdlim
1985 Croat Croat Serb Mudim Mudim Mudim Mudim Serb Mudim
1986 Serb Croat Mudim Croat Serb Mudim Serb Croat Mudim
1987 Serb Muslim Mudim Croat Montenegrin Croat Serb Croat Croat
1988 Muslim Y ugoslav Croat Serb Serb Croat Muslim Serb Serb
1989 Muslim Y ugoslav Croat Muslim Muslim Serb Muslim Serb Serb

2L Source: “Predsjednistvo RK SSRNBiH. Zakon skida neustavne ograde”, Oslobodenje, December 27, 1989.
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The second structural reason for the neutrality of the Bosnian Communists was
their traditionally strict adherenceto the dogmas and routines of the political system under
socialist rule. Thisloyalty had been consolidated for decades, especially after the 1969-
1971 wave of repression against the national or liberal movements in Croatia, Slovenia
and Serbia. The orthodox SKBiH had become a useful “buffer” between the Croatian and
Serbian branches of the Communist party, playing the role of “Guardian of Titoism”. This
was an important source of legitimization for Bosnian Communists’ top ranks, both inside

and outside the republic.?

This continuity was maintained even after the abrupt change in the political éite
of Bosnia-Herzegovina which occurred between 1987 and 1989, especially following the
crucia “Agrokomerc” and “Neum” scandals, which require here specia attention. The
former case stems from the collapse of one of the biggest food companies in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, due to a massive issuance of uncovered promissory notes which was made
public in ending summer 1987. The general manager of Agrokomerc, Fikret Abdi¢, was
closely tied to the Bosnian Communists’ leadership and a protégé of Hamdija Pozderac,
one of the most prominent politicians in 19705/1980s Bosnia and Yugoslavia.?® The
scandal forced Pozderac to resign from his post at the collective Federa Presidency and
to end his political career, while the “once quiet, closed system of patronage” in the
Bosnian institutions suddenly became an “open “free for all” system”, causing generalized

requests for investigations and dismissals and leading various high-level politiciansto a

22 Goati, “La vida politica, 1989-1992”, 244,

2 The Agrokomerc company was located in Velika Kladusa (in Cazinska Krajina, north-western Bosnia).
It employed about 13.500 peoplein atraditionally underdevel oped region that, following the positive trends
of the company, was experiencing an i mpressive socio-economic growth. Its general manager, Fikret Abdic¢
(1939), was a “local lord” for the immense power and charisma that enjoyed in the region. He had strict
connections with the Pozderac brothers, Hamdija and Hakija, two of the most influential politicians in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and overall Yugodavia. The Pozderac, and the same Abdi¢, were native from
Cazinska Krajina. Hamdija Pozderac, in particular, was one of the three “Bosnians at the top of the political
pyramid” in the 1970s/1980s, in the words of Neven Andjeli¢ (Bosnia-Herzegovina, 37-38). The two other
were Branko Mikuli¢, at that time Federal Prime Minister, and Milanko Renovica, then member of the
Presidency of the SKJ. Hamdija Pozderac was a member of the Federal collective Presidency and destined
to become its leading cadre (hence, the President of Y ugoslavia) in 1988.

Since the early 1987, investigations from republican authorities began to discover that Agrokomerc had
issued for years uncovered promissory notes, to dozens of banks from all Yugodavia, corresponding to a
loss of about 200 million dollars. The scandal was made public in august 1987 and immediately led to
Abdi¢’s imprisonment and Hamdija Pozderac’s resignation. This led, in turn, to a turning point for the
Bosnia-Herzegovina’s political system. The financial banckruptcy of Agrokomerc had catastrophic
consequences for the economic structure of north-western Bosnia and affected the whole republic.
(Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 56-75; Virtuts Sambrd i Melero, “Contextualitzacié i analisi de les
eleccionsdel 18 de novembre de 1990 alaR.S. deBosniai Hercegovina”, PhD diss., Universitat Autbnoma
de Barcelona, 2009, 120-125).
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defensive position or to leave their posts.?* The context of broad socio-economic crisis
(which was further exacerbated by the same effects of the scandal) and the wide coverage
by the Yugoslav media amplified public anger against the misconduct and clientelism of
thepolitical class, putting more pressure onit.2> Some months|ater, in 1988 anew scandal
emerged, thistime about the summer villas in Neum, the only town of the republic on the
Adriatic coast. Several dozens of leading party officers had alegedly built those houses
thanks to tax breaks and favourable credit terms. Here, public outrage was even stronger
than after the Agrokomerc’s affair: Neum was seen as an abuse of power to obtain
personal wealth and privileges,?® strengthtening the perception of a generalized
clientelism in the Bosnian political class, while common citizens were left facing
skyrocketing inflation and unemployment in everyday life. The press coverage in the
republic, even by the official daily Oslobodenje, increased in accuracy and aso began to

analyse other “simil-Neum” cases of embezzlement and privilege. In 1988-1989, amost

2 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 64.

% The circumstances of how the scandal was investigated and made public, remain not entirely clear and
raise doubts about possible latent interests behind it. Although it seems undisputable that irregularities in
Agrokomerc had effectively taken place, some analysts have noticed that the use of uncovered notes was a
very common practice in the Yugoslav system and that the excesses were usually kept away from public
knowledge. In the case of Agrokomerc, this could not have happened because of the alleged interest from
some Belgrade centres of power (hence, the Serbian rule and the Y ugoslav Army), in order to discredit and
weaken the Bosnian leadership and to force the dismissal of Hamdija Pozderac, who was then President of
the constitutional commission and destined to become, in 1988, the President of Y ugoslavia; according to
these interpretations (which are widespread in “pro-Bosnhian” environments), Pozderac’s policy on
congtitutional reforms was not in line with the interests of Serbia

To summarize, there are two main interpretations in the existing literature about the subject, represented by
the two scholars who have examined the case with the highest detail. According to Neven Andjeli¢,
Agrokomerc was a simple case of “personal mismanagement and incompetence”, unprecedented and too
huge (“Nobody had ever dared to go so far”) to be ignored; therefore, the large attention by the press and
the fall-out in the political leadership of BiH were not only inevitable consequences but, in some way, a
step to democratization and to the formation of a public opinion in Bosnian society. Andjeli¢ explains that
the Serbia’s or the Army’s direct involvement in the affair cannot be proved, among other things, because
the same MiloSevi¢ seized the control of the League of Communists of Serbia only after the scandal’s
breakup. (Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 19; 54-72).

On the other side, Admir Mulaosmanovi¢ claims instead that the political interests of the Serbian power (to
dismiss Pozderac and subjugate the Bosnian leadership, auseful tool inthe framework of theintra-Y ugosav
tensions) and of the INA (for his logistic-strategic interests in the Cazinska Krajina's region) were evident
and crucia in the whole scandal, which would be based on a big amount of press and institutional
mani pulation, thanks to the complicity with Belgrade of some journalists, politicians and of the chief of the
republic’s police, Dusko Zgonjanin. (Admir Mulaosmanovi¢, “O politickom kontekstu ‘Afere
Agrokomerc’”, Historijska traganja, 1, 2008, 181-211).

The paradox of the Agrokomerc affair is that, while it is decisive in triggering the internal crisis of the
Bosnian Communists and in sparking the social dissatisfaction against them, it also generated a profitable
“martyrdom effect” to the benefit of his highest responsible, Fikret Abdi¢. He was finally acquitted from
chargesin 1989 and effectively built himself a profile as an enterprising, liberal market-oriented man who
had become a “victim of the system”. Thanks to this public image, he even increased his popularity and
would become, as we will see in further chapters, akey figure in the Bosnian transition.

% Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 66.
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an entire generation of prominent leaders from the old guard was dismissed or forced to

withdraw for their implication in the case.?’

While in the mgjority of the other republics a replacement of political leadership
would have implied arelevant fluctuation, in Bosnia-Herzegovina such a change did not
affect an environment deeply marked by ideological and political orthodoxy.?® However,
the Yugoslav political context in the late 1980s was radically changing, since new actors
and languageswere emerging. The centre of power increasingly switched from the federal
institutions to the most powerful republics (Serbia, Slovenia, and Croatia), so the role of
SKBIiH became marginal and anachronistic. Moreover, the various “scandals” that
affected the Bosnian political life in the 1980s reinforced certain negative clichés and
stigmas depicting that republic as a place for authoritarianism and neo-Stalinism,
chronically contaminated by corruption and nepotism. These stereotypes, which had been
already common in the 1960s, were then revitalized. This factor also contributed to the

further marginalization of the Bosnian Communists at the Y ugoslav level. 2

While the SKBiH’s position within the Yugoslav dilemma (confederalism vs.
unitarianism) did not stop defending the statements of the 1974 Constitution, by 1989 its
position on political issues such as the multi-party system and free elections was
somewhat wavering. As mentioned above, the League of Communists of Slovenia was
the first branch of SKJto call for free elections and to open the political system to parties
acting independently from official organizations. The League of Communists of Croatia,
despite still having an influential conservative wing withinitslines, wasthefirst to follow
the Slovenian move. Zagreb accepted a de facto legalization of a multi-party system in
July 1989, as severa parties had aready been set up and tolerated by the Zagreb

27 lvica Luci¢, Uzroci rata. Bosna i Hercegovina od 1980. do 1992. godine, Zagreb: Hrvatski Institut za
povijest, 2013, 211-212. On the other minor “affairs” which affected the political and social life in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, see Sambrd, “Contextualitzacio i analisi”, 91-129 (chapter 5, “La via politica dels afers”).

2 Goati, “La vida politica, 1989-1992”, 244,

2 Kasim Trnka, “Samoupravni razvoj i demokratizacija drustvenih odnosa (1964-1971)” in VV.AA,,
Istorija Saveza Komunista Bosne i Hercegovine. Knjiga 2, Sargjevo: Institut za Istoriju u Saragjevu, 1990,
184; Sabina Veladzi¢, “Destabilizacija Bosne i Hercegovine krajem osamdesetih godina 20. stoljeéa”,
Historijska traganja, 7: 2011, 212; José-Miguel Palacios, “Democratizacion y estatalidad en la Union
Soviética y en Yugoslavia”, PhD diss., Universidad Nacional de Educacion a Distancia, 2000, 412-413.
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authorities. Therefore, a pluralist framework was basically in place, despite of the SKJ’s

formal monopoly of power.*

The SKBiH, however, firmly rejected any ideas of multi-party systems until the
last months of the year. In March 1989, a document of the Central Committee stated that
the party, “...regarding the circumstance of the creation of political parties in SR Slovenia
and SR Croatia, expresses a clear statement on the unacceptability and absurdity of the
attempts to institute arestoration of the multi-party system in Yugoslavia”.®! The Central
Committee of the SKBIiH reasserted their traditional position of “pluralism without
parties” within the socialist self-managing system, under the umbrella of the Socialist
Alliance of the Working People (SSRN), according to the canonical formula “Neither
mono-party, nor multi-party system”.3? The ideological motivation was reinforced by
another (and apparently more crucial) factor: the fear that national parties would
inevitably appear and arouse inter-ethnic tensions. In order to strengthen this position, the
Central Committee mentioned the antecedent of the Yugoslav Interwar period (1919-
1939), when a political system based on open competition had been dominated by
national parties (this system was particularly evident in the case of Bosnia-Herzegovina),
before culminating in a “fratricidal war”. This historical juxtaposition would often be
employed again in order to justify afirm opposition to amulti-party system. The constant
narrative against nationalism was a crucial factor of continuity, since it had been a
decisive factor for the homogenization of both the Bosnian political élite and the
Communist party since the very foundation of the socialist regime. The picture of
“nationalist peril” was a pretext for keeping away eventual demands for reforming or re-

discussing the political system.®

While the official line was kept on these lines, some prominent members of the

Central Committee started to publicly voice their doubts. Bogi¢ Bogicevi¢ and Ivan

% Dejan Jovi¢, Jugoslavija, drzava koja je odumrla. Uspon, kriza i pad Cetvrte Jugoslavije, 1974-1990,
Beograd: Samizdat B92, 2003, 456.

3L Centralni Komitet SKBiH, Za S$ta se zalaze Savez Komunista Bosne i Hercegovine, Sargjevo: SKBiH,
1989, 20.

32 “We are all for political pluralism, which means struggle for ideas, pluralism of ideas, freedom of
organi zations within the framework of the Socialist Alliance. We remain convinced that the content of our
sociaist self-management system does not correspond neither to the classic mono-party, nor to the multi-
party system. The foundation and the essence of democracy which we agree for, lays on socialist self-
management, not in the struggle for power of political parties”. SKBiH, Za Sta se zalaZe, 20.

33 | am grateful to prof. Husnija Kamberovi¢ for this insight.
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Cvitkovic questioned the premises of the SKBiH’s stance on pluralism: observing that
something should be done with the aready existing organizations which were not
recognized by the regime, they implicitly suggested that some sort of legalization should
be taken into consideration for them.3* The most direct challenge to the official line came
from Zdravko Grebo, a relatively young politician and a newcomer at the Centra
Committee of the SKBiH, who was the most critical voice within the Bosnian |eadership.
He explicitly called for an abandonment of the monopoly of power and expressed sharp
criticisms against the conservative higher ranks of the party.®® Grebo became quite
popular in the urban and intellectual circles and gained the role of “main dissident” within
party lines. He finaly resigned from the Central Committee of the SKJ in July 1989
arguing that the League of Communists, as the only alowed form of political action, had
become an incubator of all possible conflicts, from classto generational and national. The
Federal Central Committee had become the scene of a “free for all” scenario, acting as
“the basic disintegrating factor in the country”.®® Despiteleaving the party at federal level,
he remained an active member of the SKBiH where, aswill be mentioned later, he would
head other “dissident” initiatives.

However, Zdravko Grebo did not find many allies in the party, even among the
new and younger top-ranks, except for the youth organization, the Alliance of Socialist
Y outh (SSO BiH).% Its leader, Rasim Kadi¢, was known for his vehement rhetoric against
the alleged conservatism of the top ranks, and one of the first politicians in Bosnia-
Herzegovinato advocate acivic, rather than national or classist, conception of citizenship.
In September, the SSO BiH fuelled the controversy by holding the party responsible for

the so-called “Bosnian silence” (“Bosanska 3utnja”):% according to the Socialist Y outh,

34 “Presjednistvo CK SKBiH o politickom pluralizmu. Vise dilema nego odgovora”, Oslobodenje, July 7,
1989. Bogi¢ Bogicevi¢ had been elected in May 1989 as the Bosnian member of the State's Federal
Presidency.

35 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 66-67. Zdravko Grebo, a Law Professor at the University of Sargjevo,
was born in Mostar in 1947. He became a member of the SKBiH's Central Commiittee in late 1987. One
year later, he was appointed as a member of SKJ's Central Committee.

36 After his resignation, Grebo said: “The central question on which this Central Committee must assume a
clear and unambiguous position is: Who isreadlly, today, our political opponent? In atime when a verbally
ideological and political war takes place between republican and provincia branches of the League of
Communists[...] it seems that in many confrontations the political enemy, or political opponent, becomes
the person who seats at your side and stays in this Central Committee”. “U borbu s partijskim drugovima,
a ne partijskim rodacima”, Oslobodenje, September 13, 1989. See also: “Zdravko Grebo: Jako ili nikako!”,
Oslobodenje, July 10, 1989; Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 114.

37 Savez Socialisticke Omladine Bosnei Hercegovine.

% The “Bosnian silence” was a very meaningful expression. It echoed the definition of “Croatian silence”
(lit. Hrvatska Sutnja), mainly used by non-communists opponents to define the alleged passivity of the
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Bosnian Communists had an exceedingly passive attitude, as they were wasting time and
potential in order to affirm their own position within Yugoslavia and rejecting
constitutional reforms in Bosnia.®® The influence of the SSO BiH had grown since 1988,
when youth movements under the umbrella of the SSO began to open a space for public
discussion and criticism about the regime through political and media activism.
Nevertheless, the SSO BiH, being concentrated basically in the biggest urban centres,
was too marginal inside the official system in order to oppose the conservatives and was

not so unanimous in support of the critical line led by Kadi¢.*

Another of the few members of the élite who explicitly expressed support for the
multi-party system was Desimir Medovi¢.** His main argument was the necessary
connection between economic reforms and political pluralism: the opening to free market
and private property, which was aready ongoing in Federal Yugoslavia under the
government of Ante Markovi¢, would naturally lead towards a multi-party political
system in order to allow for the representation of plural interests. According to Medovic,
the SKBiH should open a transparent debate on the subject between their different lines;
otherwise, the course of events would end up overwhel ming the party.*? But the regime’s
main representatives rejected such a connection: market reforms had to be implemented,
but denied the need to adopt amulti-party system.*® In other words, the official orientation
of the SKBiH remained along the following line: “Economic reforms, yes. Political

reforms, no”.

Although the claims for political changes came from arelatively marginal sector,
they gained force in the last months of 1989, more for external than internal reasons: first,
the wave of events in the Eastern Bloc countries raised the expectations for political

innovation; second, the increasing political turmoil at the top of the SKJ weakened the

Croatian communist government towards the supposedly authoritarian and assimilationist policy in
Yugoslavia after the suppression of the “Croatian Spring” of the early 1970s.

3 “Umijesto prednosti, sporenja”, Nedjelja, September 10, 1989.

40 For an in-depth analysis of the SSO BiH, see chapter 6.2.

41 Desimir Medovié, born in 1956, was then a professor at the Faculty of Economics at the University of
Sargjevo. He had formerly been a leader of the SSO BiH. He had been one of the first member in the
SKBiH’s Central Committee to support the introduction of a market economy, since early 1989 (see “Iz
uvodnog izlaganja Desimira Medovica: TrziSte najbolji mehanizam uredivanja ekonomije”, Oslobodenje,
February 17, 1989).

42 “SK ne Zeli monopol”, Oslobodenje, September 9, 1989.

43 See the speech of the then president of the Bosnian Parlament, Zlatan Karavdi¢: “Nema demokratije bez
reda”, in Oslobodenje, 26 June 1989.
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ideologica premises of the Bosnian communists; third, the consolidation of a de-facto
multi-party system in Slovenia and Croatia undermined the confidence of the Bosnian
leaders at being able to conserve the monopoly of power without implementing any

changes to the political system.

Thus, in the autumn of 1989, the SKBiH official line on pluralism became more
cautious. Talking about political reform in party debates ceased to be a taboo, and even
some hard-line representatives expressed a certain degree of openness. A few days before
the Congress, the president Nijaz Durakovi¢ argued that the SKBiH should “distance
himself from the [monopolistic] exercise of power” and that a multi-party system should
be put in place, if the majority favoured it. The only condition was to “fully democratic
rule” which translated, according to Durakovi¢, into a ban on nationalist parties.
“Otherwise even the Ustasa, Cetnici and Balisti will create their own party”.* This “half-
way” tendency culminated at the end of 1989, when the intent was no longer to impose a
strict status quo, but rather to adapt to the new circumstances, as determined by the final

Congresses.

1.1. Inter-ethnic relations and decline of the regime

One of the issues that blocked political reforms, namely the adherence to
ideological orthodoxy, seemed about to disappear due to external reasons. Another major
obstacle to political reform was the fear of inter-ethnic tensions inside Bosnia-
Herzegovina. While no serious incidents or divisions on national grounds had happened
before 1989, a negative shift seemed to appear throughout the year. The first signs of
friction came from the political élite, rather than from the lower ranks. Under the
influence of Slobodan MiloSevi¢, the political line of Serbia became increasingly
aggressive in Yugoslavia, as shown by the “anti-bureaucratic revolutions” in VVojvodina
and Montenegro, which had a strong effect in Bosnia-Herzegovina: many people, both

inside and outside of that republic, saw Bosnia as a possible next stage of an “anti-

4 “Nijaz Durakovi¢ na tribini GK SSRN Sarajevo: nema demokratije bez reda”, Oslobodenje, December
1, 1989. The “Balisti” were the members of the 'Balli Kombetar', an Albanian nationalist and anti-
communist organization operating in Albaniaand Y ugoslavia during the Second World War.

4 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 67.
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bureaucratic” plot, carried out by pro-MiloSevi¢ mass demonstrations or an intra-élite
conspiracy carried out by cadres loya to Belgrade. An attempt had been supposedly
carried out in September 1988, when an “anti-bureaucratic” meeting was scheduled in
Jejce, in central Bosnia. The protest was organized by Miroslav Solevié, leader of the
K osovo Serbian Committee and coordinator of the earlier anti-bureaucratic meetings. The
Jajce protest did not happen because the leaders of the Bosnian and Serbian SK struck a
deal: the Bosnian Communists would guarantee support to the Serbian policy within the
presidency of the SKJ, and the meeting in Jajce was cancelled.*® We must also take into
account that the succession of resignations and dismissas which followed the
“Agrokomerc” and “Neum” scandals, had introduced a feeling of uncertainty and

vulnerability among the Bosnian leadership.

Given these premises, it is not surprising that in early 1989 the official line of
Sargjevo on the politics of Serbia was very prudent, when not yielding, in some issues.
On the Kosovo issue, for example, the official position of the SKBiH looked essentially
the same that to Serbia’s. In March, the SKBIiH issued an official document that attributed
the responsibility of the tension in Kosovo to the “Albanian counterrevolution” and
emphasized the suffering of the “Serbs and Montenegrins forced to leave their homes”.*’
The Bosnian Communists also renewed their support for the amendment of the Serbian
constitution, which were aimed at reducing the autonomy of the two provinces of Kosovo

and Vojvodina.® This document was issued in a moment of strong polarization both at

4 The account of Solevi¢ is reported in V.P. Gagnon, The Myth of Ethnic War: Serbia and Croatia in the
1990s, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2006, 75-76.

The circumstance is confirmed also in the memories of Raif Dizdarevi¢, then the Bosnian member of the
Yugoslav presidency. Dizdarevi¢ asserts that the meeting was scheduled for September 10 in Jgjce, in
solidarity with the Kosovo Serbs and Montenegrins, and that the local Association of Partisan War V eterans
(SUBNOR) would promote it. Dizdarevi¢ even claimed that the security services had discovered a plan to
launch a hand grenade into the crowd in order to create a terroristic plot. Still, he did not mention any
“exchange pact” between Bosnian and Serbian leaders, simply arguing that “the meeting was banned thanks
to the determination of the leadership of Bosnia-Herzegovina”. Raif Dizdarevié, La morte di Tito, la morte
della Jugoslavia, Ravenna: Longo Editore, 2000, 255.

47 “In Bosnia it did never lack a direct and concrete support to Serbs, Montenegrins and members of all the
other peoples and populations of Kosovo, who found themselves under the threat of the Albanian
nationalism, separatism and irredentism”. While calling for a “common front” of all the people regardless
of their nationality, the document recommended to resolve, “first of all, [the problems] of Serbs and
Montenegrins who are under intense pressure of the Albanian nationalism and separatism forced to leave
their homes, as well as the members of the other nations and nationalities ”. SKBiH, Za 5ta se zalaZe SKBiH,
8-10.

48 4[...] about the changes in the Constitution of the SR Serbia, they are supported since the beginning, as
they are significant for the unity in SR Serbia and in the Yugoslav community. [...] We consider these
changes to the Constitution of the SR Serbia also extraordinarily significant to strengthen our front in the
struggle against the counterrevolution in Kosovo”. SKBiH, Za §ta se zalaze SKBiH, 13.
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the Kosovo question and in the Yugoslav debate: a few weeks before Milan Kucan, leader
of the Slovene Communists, pronounced his famous statement “Yugoslavia is been
defended in the Trepa mine”,*® thus emphasizing Ljubljana’s strong condemnation of
Belgrade’s policy in Kosovo, and marking a negative turning point in Serbian-Slovene

relations.

Under the surface of the SKBIiH’s unity, some differences began to appear within
the party’s leadership. Two prominent members of the Central Committee, Fuad Muhi¢
and Muhamed Abadzi¢, were the first to speak critically against the Serbian policy in
Yugoslavia, denouncing the use of “mass meetings” for political manipulation purposes.
They expressed their doubts on the line of SKBiH, implicitly accused of being too pro-
Belgrade.® These statements had repercussions among the party’s base, since about 20
local committees demanded it to be clarified.®® Still, during the year 1989, Muhi¢ and
Abadzi¢ reaffirmed their criticisms on further occasions, arguing that the aggressive and
paternalistic policy of MiloSevic¢ in Yugoslavia was leading to national homogenization
in Bosnia-Herzegovina.>? This case provoked some disputes within the party leadership
and implications in the press. In the following weeks, the newspaper Oslobodenje
published in its “Tribune” column a series of letters concerning the Muhi¢ - Abadzic case.
Some of these letters, generally written by Muslims, strongly supported the so-called
“anti-Serb” position; others, written by Serbs, bitterly attacked them and backed

MiloSevic¢’s policy. Until then, the official diary of the regime used to reject the

4 The phrase was a reference to the dramatic hunger strike of miners in Trep&a, which lasted from 20 to 27
February. Miners occupied the pits demanding the resignation of Kosovar Communist leaders appointed
by MiloSevi¢. The day after, a rally in solidarity with Trepca’s miners was held in Ljubljana, joined by the
entire Slovene political leadership. During that event, Ku€an pronounced that phrase. It must be recalled
that Kuc€an’s solidarity with Kosovo can be seen as instrumental in order to feed anti-Belgrade
dissatisfaction and to serve the autonomist, if not secessionist, purposes of Ljubljana. Sloveniatraditionally
protested against the massive destination of federal funds to |ess-devel oped regions, with precisely Kosovo
at the top of thelist. Thisisthe reason why Slovenia did not oppose openly the constitutional amendments
in Serbia, as the reconsidering of Kosovo’s autonomy. See Silber and Little, The death of Yugoslavia, 64-
69; Veiga, La trampa balcanica. Una crisis europea de fines del siglo XX, Barcelona: Grijalbo Mondadori,
2002, 317-18.

%0 Both Muhi¢ and Abadzi¢ were Muslims; still, we must remember that other Muslims in the Central
Committee endorsed the official pro-Serb position, as the then President Abdulah Mutap€i¢ or Nijaz
Durakovié¢, who would succeed to Mutapci¢ from June 1989. Durakovic¢ said: “Every Serb from Bosnia-
Herzegovina, but also every Muslim, Croat or member of other nations and nationalities [...] must feel
worried and embittered for this Golgotha of the Serb and Montenegrin people in Kosovo, this national
dramathat lasts from too long”. “Jesmo za okupljanja — za Jugoslaviju”, Oslobodenje, March 2, 1989.

51 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 102.

52 Veladzi¢, “Destabilizacija Bosne i Hercegovine”, 216-217; “Bosni i Hercegovini dusebriZnici ne
trebaju”, Oslobodenje, July 31, 1989;
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publication of such kind of letters. Oslobodenje was gradually abandoning a censoring
attitude and seeking more autonomy from the party. The editoria staff gave the green
light to publish those letters, but this provoked the outrage of the SKBiH’s president,
Abdulah Mutap¢i¢, who wanted to keep critics under silence.®® A few weeks later, a
similar casetook place when atop-rank member of the Bosnian war-veterans organization
(SUBNOR) criticized the Belgrade daily Politika for its alleged nationalist contents. The
episode caused a wave of protests of old partisans from Banja Luka, mainly Serbs,
evidencing that a division along political-national lines had taken place within the local
SUBNOR.>

These facts are revedling. First, within the official organizations, the policy of
Serbia and the figure of Slobodan MiloSevi¢ became a central issue of political discord,
still solely on political terms, but showing signs of potential conversion into an ethno-
national conflict. Second, the relations between Sargjevo and Belgrade, which had
improved temporarily in 1988, after the post-Jajce agreement, were obviously affected.
Third, the press began to play a key role, as it started to bring to light the differences
within the Communist élite and to directly report the existence of national feelings “from
above”. This new factor, obviously, could be employed as a measure for amore realistic
assessment of the present situation, or as a tool to deepen national and political

differences.

Significant local mobilizations in a decidedly nationalist vein had not appeared
yet, but things seemed to change in the summer of 1989. June 28 was a notorious turning
point in the breakup of Yugoslavia. That day, the 600" anniversary of the Battle of
Kosovo was celebrated at Gazimestan with ameeting attended by about a million people.
This was the culmination of MiloSevi¢’s consolidation into power through the
simultaneous recuperation of Orthodox religious imagery and Serb national(ist)

symbology.® A few weeks later, the representatives of the Orthodox clergy in Bosnia

53 Kemal Kurspahi¢, the then editor-in-chief of Oslobodenje, relates in his memories that Mutapcic¢ called
a meeting in order to reproach the diary’s managing staff. He said: “I think that the publishing of these
letters was an editorial mistake. The lettershave nothing but Serbs attacking and Muslims defending Muhi¢
and AbadZi¢”. Kurspahi¢ then replied: “That is not an editorial mistake, but quite possibly a realistic picture
of the situation and you ought to be grateful for the fact that, by publishing those letters, we are showing
how seriously nationalism has taken hold”. Kemal Kurspahié, Aslong as Sarajevo exists, Connecticut: The
Pamphleteer's Press, 1997, 52-53.

5 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 102.

%5 Silber and Little, The death of Yugoslavia, 80-82.
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convened another celebration for the 600th anniversary of the battle of Kosovo in the
village of Knezina, near Mount Romanija.>® Shortly before the event was going to take
place, acertain concern spread among the Bosnian institutions and the official press about
the potential use of nationalist iconography and ideas (something that had not taken place
yet within the boundaries of Bosnia-Herzegovina) as well asits eventual spreading to the
rest of the territory.%’ Finally, the regime opted for alow profile towards the event, not
presenting any obstacles to its implementation by not sending representatives to the
meeting,>® which took place on August 13™. It was attended by about 100,000 peoplewho
displayed a highly mixed and somewhat chaotic set of symbols, from Communist to

Chetnik symbols, from royalist to pro-Milo3evi¢ messages.>

It must be noted that, according to a detailed poll conducted in Bosnia-
Herzegovina in 1988, the religious observance of the Bosnian Serbs was very low, both
in absolute terms and when compared with the other two main national groups. However,
the correlation between the religious and the national affiliation was very strong among
the Orthodox Serbs.®® The massive demonstration in Knezina illustrated that even in
Bosnia-Herzegovina the clergy was able to obtain bigger space for public visibility and
influence, even in presence of an amost unchanged trend of secularization in everyday

life. 6

% The first announcement came from the Orthodox Bishop of the Tuzla-Zvornik, Vasilije. Knezina is
located in the municipality of Sokolac near Mount Romanija, about 50 km northeast of Sargjevo.

S7“Crkvi crkveno, drzavi drzavno”, in Oslobodenje, July 14, 1989; “Medjunacionalni odnosi danas.
Nacionalno religijska euforija”, Oslobodenje, July 24, 1989.

%8 The only exception was represented by Velibor Ostoji¢, a member of the Federal Presidency of the SSRN,
who sent a message of support to the meeting. For this action, Ostoji¢ attracted sharp critics from the leader
of the Bosnian youth wing Rasim Kadi¢. Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 108.

%9 Besides serving as the Bosnian celebration for the 600-th anniversary of the Battle of Kosovo, the event
was also the occasion to canonize the Monastir of Knezina in the same village. “Knezina '89: simbioza
simbola”, NaSi Dani, August 18, 1989; Vjekoslav Perica, Balkan Idols. Religion and nationalism in
Yugoslav states, New Y ork: Oxford University press, 2002, 128.

% The poll was conducted in 1988 by the Bosnian Institute for the Study of National Relations, involving
3.120 respondents from 37 municipalities in the republic. Only the 18,6% of Bosnian Serbs declared itself
as “religious” (cf. 37,32% of Muslims and 55,78% of Croats. Only Y ugoslavs, with 2.28%, had a lower
figure). When Serbs were asked how much going to Church, 50.16% answered “never”, 18.24% “rarely”,
17,51% “occasionally” and 14,09% “regularly”. Still, 60.22% of them recognized the religious affiliation
as a “designation for national affiliation” (cf. 57.63% Croats, 56.86% Muslims) and 66,18% defined
religious communities as “representatives of their nations” (cf. 63,83% Croats, 59,91% Muslims).

This brings Mitija Velikonja to define religion as a “surrogate” for national affiliationinlate-1980s Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Mitja Velikonja, Religious separation and political intolerance in Bosnia-Herzegovina,
College Station: Texas University Press, 2003, 229-234 (quoting the study of Ibrahim Baki¢, Nacija i
Religija, Sarajevo: Bosna Public, 1994).

®1 Perica, Balkan Idols, 132.
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Some signs of religious revival came aso from the Islamic clergy. In the late
1980s, and particularly since November 1988, a movement emerged within the Islamic
Community, known as “Pokret imama” (Movement of the Imams), calling for more self-
administration of the Isamic Community and for stricter application of religious
practices. They criticized the ‘officialist’ line of the ruling Islamic Community leaders,
for their excessive complacency towards the Bosnian Communists’ rule. Throughout
1989, the Pokret imama was a clergy-only movement that did not acquire a massive
dimension. However, their sole existence raised fears of Muslim radicalization among
Serbian nationalist circles and within the Bosnian institutions.®> The government of
Sargjevo was aware of theincreasing politicization of the religious communities. Through
their own press organs and the rallies they were organizing with growing frequency, they
were engaging in controversies about the events of the past and their respective national
questions.%® Religious circles were doing their best in order to compensate for the

advanced secularization in socia life and to take advantage of the decline of communism.

1.2. Thefirst national mobilizations

Signs of territorial mobilizations along national lines emerged in the summer of
1989, although not primarily on a religious basis. On July 21, 5,000 people attended a
meeting in the town of Nevesinje, in eastern Herzegovina, not far from the Montenegro
border. According to official statistics, Nevesinje had amainly rural economy, having the
fourth lowest per-capita income out of the 109 municipalities forming Bosnia-
Herzegovina.® The meeting called for the dismissal of amost al the officials in the

municipality, as they were the (alleged) culprits for the chronic mismanagement of the

62 Perica, Balkan Idols, 114-117; DZenita Saraé-Rujanac, Odnos vjerskog i nacionalnog u identitetu
bo3njaka od 1980 do 1990. godine, Sargievo: Ingtitut za Istoriju, 2010, 165-174. in 1989 the Islamic
celebration of ‘Mevlud' attended 15.000 people in Blagaj (Mostar), but the huge mass celebrations occurred
only in summer 1990, first with the reinstauration of the pilgrimage to Ajatovica (16-17 June 1990, around
100,000 people gathered), then with the evident connections between the Ilamic clergy and the electoral
campaign of the SDA.

8 Sara¢-Rujanac, Odnos vjerskog i nacionalnog, 170.

5 Republicki Zavod za statistiku, Statisticki godi$njak SR Bosne i Hercegovine, Sargjevo: SRBiH, 1990,
335. Nevesinje was also the fifth municipality in Bosnia-Herzegovina for employed in agriculture, 43.6%
(ibidem, 310). According to press reports, about 20% of the villages within the municipality of Nevesinje
did not had electricity.
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town since the 1960s, causing its extreme backwardness.®® The protestors’ main
complaints were the alleged mismanagement of the credits for development and that of
the solidarity funds granted to the local institutions after the 1979 earthquake. An enquiry
on the earthquake funds’ case had been raised in 1982, but came to the conclusion that it
was non-prosecutable because all the concerned cadres had been acquitted from
charges.®® The protesters also demanded the reopening of the enquiries, both at the legal
and political levels. The Parliament of the republic, however, would finally rgect their
demands.®’

According to the news reports, the Nevesinje rallies, athough not completely
mono-national,% were overwhelmingly Serb. However, many Serbs and Montenegrins
who attended traveled from their respective republics.®® The slogans and contents were
manifestly inspired by the Serb *“anti-bureaucratic frame” observed in Vojvodina and
Montenegro in 1988-1989,° mixing anti-establishment phrases (“Meeting of freedom
and truth”, “Down with the thieves!”, “Resign!”) with traditional socialist slogans (“Long
life to brotherhood and unity!”, “Long life to Yugoslavia!”, and displaying posters of
Slobodan Milo3evi¢ aongside idols of the Serb-Montenegrin nationalism such as Njegos.
The protest ceased in Nevesinje four days later, after the resignation of all the main

% The leaders of the organizing committee asked for the dismissal of all officials assuming leading
functionsin the local organizations— including the MPsfrom the town -, with the exception of the President
of the municipality and the President of the SUBNOR. “Zemljotres bio, potresi ostali”, Oslobodenje, July
22, 1989.

8 “Istinu na vidjelo”, Oslobodenje, 19 January 1989. The same diary confirmed that a disproportion in
funds spending had occurred. On the total amount of 66 million dinars received from national and
international donors, only 9.6 were allocated to damaged populations, and 46 were used for “indirect
expenses”, several of which not related with the earthquake and used for ordinary administration.
“Solidarnost za razglas”, Oslobodenje, December 13, 1989.

7 “Nevesinjska previranja. Konacno dogovor”, Oslobodenje, October 5, 1989; “Skupstina opstine
Nevesinje. Po ko zna koji put — nista?!”, Oslobodenje, December 22, 1989. However, on 20 December,
Oslobodenje published for thefirst time the completelist of all the 35 suspects, directly and indirectly under
enquiry, for mismanagement in 1979-1982. Among them there were higher municipal officials, the judges
who had acquitted them in 1982 and even four eminent Bosnia-Herzegovina leaders at that time. This
evidences that also in this case Oslobodenje adopted a quite pluralist line. In the first days it published an
article harshly critizicing the protests, but the following were balanced or, in some cases, even sympathetic
with the protests.

% One of the protesters, Veljko DZeletovi¢, claimed from the stage: “Let this meeting be the meeting of
brotherhood and unity, of all the Serb, Muslims and Croats living in Nevesinje. Our common goal isto free
ourselves from the Nevesinje's bureaucracy” (“Zemljotres bio, potresi ostali”, Oslobodenje , July 22, 1989).
8 |t is interesting to observe that Oliver Zerajic, credited as “one of the leaders” of the protest, would
become the following year the president of the local Serb Democrat Party (SDS).

0 About the model of “anti-bureaucratic frame” see Neboj$a Vladisavljevié, Serbia’s Antibureaucratic
Revolution. MiloSevi¢, the fall of Communism and Nationalist Mobilization, New York: Palgrave
McMillan, 2008, 171-177.
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institutional leaders of the municipality.” However, three weeks later, a counter-protest
took place, mainly attended by Muslims, which can be deduced by examining the names
of protest coordinators and by the fact that it took place in Pridvorci, one of the few
villages of the Nevesinje municipality with a strong Muslim majority.’? Its promoters
were angered by the ‘mono-national’ character of the July demonstrations and their
nationalist messages, and criticising the municipal Socialist Alliance (that had defined the
protest as “transversal and multi-ethnic”) for minimizing the importance of the event. On
October 2, the “anti-bureaucrat” protestors, who had set a semi-structured “Committee
for the Organization of Meetings”, mobilized themselves again and requested the
resignation of 14 officias who had not quit last summer, threatening non-stop
mobilizationsif their demands were not met.”® The Committee kept on pressing the local
institutions and implementing a “low intensity” mobilization, which caused a de facto
paralysis of the local government. This scenario of meeting and contra-meetings was a
prologue for the inter-ethnic tensions which occurred during the following year. In early
1990, two national Serb parties were set up in Nevesinje before anywhere in Bosnia-
Herzegovina: the Party for Democracy and Rule of Law,’* which would merge into the
Serb Democratic Party (SDS) on the eve of the elections and claimed to be the direct
expression of the 1989 mobilizations, and the Serbian Renewal Movement (SPO),”™
which was the Bosnian branch of the same, ultra-nationalist party led by Vuk Draskovié¢
in Serbia.”® Minor inter-ethnic tensions occurred between Serb and Muslim communities

in Nevesinje during the electoral campaign in the autumn of 1990.”

In the summer of 1989, Gacko, another town in Eastern Herzegovina, experienced

some inter-ethnic instability under even more nebulous circumstances than Nevesinje. In

L A wave of massive resignations happened on July 25, after a group of protestors managed to enter the
municipal assembly where the debate on the situation in the town was being carried. Among the dismissals,
the mayor, the president of the town assembly, the chief of the local police and the leaders of the political
organizations. “Nevesinjska previrana. Poslje mitinga, demonstracije!”, Oslobodenje, July 26, 1989.

72 “Nevesinjske podijele. Zebnje i sumnje”, Oslobodenje, August 19, 1989. According to figures of 1991
census, in Pridvorci (1.387 inhabitants) Muslims were 73.6% and Serbs 21.2%. In the whole municipality
of Nevesinje (14.448 inhabitants) the proportion was almost identically reversed: Serbs 74.1%, Muslims
22.9%. In the town of Nevesinje (5679 inhabitants), Serbs’ majority was even more evident (84.3%), while
Muslims were 11.1%. Croats were 1.4% in the municipality and 1.6% in the town.

73 “Deset godina potresanja”, Oslobodenje, October 3, 1989. The pretext for the demonstration was the 10
anniversary of the 1979 earthquake.

™ Acronym for Stranka za demokratiju i pravnu drzavu.

> Srpski pokret obnove.

76 “Politicki preokret u Nevesinju. Od mitinga do stranke”, Oslobodenje, April 21, 1990.

7 “Politicko-besbjedosna situacija u Nevesinju. Oglasili I komunisti”, Oslobodenje, September 6, 1990.
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August, rumours circul ated about the existence of ablacklist containing the names of the
most 180 prominent Serbs of the town who should be “liquidated”. The list would have
been written up alegedly by some Muslims gathering in the mosque of the village of
GraCanica. The same rumours attributed the leading role of this initiative to Zenil
Krvavac, a man who had been just imprisoned for saying, while being in state of
drunkenness at a kafana that “the time for a showdown with the Serbs has come again”.
The blacklist story soon proved to be a hoax, but attracted the attention of the Y ugoslav
press and negatively affected the inter-ethnic relations in the community.”® A group of
workers from Kula, a homogenousy Muslim village in the Gacko municipality,
boycotted the bus line because the driver had displayed a picture of MiloSevi¢ and sang
nationaist slogans.”® As Neven Andjeli¢ recalls, displaying a picture of Slobodan
MiloSevic¢ in buses and public places became a sort of “part of the local folklore” of Serb

residents in Eastern Bosnia.®

These signs of inter-ethnic polarization overlapped some municipal and territorial
rivalries which had already developed in the late 1980s, within the context of economic
collapse and uncertainty about the allocation of investments and job places. A good
example is provided by the 1989 mobilizations in the Serb-dominated town of Sipovo
(central-western Bosnia), whose citizens and officials protested after a dispute with the
“neighbour” town of Jajce over the bauxite and bentonite mines. The mine, located in
Sipovo’s municipality, was owned and exploited by a public firm from Jajce. Sipovo’s
officials claimed that an agreement had been previousy reached to build afactory (hiring
about 500 workers) in their town for processing the raw materials extracted from the
mines. Nonetheless, the factory had not been built yet and rumours spread that it would
be set up in Jajce, not in Sipovo. A wave of indignation for the alleged marginalization
of Sipovo for the benefit of the so-called “strong bureaucracy from Jajce” erupted in local
meetings in July and August 1989. These protests initially lacked an evident national

8 “Gatacke politicke kontroverze. Oziljci klanovskog doba”, Oslobodenje, August 9, 1989; Husnija
Kamberovi¢, Hod po trnju. 1z bosanskohercegovacke historije 20. stolje¢a, Sargjevo: Institut za Istoriju,
2011, 276-77; Veladzi¢, “Destabilizacija Bosne i Hercegovine”, 222-223.

The list was commonly known as “Zejnilov spisak”, i.e. “Zejnil’s list”, due to his alleged promoter. Gacko
municipality had 10.788 inhabitants in 1991, whose 61,7% Serbs and 35,7% Muslims.

8 Kamberovié, Hod po trnju, 277. According to the 1991 census, inhabitants of Kulawere 905, whose 904
Muslims.

8 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 108.



character,8! but created a fertile ground for resentment on ethnic issues, and in late 1989
became an evident cause of Serb mobilizations. In December, some meetings in Sipovo
were celebrated in solidarity with the pro-Serb and pro-MiloSevié¢ demonstration that had
been banned in Ljubljana, attracting hundreds of “anti-bureaucrats” from the entire
region. The protests also called for the resignation of some Sipovo officials because of
their alleged “negative attitude” towards the Serb national question.®? It is worth
observing that Sipovo, Gacko and Nevesinje were among the long-time “massive
emigration” municipalitiesin Bosnia.®® These three municipalities shared similar national
structures, since they belonged to the “majority-binational” municipalities, according to
the categorization proposed by Xavier Bougarel.3* They al had a Serb mgjority, a quite
consistent Muslim minority and mainly homogeneous villages. thus, a national
mobilization meant to defend, and even strengthen, the relations of force deriving from

the demographic conditions.

Similar instances of territorial clashes were observable in the area around
Srebrenica, in Eastern Bosnia. The major case had happened in 1988 in Milici, a town
belonging to the municipality of Vlasenica. Mili¢i was the location of numerous mining
enterprises that had transformed it into one of the most prosperous placesin an extremely
underdeveloped region. By consequence, since years earlier, the Serb leaders in Milici
had proposed to create their own municipality, an idea rejected by the Muslim leaders of
Vlasenica who accused the Milici leaders of wanting to keep for themselves the mining
revenues. Between 1988 and 1989, the director of the mining firm, Rajko Duki¢, was

81 On August 16, about 2,000 people gathered in a meeting, leaded by the main officials from the local
institution and the party (in majority, but not exclusively, Serbs). According to press reports, no national
symbols or slogans were exhibited. The town's leaders committed themselves to block the mines
exploitation by the Jajce’s firm and to set up an autonomous and unilateral plan to build a factory in Sipovo.
“Previranja u Sipovu. Miting za svoje sirovine”, Oslobodenje, August 17, 1989. According to the 1991
census, the municipality of Sipovo had 15,579 inhabitants (79.1% Serbs and 19.9% Muslims). The only
town had 8,957 inhabitants (76.0% Serbs, 21.3% Muslims). On the opposite, Jajce had 45,007 inhabitants
with a more heterogeneous composition: 38.6 were Muslims, 35.1 Croats and 19.2 Serbs.

8 Asit will be detailed later, pro-MiloSevié¢ meetings took place in Sipovo in early December 1989.

8 The three municipalities in question were all among the 10 Bosnian municipalities where the relative
decline or population (proportionally to the republic's total population) had been around or more than 30%
between 1963 and 1981 (Joko Sparavalo, “Deagrarizacija. Osnov socijalne i prostorne pokretljivosti
stanovniStva BiH u period poslije drugog svjetskog rata”, in VV.AA., Migracije i Bosna i Hercegovina,
Sargjevo: Ingtitut za prou¢avanje nacionalnih odnosa, 1990, 380). An emigration trend was observable also
between 1981 and 1991.

8 According to the Bougarel’s criteria, the “majority-binational” municipalities are those where the biggest
group represents between 60% and 80% of the population, whereas the second group is more than double
than the third. Bougarel, “Anatomie d’'une poudriére”, 101.
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targeted by many Muslims for financia fraud, embezzlement and even the unequal
treatment of workers on national grounds.®> Duki¢ entered into conflict also with the
municipality of Srebrenica whose mayor, Salih Sehomerovi¢, threatened the spring of
1989 with banning the exploitation of a mine located in the territory of the Srebrenica
municipality. The mayor argued that his town was paying a high environmental price
while all the workplaces and benefits originating from mining activity were kept in Milici.
A demonstration supporting the ban took place at the village closest to the mine.® Duki¢
and the Serb leaders, in their turn, accused that Muslim politicians from Srebrenica and
Vlasenica intended to seize the control of the firm. Duki¢ enjoyed an immense popularity
among Serbs in the area, so many of them perceived the attacks against him as if they
were aimed at the community at large.’

It must be recalled that the social context in Srebrenica region looked different
from that of the three previously mentioned “emigration municipalities”. Between 1963
and 1991, Srebrenica and Vlasenica had a different immigration trend due to their
concentration of economic activities (especially mines and light industries), 2 which made
them more prosperous than the average in Eastern Bosnia, and turned them into a
workforce attraction. Simultaneously, ashift in the national structure occurred: from 1971
to 1991, both Srebrenica and Vlasenica became municipalities with a solid Muslim
majority following a drop of the Serb population in relative terms, which also implied a
national redistribution of cadres.® While the Serb national mobilization in Nevesinje was
taking place to reinforce their long-lasting hegemony by removing the alleged

“corrupted” cadres, in the Srebrenica’s area a Serb-Muslim confrontation broke out to

8 Netherlands Institute for War Documentation (N1OD), Srebrenica: a ‘safe area’. Appendix IV. History
and Reminders in East Bosnia, Amsterdam: NIOD, 2002, 61-62. Duki¢ later became one of the leading
members of SDS in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

8 Curiously Sehomerovié¢, a Muslim, openly related its case with the above mentioned Sipovo-Jajce
dispute, taking the side of the first (dominantly Serb), rather than the second (mainly Muslim-Croat).
“Sipovo is right for not leaving the mine to Jajce”, he commented. “Vlasenic¢ko-srebrenicki spor oko
boksita. ‘Neka idu iz naSe opstine!”, Oslobodenje, April 24, 1989.

87 Some sources mention the Duki¢-Sehomerovic clash as the main reason why Sehomerovi¢ was arrested
and murdered at the beginning of the war. NIOD, Srebrenica, 62.

8 Republicki Zavod za statistiku, Statisticki godi$njak, 293.

8 Between 1971 and 1991, in Srebrenica Muslim population raised from 63% to 75%, while Serb dropped
from 36% to 23%; in Vlasenica, Muslims raised from 48% to 55%, Serbs dropped from 50% to 42%.
Similar changes occurred also in the neighbouring municipality of Bratunac, where Muslims were 51% in
1971 and 64% in 1991, while Serbs were 48% in 1971 and 34% in 1991. Following the Bougarel’s
categories, both Srebrenica and Bratunac converted themselves from “balanced-binational” to “majority-
binational” municipalities. NIOD, Srebrenica, 54.
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renegotiate the distribution of positions and resources following the recent demographic

changes.

All these cases produced quite serious concern among party circles. Despite the
respective peculiarities, both the intra-territoria tensions (cases of Nevesinje and Gacko),
and the inter-territorial disputes (cases of Sipovo vs. Jajce, Mili¢i vs. Vlasenica vs.

Srebrenica) show various elements of continuity:

1) A generic anger/disappointment anger against mismanagement, corruption and
bureaucracy which initially focused on the local level, with few or no direct reference to
the republican élites. The targets were the so-called “lobbies” who had led the
municipalities during the last 15-20 years;

2) An undeniable influence from the recent events in Serbia and the consequent
polarization of MiloSevi¢’s policy, which attracted many Bosnian Serbs and frightened
many non-Serbs (and, in some cases, bringing a direct presence of protestors from the

neighbour republics of Serbiaand Montenegro);

3) A focus, sometimes quite obsessive, on the notion of “controlling and protecting our
own resources”, namely economic assets, management of firms, jobs and public services;
this message was very effective, as it was amplified by economic crisis, political

uncertainty and the declining confidence in central institutions,

4) The weight of the “glasine”, i.e. the “rumours” related to episodes of alleged inter-
ethnic tensions or clashes (some were documented, others were unproved, exaggerated or

completely false). Thiswas also related to the evolving role of the press;

5) The dramatic incapability of the SKBiH to act as a mediator of the disputes, which
further encouraged people to search for other forms of representation outside of the party.
When such territorial disputes had occurred in earlier times, someone from the Centra
Committee was sent on the ground to host a meeting and settle differences, while some
native who was embedded within the republican élite in Sarajevo used to “plead” in order
to obtain guarantees and protections. Indeed, after the huge turnover that happened in the
late 1980s, especialy after the Agrokomerc scandal, the respective regional or municipal

“lobbies” either had been removed, or had lost influence in top republican circles. But
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now, when officials from Sargjevo cameinto towns involved in local mobilizations, they

were received with hostility by local cadres or even publicly rejected.

1.3. National or institutional conflicts? Sarajevo vs. Belgrade via Srebrenica

All these elements were creating particular concern within the SKBiH’s higher
ranks, not only because of their immediate repercussions: evenif they could beinterpreted
asrelatively isolated and limited cases (as, in some cases, they actually were) the problem
was their potential reproducibility in other areas. The new president of the party, Nijaz
Durakovic, expressed his growing concern for an increasing “national-religious euphoria”
among both Muslims and Serbs, which was becoming an all-encompassing
identification.*® However, Durakovi¢ began by concentrating his concerns on the Serb
nationalism. On July 15, he commented: “In recent times, increasingly offensive theories
are heard about the fact that the Serb people in Bosniaand Herzegovina needs to organize
itself institutionally, arguing that *‘Why it is bad if we have our cultural-education and
distinct society’. This kind of organization would, literally, mean the division of Bosnia-
Herzegovina [...] and also the division of Yugoslavia”.®® This statement could not go
unnoticed for two reasons. First, there was the unwritten rule that a Bosnian communist
official should always blame first the nationalism of “his own” community: now it was
the first time that the party leader broke it (although other representatives had not fully
respected the norm in the late 1980s). Second, these words were uttered two weeks after
an officia meeting between the delegations of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia, so it
hinted that there were issues between the two republics that were far from being solved.

In fact, that meeting had been carried out in a somewhat tense atmosphere.
Serbia’s representatives urged for a more Yugoslav orientation and complained of the
alleged criticisms, mixed with pro-Albanian declarations, coming from some Bosnian
leaders (referring to the abovementioned Muhi¢ and AbadZi¢ case). On the other hand,
the delegation from Sarajevo observed that calls for an “institutionalization of national

differences” were taking force within Bosnia’s territory, implicitly suggesting that

% “Nacionalno-religijska euforija”, Oslobodenje, July 24, 1989.
9L “Nema kompromisa za djeliteljima Jugoslavije”, Oslobodenje, July 15, 1989.
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Belgrade was igniting them. Both delegations reproached each other for the hostile
attitude of their respective media organs: while Serbia noticed that Oslobodenje had
published tendentious opinions against Serbia’s policy (especially in regard to the Kosovo
guestion), the Bosnian delegation reported a malevolent inclination of the daily
newspaper Politika towards them.®? The Serbian leaders were increasing their pressure
on their Bosnian counterparts to support their views in their dispute with the Slovenes.
The Bosnians, on the other side, were concerned by the defence of their own autonomy
and keeping the stability of their own élites.

The above-described territorial clashes obviously did not help to defrost the icy
relation between Sargjevo and Belgrade. However, they had not reached their coldest
point, which came with the so-called “SDB case”. In September 1989, the Bosnian higher
authoritieswere informed that the Security Services (SDB) of Serbiahad carried out some
operationsin Srebrenicaand Bratunac, two Bosnia-Herzegovinatowns closeto the border
with Serbia, in order to investigate some alleged cases of ethno-national discrimination
against the Serbs living in the region. The final (and strictly confidential) report of the
investigations had been issued on August 24", but it became known in SKBiH circlesone
month later and revealed publicly in October 15" through an article published by the

Croatian weekly Danas which was the first to make public some excerpts.®

The report stated, among other things, that: “Muslim fundamentalists” were
subjecting Serbs to “strong pressure” to leave the region by means of nepotism, economic
exclusivism and a general “anti-Serb campaign”; some local Serb leaders criticized
Belgrade’s policy only to maintain their appointments and adapt themselves to the
Islamophilic trend (Miloje Simi¢, then president of the SKBiH in Srebrenica, was
mentioned as an example); in Serb-inhabited villages, infrastructure projects such as road
paving and telephone connection, were much less developed than in Muslim villages; a
leading role in town was played by some “Beg” families of Ottoman descent, in close
relation to the Islamic community; an overall expansion of Islamist fundamentalism was

taking place through the building of mosgues, mainly through the role of Ahmet

92 “BiH nije jeZiak na vagi podjela”, Oslobodenje, July 18, 1989.

% The report was initially reserved to the six highest officials in Serbia, including the then member of
Federal Presidency Borisav Jovi¢ who delivered it to his Boshian homologue Bogi¢ Bogicevi¢, who was
then the first official from Sarajevo to be informed of the (already ended) operation. Andjeli¢, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, 110; NIOD, Srebrenica, 64.
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Smajlovic, a former prominent member of the Bosnian Islamic Community, native from

avillage near Srebrenica ®*

Two magjor political issues originated from the case: first, the entire investigation
was a violation of the normal inter-republican procedures, since the Bosnian authorities
had not been asked for authorization, nor warned before the operation. Second, some
arguments were clearly exaggerated or manipulated. For example, the report did not
mention that Ahmet Smajlovic, the man accused of being a “fundamentalist leader”, had
died in 1988, three years after leaving his position of President of the Bosnian Islamic
Community. A Srebrenica official, Boban Vasi¢ (himself a Serb), provided evidence that
Serb directors controlled about 5,000 workers in the town (whose total workforce was
7,000), which contradicted the idea that Serbs were the target of economic
discrimination.® The acting Bosnian president, Obrad Piljak, asked for clarification with
aletter sent in late September to his Serbian counterpart Slobodan MiloSevic. The latter
did not answer officialy, athough Piljak later claimed that the Serbian President verbally

denied to him any involvement in the affair.%

Besides the Sargjevo-Belgrade troubl e, the case opened a short dispute within the
leadership of the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina. lvan Cvitkovié, the secretary of the
Presidency, denounced publicly the “illegal attack” on the Bosnian sovereignty and the
“political evaluations” of the operation, that should not have been included in a security
report.” Nonetheless, another member of the republican Presidency, Branko Ekert,
claimed that the investigations of the SDB were correct.®® A compromise was finaly
reached within the Central Committee: the party formally blamed the Serbian SDB’s
operation as unconstitutional and incorrect, but at the same time, in order to not fuel the

% “Strogo kontrolirana Republika”, Danas, October 15, 1989.

% The communist officials from Srebrenica blamed the SDB report. They argued that they had not been
contacted to verify the contents of the investigation. They also related the migration of Serbs to socio-
economic factors. NIOD, Srebrenica, 67.

% According to this version (which was reported by Durakovié¢ during a session of the SKBiH presidency),
MiloSevi¢ himself was also astonished and outraged by the affair. The Serbian president claimed that it had
been an arbitrary play of the chief of the local Security Services in the Serbian town of UZice. Nijaz
Durakovié in “Magnetofonski snimak sa 171. sjednice Predsjednistva SKBiH 19.10.1989”, SDP Archive,
8.

97 “Jyvan Cvitkovi¢ u Citluku: na djelu igre oko BiH”, Oslobodenje, October 18, 1989.

% “Atak na suverenitet BiH”, Oslobodenje, October 20, 1989.
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dispute, they refused to raise the issue at federal level, among its own party wings, or
against Serbia.*®

Apart from preventing a split along national lines, the Central Committee opted
to cool off the controversy because of its two potential adverse effects. The first was that
Bosnia-Herzegovina could appear as the object of a police state where security forces
(abeit, in this case, coming from outside the republic) played a decisive political role.
This would cast a dark shadow on the attempts at “staging a break” with the “scandals
phase” of 1987-1989. Second, the SDB case provided evidence that the Bosnian
communists were losing the control of some local apparatus, especially in the Eastern
Bosniaregion. It seemed highly unlikely that the Serbian services had not contacted any
political or security officials from the region. It soon emerged that the local authorities
from Srebrenica had fluid and collaborative relations with the Bosnian government,
whereas those from Bratunac showed hostility, attributing to Sarajevo’s neglect the low
socio-economic performance of the municipality (especially in comparative terms with
neighbouring Srebrenica and Vlasenica). As some members of the Central Committee
acknowledged, the fact that parts of the Bratunac territory were de facto more integrated
in Serbia than in Bosnia, due to geographic reasons, generated still more resentment. %
Within this context, there was the suspicion that some officers from Bratunac were
refusing to cooperate with the Sargjevo authorities and had possibly cooperated with the
operation of the Serbian security services, together with some openly pro-MiloSevié
Bosnian cadres. 1%

% “Kome treba precutkivanje”, Oslobodenje, October 28, 1989.

190 In a Central committee session, DZevad Tasic¢ stated that “Bratunac is in a somewhat conflict with the
leadership of Bosnia-Herzegovina since a long time, mainly due to development issues; [...] but this
conflict was reinforced by the fact that a part of this municipality is practically deeply integrated in the
territory of SR Serbia [...], there are villages which are 40, 50 or more kilometres far away from the
municipality centre which, for example, cannot achieve their health care in Serbia which is, how to say,
just nearby home. These conflicts, what we are talking about, have a totally different repercussion in such
an atmosphere”.

In the same session, very similar allegations were made by Desimir Medovi¢, who also explained that
Srebrenica cadres were much more likely to cooperate with Sarajevo than their Bratunac homologues. As
detailed earlier, officials from Srebrenica (even the Serb ones) blamed the SDB investigations. DZevad
Tasi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak sa 174. sjednice Presjednistva SKBiH 01.11.1989”, SDP Archive, 27/2;
Medovi¢, ibidem, 25/3.

101 One of the pro-Belgrade cadres in Sarajevo was Marko Ostoji¢, a member of the SSRN republican
presidency. In May (few time before the operation of Serbian SDB), Ostoji¢ made a tour in eastern Bosnia
to rally support on the Belgrade’s policy in Kosovo. As seen before, he was the only Bosnian politician to
support the Knezina meeting in solidarity to Kosovo Serbs. On May 26, 1989, Ostoji¢ made an
unannounced visit to the communist officials in Srebrenica. They later claimed that Ostoji¢ was only
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The SKBiH leaders did not find it convenient to bring to the public light this
ensemble of frustrations and disloyalties, and finally managed to preserve acertain degree
of cohesion among the party €elite, albeit more for self-conservation reasons rather than to
reach common points of view. At the same time, the statements of the SKBiH’s president
Durakovi¢ on Serb nationalism and its “anti-bureaucratic attempts to destabilize the
republic” became more frequent and intense.'% In late October 1989, Durakovi¢ said in
an interview: “Without retreating from the position that all nationalisms are equally
dangerous, however, when one redlistically examines the situation today, he must
objectively accept that today Serbian nationalism is on the offensive against Bosnia-
Herzegovina. [...] It has advanced, obviously well-organized, above al toward the
‘Serbian districts’ in Bosnia-Herzegovina, attempting to spread half-truths or false
options, in particular striving to put to bad use the thesis of the Serbs being threatened in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, of their alleged decade-long inequality, the alleged manifestation of
which is that, according to them, the development policy of SR Bosnia-Herzegovina has
intentionally neglected those districts, and the Serbian people has not been allowed ethnic
or even cultura affirmation in the environment of community life in Bosnia-
Herzegovina” Durakovi¢ also denied that the leadership of Bosnia-Herzegovina was
protecting an “Islamization of Marxism” which, he claimed, was “the line of argument of
the strategic aspirations of Serb nationalism and its effort to create collective neurosisand

a sense of insecurity in the Serb population”.

The radicalizing Serbian-Slovene dispute, on the eve of the 14" congress of the
Yugoslav Communists, had also a crucial impact on national mobilizations. Neven
Andjeli¢ recalls that the first violent incidents “based on ethnic feelings or attitudes”
occurred in Sargjevo in mid-October, when some offices of Slovenian and Serbian
companiesin the very centre of the city were attacked at night and some shots were fired
at their property.i® In early December, just afew days before the Congress of the SKBiH,
protests took place in Sipovo and Titov Drvar, two Serb-majority municipalities in the
region of Bosanska Krajina. These demonstrations, which were directed against the

Slovenian pro-autonomy policy, were exacerbated by the ban that Ljubljana had imposed

interested for names and personal details, as if the only reason was to get information for the Serbia’s secret
services. NIOD, Srebrenica, 63.

102 Nijaz Durakovié¢ in “The Congress signifies suicide of LCY”, Nedeljna Dalmacija, October 22, 1989,
translated and reported in JPRS Report Eastern Europe, January 31, 1990, 13-14.

103 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 110.
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on the “Meeting on the truth”, the demonstration that “anti-bureaucrats” pro-MiloSevic¢
supportersfrom all Y ugoslavia (including the same protests’ leaders in Sipovo and Drvar)
wanted to rally in the Slovenian capital. However, the protesters in Sipovo also took a
stand against the Bosnian Communists for their alleged passiveness towards Slovene
autonomism, as well as their “negative approach” towards the Serb mobilizations,
including Ljubljana’s ban on the “Meeting on the truth”.2%4 It was thefirst timethat arally
openly criticized the SKBiH, since the protests of the summer-autumn of 1989 had been
targeted against local Communist officials, but never against the central-republican

cadres.

Discord on the Serbian-Slovenian conflict aso arose within the local authorities
throughout Bosnia-Herzegovina, albeit not yet to the point of putting in danger the party’s
unity. For example, the Doboj branch supported the Serbian “unitarian” position and
condemned the attempts to “confederalize the party and the state” coming from
Slovenia.l® On the opposite side, the SSRN in Posusje complained that “mono-ethnic
manifestations” (making implicit, although evident, reference to the pro-Serb meetings)
would only add a further threat to inter-ethnic relations.’% While these cases represented
the extreme views, the dominant reaction was still the one exemplified by the SKBiH
branch of Travnik, which simply blamed the Bosnian leadership for not “taking a clear
stance on the issue”.'%” Many local sections simply awaited decisions from the top: this
wasthe obviousresult of apolitical culture based on democratic centralism. A widespread
hesitation dominated the party’s base. A poll research conducted by the Croatian
sociologist Ivan Siber in November 1989 showed an almost symmetric division within
the SKBiH’s membership on the decisive topics inflaming the political debate. When
asked to choose between the consensual (advocated by the Slovenes) and the majority
(advocated by the Serbs) principle in the League of Communists, 52% of Bosnian
Communist supported the majority, whereas 51% supported that the provinces of
Vojvodina and Kosovo should be represented by Serbia in the federal organs, not

104 Meetings in Sipovo took place on December 2 and 4, the last was attended by approx. 2,000 people,
coming from the entire region, mainly displaying posters of MiloSevi¢ and cheering slogans in his support.
In Drvar the protests happened on December 4 and 5 against Slovenia’s closure of borders and claiming
for a “United Yugoslavia”. “Miting u Sipovu: opstinari éekaju svoje misljenje”, Oslobodenje, December 5,
1989.

105 “pgruka dobojskih komunista: niko nema mandat za svadanje”, Oslobodenje, December 9, 1989.

106 “SSRN Posusja: apel za otvoreni i javni dijalog”, Oslobodenje, December 9, 1989.

107 “Zahtijev travnickih komunista: rukovodstva moraju prigovoriti”, Oslobodenje, December 6, 1989.
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separately (which coincided with Belgrade’s intention to suppress their autonomy).%
However, when the question was to choose between the Serb and the Slovene program,
24.5% opted for Ljubljana and 18.7% for Belgrade, with 70% not supporting any of
them.1%

Also in the party élite there were very distant positions on the issue, but not so as
to cause a split. Fuad Muhic, already well-known for his criticisms of Serbia’s policy,
recognized some kind of legitimacy to the Slovenian amendments, whereas the actively
pro-MiloSevi¢ Mirko Ostoji¢ recommended to the SKBiH more severity towards the
Ljubljana proposals of asymmetric federation, arguing that the party’s response was too
inconsistent.*'° But the magjority of the elite ssemed moreinclined to follow a prudent and

a “wait and see” attitude.

In order to understand the perception and the shifts beyond the SKBiH’s borders
on the two main issues (national question and political change), aresearch poll conducted
throughout Bosnia-Herzegovinain October 1989 revealed very insightful data. 58.4% of
those who answered the survey considered that in that year inter-ethnic relations had
worsened, and almost the same percentage (58.55%) feared the possibility of a civil war
in Yugoslavia ! Still, 90% of those surveyed defined as “good” the inter-ethnic relations
in the place they lived in, and 80.7% considered “positive” the inter-ethnic relations in
their workplace.!'? This apparent contradiction suggested that the concern was related to
the overal context in Yugoslavia, more so than to the events in Bosnia-Herzegovina or
in their local environment. The fact that 66.3% considered that the inter-ethnic relations

in the republic were better than in the rest of the federation would confirm this

198 1n both cases, the SKBiH’s membership was the most balanced among the various SKJ branches; on the
first question, 67% of Communists from Slovenia supported consensus, while 73% of Serbians, 66% of
Montenegrins, 65% of Vojvadinians and 57% of Macedonians supported the majority principle. On the
second question, 71% of Kosovars, 67% of Slovenes and 48% of Croatians from SKJ supported to maintain
the direct representation of provincesin the federal organs (lasting from the 1974 Constitution), while 88%
of Serbians, 76% of Montenegrins, 74% of Vojvodinians and 68% of Macedonians favoured its removal.
Dejan Jovi¢, Jugoslavija, 459-460.

19 More in detail, the Slovene program had a slight advantage on the economical (37% versus 24%) and
the political reforms (22% versus 14%), while the Serb program got more support on the party unity (18%
versus 14%). Jovi¢, ibidem, 463.

110 “Ko ugrozava BiH”, Oslobodenje, September 30, 1989; “Da li se CK SKJ ogrijesio o slovenacke
amandmane?”, Oslobodenje, October 14, 1989.

11 1prahim Baki¢, “O naciji, religiji i drugim drustvenim pitanjima”, in lbrahim Baki¢ and Ratko
Dunderovi¢, Gradani Bosne i Hercegovine o medunacionalnim odnosima, Sarajevo: Institut za prou€avanje
nacionalnih odnosa, 1990, 25-27. On the last question, a 21,36% answered that did not fear an eventual
civil war, while 20,75% were “reflecting on that”.

12 Baki¢, ibidem, 25, 32.



assessment.™2 In other words, a negative perception of the national question did start to
spread, but was connected to the “global plan” of the political struggles rather than to
personal experience or everyday life of individuals. This is what Ibrahim Baki¢ and
Xavier Bougarel defined as the distinction between a “global/political” and a

“natural/immediate” level of national conscience.'#

This conception of the inter-ethnic shift seems coherent with another figure: when
respondents were asked to indicate which was the social group “with the most nationalists
inside”, a 39.44% voted for “members of the SKJ’s Central Committee”. This was the
second most voted category, only preceded by “intellectuals” (41.5%) and far above the
third place occupied by “believers” (24.15%). By contrast, the ordinary members of SKJ
(12.01%) and the members of the SKBiH’s Central Committee (11.77%) had much lower
figures: therefore, people perceived the Yugoslav communist |eadership to be much more
contaminated by nationalism (and thus more responsible for the worsening of inter-ethnic
relations) than the Bosnian communist leaders, much more than any other social group

except intellectuals.

In the above-mentioned poll, the orientation on the future of Yugosavia and its
model appeared more incline to unionism than to further decentralization, although with
quite different degrees depending on theissue at stake, and with avariable— but relatively
high— number of undecided. With regard to the rel ationship between Bosnia-Herzegovina
and Yugoslavia, 64.81% backed a “stronger integration” into the federation, 22.45%
favoured the “status quo”, and only 10.29% opted for a stronger autonomy of the
republics.t®. 94.54% linked the existence and the progress of Bosnia-Herzegovinato the
progress of the whole of Y ugoslavia.'*® As Baki¢ concluded, the Bosnian public opinion

“does not see any chance for the existence of a Bosnia-Herzegovina identity or state

113 Bakic, ibidem, 33.

114 Baki¢, ibidem, 31-32; Bougarel, “Anatomie d'une poudriére”, 120.

115 Bakic, 45. It must be observed that the figures of the same poll considerably varied according to national
belonging. A “reinforcement of federal spheres of competence” was supported by 76% of Serbs, 73,94%
of Yugodavs, 62,6% of Muslimsand only 48,17% of Croats. “Status quo” was chosen by 27,93% Muslims,
22,56% Croats, 20,44% Serbs and 19,68 Yugoslavs, while 29,27% Croats, 9,46% Mudims, 6,38%
Y ugosavsand 3,56% Serbs opted for stronger autonomy of the republics. In sum, apreference for unionism
appeared as very explicit among Y ugoslavs, Bosnian Serbs and even among Bosnian Muslims, albeit with
alesser extent. The orientation among the Bosnian Croats was more balanced since the pro-unionist, though
with relative majority, were lower than the sum of pro-autonomists and pro-status quo. Bakié, ibidem, 77.
116 81.07% “totally agrees” with this assumption, 13.47 “generally agrees” and 4.49 “does not agree”.
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without Yugoslavia”.**” Aninclination towards unionism al so emerged when asked about
the constitutional reforms, albeit less intense than in previous questions: according to
47.25% of respondents, they should start reforming the Yugoslav Constitution, and only
later the republican ones. 21.61% argued the opposite (first republican reform, then
federal), while the undecided reached a high percentage: 29.3%. To summarize: the poll
indicated a perception that the League of Communists of Yugoslavia was the main
“incubator” of national tensions, and a very strong commitment to Yugoslav unity, with
amore intense inclination for unionism than confederalism. These results looked clearer
than the ones observed within the League of Communists, and surely less ambiguous than

the political positions of the party élites.

117 Baki¢, ibidem, 46.

56



2. THE FINAL CONGRESSES

2.1. The 10" Congress of the L eague of Communists of Bosnia-Her zegovina

The 10" Congress of the SKBiH, scheduled for 7-9 December 1989, wasto bethe
prologue of the 14" Congress of the SKJ. It took place in a context of increasing
uncertainty about the general framework of Y ugoslavia: the conflict between the Serbian
and Slovenian élites had reached its climax after each had called for an economic boycott
of the other Republic. The situation brought many observers to consider the split within

the SKJ as a serious possibility and not a taboo anymore.

The President of the SKBiH, Nijaz Durakovic, strongly opposed summoning an
extraordinary Congress in such circumstances, arguing that it was “inappropriate” and
that it should have been postponed, since he logically feared that the political turmoail
could destabilize the Bosnian Communists. In an interview to Sobodna Dalmacija, he
stated: “In an environment of unprecedented social tensions and general ideological
confusion, with al these right-wing assaults which are growing into anti-communist
hysteria; with the push for ethnic programs within the communist movement; within the
environment of general discord, of division into supporters and opponents, and of
suspicion, powerlessness, and disgrace even within the highest bodies of the SKJ, to go
to a Congress that, in great suspense, we have called ‘extraordinary’, means nothing but
easing our suicide in many respects. [...] | have been in favour of postponing the
Congress, waiting for better times, or if it is still possible, to seek and find points in

common”.118

As Neven Andjeli¢ pointed out, the previous Congresses of the SKBiH were
traditionally the occasion to show the strength and the unity of the movement, rather than
to prepare for real political confrontation. The mgor event of the Congress was the
opening speech of the Party’s President (the “Referat”, which took stock of the situation
and established a set of rigid guide lines.*'® However, in the 1989 Congress the context

was completely different. Some crucial points, such as the opening to pluralism in

118 Nijaz Durakovié, interviewed in “The Congress signifies suicide of LCY”, Nedeljna Dalmacija, October
22,1989, translated and reported in JPRS Report Eastern Europe, January 31, 1990.
119 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 112.
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Slovenia and Croatia, the polarization of MiloSevic¢’s policy and the appearance of
national mobilizations at local level, would likely be sources for debate, especialy
bearing in mind the prevailing “Fall-of-the-wall atmosphere” which was easily
perceivable during late 1989.

Hence, it is not surprising that Durakovi¢’s Referat was a supreme exercise of
verbal and conceptual prudence, sometimes reaching an ill-concealed duplicity, with the
aim of keeping all the opposing tendencies within the party. On the issue of political
reforms, Durakovi¢ openly argued that the SKBiH should give up its monopoly, but
without specifying at all how and when this should be done.?° He explained that political
pluralism should not necessarily coincide with amulti-party system and that it should first
of all be developed within the context of the Socialist Alliance (SSRN), that is, within the
already existing framework (thiswas acanonica formulaof the official discourse of self-
management).1?! The only concrete action they suggested was the reform of the Socialist
Alliance, which should become the “real space for the ongoing competition of ideas, but
always within socialism-oriented political programmes”.*?2 The idea of “democratizing”
and opening to pluralism was verbally dominant throughout the entire document, but
there was no direct reference to the establishment of fully competitive elections.

The speech was also very vague about the model of organization of the SKJ.
Durakovi¢ recommended that the party maintain the principle of “democratic centralism”,
since “there is no rational reason to abandon it”.*?®* However, a few lines later, he called
for a “complete redefinition”, since the decision-making within the SKJ should include a
combination of majority rule and consensus, the latter being exclusively mantained for
questions of fundamental interest.12* Moreover, it was stated that the “game rules” of the
pluralistically reformed system should be established by the Federal Constitution.? It is

remarkable that the Bosnian Constitution was not even mentioned at this point. Later, the

120 Nijaz Durakovi¢, “Savez Komunista i izazovi novog vremena. Referat na 10. Kongresu SKBiH,
Sarajevo 7. Decembra 1989”, SDP Archive, 17.

121 Durakovi¢, “Referat”, 17.

122 Durakovi¢, ibidem, 18.

123 As Donia and Fine correctly explained, the concept of “democratic centralism” in the 1980s was, beyond
its literal definition, a “codeword for top-down party discipline” within the League of Communists. Robert
Donia and John V.A. Fine, Bosnia-Herzegovina. A tradition betrayed, New Y ork: Columbia University
Press, 1995, 206.

124 Durakovi¢, “Referat”, 27.

125 Durakovi¢, “Referat”, 18.
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Referat affirmed that the SKBiH set the limits of their internal changes within that of the
SKJ program. These were admissions that Bosnia-Herzegovina was not ready yet to take
aunilateral step towards political pluralism, as Slovenian Communists had made and as
Croatian Communists were about to. For the SKBiH a pro-Yugoslav and SKJ-loyalist

position was a priority over al, even over internal democratization.

In the economic domain, Durakovic’s speech first emphasized the urgent need of
reforms such as the ingtitution of plural forms of propriety, in the same direction as the
program of the Federal Government carried out by Ante Markovi¢.1? Yet, at the same
time, the “struggle for socialist self-management” was still recognized as an economic
and political goal in order to “put a limit to bureaucracy and technocracy” in order to
drive towards a true socia integration; this was, again, a canonical formula of the self-

management traditional rule.*?’

On the national question, Durakovic rejected any political program based on
national particularism, aswell asany eventual demand for “autonomous provinces” inside
the Republic, as a consequence of homogeneization on national grounds in some specific
regions. The Referat also mentioned the so-called “stereotypes” and “appetites” coming
from outside. These were implicit references to the recent institutional conflicts with
Serbia, related to the management of the security services during the SDB case, and the
attacks coming from the Belgrade press, especially from Politika, against the Bosnian
leadership. At the same time, Durakovi¢ declined any “supra-national” identity concept
in Bosnia-Herzegovina and backed the emancipation of each of the peoples of Bosnia-
Herzegovina. “Our republic is not, nor can be, a supra-national [lit. nadnacionalna]
community. But it is neither, nor can be, amechanical sum of closed or mutually opposed
national entities. [...] Our overall post-war development shows how it is possible to
achieve a national, cultural, universally human emancipation only through relationships

of equality and life in common”.18

Furthermore, the concept of “Bosnjastvo” (“Bosniakness”, or “Bosnianism”) was
criticised. The term was in itself ambiguous, because it was interpreted in two ways. The

first was as a “neutral”, supra-national and all-encompassing concept that referred to all

126 Durakovié, ibidem, 12.
127 Durakovié, ibidem, 14-17.
128 Durakovié, ibidem, 22.
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Bosnian-Herzegovinians, and which corresponded to the notion of “Bo$njastvo”
promoted under Austro-Hungarian rule, under the leadership of Benjamin von Kallay
(1882-1903), to encourage a non-ethnic patriotism and to discourage nationalism.'?® The
second interpretation attributed instead the BoSnjaStvo exclusively to the Bosnian
Muslims in order to emancipate them from a purely religious attribution. In 1989-90,
some non-Communist intellectuals were advocating the BosSnjastvo, in both of the
aforementioned senses, in the debates about identity policies in Bosnia-Herzegovina
However, Durakovié explicitly rejected both the options.! It must be remembered that
shortly before the Congress, Durakovi¢ had also made critical observations about the
supra-national concept of “Yugoslavness” (Jugoslavenstvo). In October 1989, he had
stated that “*Yugoslavness as a national or supra-national category within the framework
of socialist self-management does not have neither scientific-theoretic, nor practical-
empirical bases, so that every defence of it represents a great danger for national
individuality”. According to Durakovic¢, only a “patriotic” Yugoslav sentiment was
acceptable and coherent, as a “dialectic union”, with the emancipation of the individual
peoples and populations. 32 In other words, the Bosnian Communists were strongly
reaffirming the traditional “pluri-national” approach, still solidly based on the principle
of “national key” (nacionalni kljuc) which implied the proportional repartition of postsin

political and professional domains according to national identity.

The ambivalence of most of the Referat’s contents evidenced that a huge space
for debate would be left for the Congress starting on December 7, 1989, which was
attended by 547 delegates representing the 380,026 members of the SKBiH.*® The

crucia issues of the debate can be summarised as follows:

1) Political transition (including multi-party system, separation between party and state,

internal democratization);
2) The Yugoslav crisis with particular reference to the Serbian-Slovenian conflict;

3) The SKBIiH scandals and “affaires” of the period 1987-1989;

129 Donia and Fine, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 96-101.

130 See chapter 5.6.

131 Durakovié, “Referat”, 23.

132 4] ja sam bolj3evik”, Valter, October 20, 1989.

133 Analiti¢ko-informativni centar X Kongresa, “Informator n. 2, December 8, 1989, 4, SDP Archive.

60



4) The economic reforms.

Theeventua introduction of amulti-party system wasthe major source of discord.
Many delegates still rejected it openly, arguing that national parties would automatically
appear and take profit of the current situation, and taking for granted that a significant
part of the SKBiH’s base would be against a multi-party transition.!3* Thiswas a sensitive
argument: even a moderately reformist cadre such as Krstan MaleSevi¢ admitted that “the
ideology of the members of the party is still today largely dogmatic, ideological and
conservative, what is undoubtedly the biggest obstacle to a quick reform”. While for the
conservatives this attitude within the party base justified their opposition to changes, the
reformists interpreted it as a proof of the apathy and paralysis the party was trapped in,
and that this was, in their view, a further reason to overcome it. Pro-reform delegates
argued that the ongoing events at the socialist countries in Eastern Europe should inspire
a political innovation, whereas conservatives still advocated the “Yugoslav specificity”,
namely believing that the self-management model would contain the instruments to
achieve full democratization and to prevent anti-authoritarian forms of mobilization. As
a continuist delegate from Mostar said, “We are not Hungary, nor Czechoslovakia, nor
Poland. We have our own fundamental principles and from these fundaments we are
ready to eliminate bureaucracy from power, so that we may continue acting”.**® The
“Yugoslav specificity” was advocated, in very similar terms, by Slobodan MiloSevi¢ and
the Army in that period.'*® Some dogmatist delegates even suggested a return to the
Yugosav Communist Party (KPJ), namely the pre-1945 unitarian party framework,

without republican branches.**’

134 Jovo Radié in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa Saveza Komunista Bosne i Hercegovine, 7., 8.
i 9. decembar 1989. godine”, SDP Archive, 228/3, 228/4; Muhamed Patak, ibidem, 232/3.

135 Muhamed Patak, ibidem, 232/2, 3.

136 1n early January 1990, MiloSevi¢ commented: “There is no reason to equate the events in Yugoslavia
with those in other socialist countries. [...] They are now creating the kind of world we initiated in 1948”.
Reported in Cohen, Broken bonds, 82.

The party branch of the Y ugoslav Army (SK-JNA), shortly before the 14" Congress of the SKJ “refused to
accept any link between the end of socialism in Eastern Europe and the future of socialism in Yugoslavia”.
Florian Bieber, “The role of the Yugoslav People’s Army in the dissolution of Yugoslavia”, in Lenard
Cohen and Jasna Dragovi¢-Soso (eds.), Sate collapse in South-Eastern Europe. New perspectives on
Yugoslavia’s disintegration, Lafayette: Purdue University Press, 2008, 317.

137 See Vujo Mihajlovié in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 110/5; Albert Musafija, ibidem,
217/3.
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2.2. The ZAVNOBIH Initiative: a “Partisan” and democratic way out?

During the Congress, one of the most visible initiatives was taken by a group of
fourteen liberal and reformist-oriented delegates who submitted to the Congress a short
and simple petition. It was a mere haf-page calling for the introduction of the
“constitutional and legal conditions for the exercise of freedoms and rights of political
association and organization”, as well as “the legal conditionsto set the next electionsin
Bosnia and Herzegovina as free elections by secret ballot”, based on a “general, universal
and direct right to vote”.1%® Apart from its literal content, the most relevant aspect of the
petition was that it was grounded on the principles contained in the “ZAVNOBIH
Declaration”. The ZAVNOBIH had been the highest ruling organ of the Partisan anti-
fascist movement in Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1943 and 1945, during the Second
World War and the main source of republican statehood. In the 2" Session, held on 1
July 1944 in Sanski Most, the ZAVNOBIH issued the “Declaration on the Citizens’
Rights of Bosnia and Herzegovina”. 3 The petition of those fourteen del egates included
the complete text of the 1944 Declaration, demanding its immediate and integral
application.

Such a reference provided a strong historical-symbolical legitimation (Neven
Andjeli¢ called it a “powerful attack on the communist power”14%), evidencing that the
monopolistic praxis had distorted or suspended the original principles of the antifascist
resistance and that the new circumstances should lead to its restoration. Moreover, dueto
the peculiar value of the ZAVNOBIH proclamation of the historical and legal statehood
of Bosnia-Herzegovina, thisinitiative implicitly aimed to enhance the sovereignty of the
Republic versus that of the Federation. It was a considerable step beyond the speech
guidelines of Durakovic: while the President of the SKBiH had claimed that the rules of

138 “Desetom Kongresu SKBiH: inicijativa”, (Original document of the “ZAVNOBIH Initiative” included
in the Congress’ documentation, SDP Archive).

138 ZAVNOBIH is the acronym for “State Antifascist Council for the National Liberation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina”. It had been formed in November 25, 1943 in the town of Mrkonji¢ Grad. Thefirst resolution
of ZAVNOBIH affirmed the historical and political character of Bosnia-Herzegovina within the framework
of aYugoslav federation. Moreover, it included the popular formulation of Bosnia-Herzegovina as “neither
Serbian, nor Croat, nor Muslim, but rather Serbian, and Croat, and Muslim”. (See chapter 5.6).

The ZAVNOBIH held two other sessions, on 1-2 July 1944 in Sanski Most and 26-28 April 1945 in
Sarajevo. In the former, The “ZAVNOBIH Declaration” was issued, including the principles of the right
for free and secret elections, the freedom of association, and the freedom of private economic enterprise.
140 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 93.
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the system should be established first at the Y ugoslav level, the supporters of the petition
claimed that they could be changed or even established unilaterally, irrespective of what
is decided within SKJ and Y ugoslav institutions.

The petition, also known as “ZAVNOBIH Initiative”, had been drafted shortly
before the Congress by a group of five intellectuals, Zdravko Grebo, Tarik Haverié, Ivan
Lovrenovi¢, Desimir Medovi¢ i Miodrag Zivanovié.'** Grebo and Medovi¢ were also
members of the highest SKBiH organs and, as seen before, had led several reformist
initiatives during the months prior that had converted them into the visible faces of party’s
liberal-progressive sector. They decided to submit the petition to the SKBiH Congress,
together with twelve other delegates, who composed an informal and non-structured
group.*? Significantly, four of them (Stijepo Andriji¢, Desimir Medovié¢, Vjeko Domljan,
Osman Pirija) were economists, particularly sensitive to the idea of transforming the
economic structure through radical political reforms. When called to present the petition,
Desimir Medovi¢ urged the SKBiH to assume an active role in the political transition,
pointing out that the post-war regime had achieved only some of the founding principles
contained in the original declaration of ZAVNOBIH, such as the national, religious and
gender equality, but not other, such as the freedom of association, press and private
economic enterprise.’*® Another of its promoters, Dragan Kragulj, underlined that the
proposal would be the only path to definitively complete the separation between state and
party, which had been proclaimed in documents many times, but had never been fully
implemented.1#4

It is remarkable that the submitted document did not mention the possible
introduction of a ban on ethno-national parties, nor did the fourteen promoters of the
“ZAVNOBIH Initiative” take a definite stance about it. Momo Sevarika recommended
implicitly the legalisation of national parties by observing that they would soon appear
anyway, like it or not, so that an eventual ban would provoke an escaation of
repression.*> Dragan Kragulj argued instead that the creation of national political forces

141 Miodrag Zivanovi¢, “Ostvarivanje prava i sloboda. O jednom otvorenom pismu”, in Prelom, 9,
December 1989, 8.

142 The 14 signatories were Stijepo Andriji¢, Mihajlo Baki¢, Vjeko Domljan, Zdravko Grebo, Hidajeta
Hamurovié¢, Dragan Kragulj, Juraj Martinovi¢, Desimir Medovi¢, Mladenko Niki¢, Stojko Peji¢, Osman
Pirija, Esad Salihbasi¢, Momo Sevarika, Ratko Vujovic.

143 Desimir Medovié in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 234/3.

144 Dragan Kragulj in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 91/2.

5 Momo Sevarika, ibidem, 231/4.
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should be constitutionally prohibited even in a multi-party and de-monopolized
scenario. 14 Hence, even among the most reformist-oriented representatives there was no
complete agreement on thisissue. This proves how thorny was the issue of the automatic
connection between political pluraism and nationalism, so deeply entrenched in the
Bosnian Communists’ ethos after 45 years of “Brotherhood and unity” narrative. On the
other hand, the belief in the ban attests that many party members still believed in the
ability of the Bosnian institutions and apparatus to make this ban effective. The events of
early 1990, however, would soon prove that their belief was wrong.

The ZAVNOBIH Initiative remained a marginal one. Aside from Desimir
Medovic, the then mayor of Sarajevo Juraj Martinovi¢ and Zdravko Grebo (who was
surely the most charismatic and publicly known among the group, but had lost further
influencein the party after resigning from the Central Committee of the SKJthat summer)
the other delegates were almost unknown for the rest of the Congress’ members. The
group had too few connections with both the élites and the territorial bases, where
diffidence towards politica change was still dominant. The fact that some ultra-
conservative delegates suggested arresting the petition’s promotersreveal s the unchanged
extent of such suspicions and fears.1*” One of the few endorsements of the initiative came
from the SSO BiH, the youth wing of the party. Its leader Rasim Kadi¢ observed that
“everybody formally agrees with quitting the monopoly of power, but no one iswilling
to take the first step to make it effective”; he also attacked the monopolistic pretension of
the SKBiH which “only counts on 10% of the total population”, therefore lacking

legitimacy to decide on behalf of the entire citizenry.4

In the end, the Congress formally approved the initiative as a generic “appeal to
the Socialist Alliance and to the Parliament”, but was neither a binding measure, nor did
it envisage concrete terms and conditions for its formal adoption.’*® The Congress
expressed a vague commitment for political pluralism, but without clearly advocating a
well defined, competitive multi-party system, something that would be fully formalized
only six months later. When the Parliament examined the ZAVNOBIH Initiative, all it

did was to set up an ineffective “working group” to find out why some principles of the

146 Dragan Kragulj, ibidem, 91/3.

147 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 93.

148 Rasim Kadi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 233/2, 3.
149 lvan Cvitkovié, ibidem, 237.



1944 Declaration had not been accomplished.' A first, partial and incomplete law on
political association was issued on February 21, 1990, but it was immediately suspended
and submitted to revision due to the party’s hesitations. The definitive law establishing
the conditions for the multi-party system was ratified as late as July 1990. The
ZAVNOBIH initiative aso failed at its broader purpose of calming the atmosphere of
suspicion and open-endedness and opening an internal debate among the Bosnian

Communists on the issue of political transformation.

2.3. Yugoslav framework, national question and political reforms.
Tacit (dis)agreements

A very frequent theme of discussion during the Congressional debate was
obviously the ingtitutional framework in Yugoslavia, with specific reference to the
Serbian-Slovenian conflict. However, while ailmost every delegate made some mention
to it, dmost no one made public her/his own orientation towards either Belgrade or
Ljubljana. Almost al theinterventions expressed a generic support to Y ugoslav unity and
recommended the necessity of mediation between Serbiaand Slovenia. An appearance of
compromise was still felt as a “hegemonic obligation” in the public discourse of the
SKBiH members at the republican scale. Moreover, very few direct references to the
national question in Yugoslavia and Bosnia-Herzegovina were heard at the Congress’
debate, with the remarkable exception of the then 79-year old Osman Karabegovic, then
acontroversial figure within the SKBiH.*®! Karabegovié enjoyed high level of popularity
among the party’s base because he was seen as a sort of “watchman of original Titoism”,
having been a former dissident against the Bosnian élite but who never disavowed the
fundamental principles of Yugoslav socialism. Karabegovi¢ argued that growing
instability was spreading among the peoples of Bosnia-Herzegovina because of the

alleged propaganda coming from some Bosnian and Croatian newspapers (Vjesnik and

150 Miodrag Zivanovic (one of the first 5 intellectuals promoters of the initiative) reported this anecdote in
“Poruke ZAVNOBIH-a: Vratimo dostojanstvo”, Al Jazeera Balkans, November 25, 2011. Accessed July
30, 2013. http://balkans.aljazeera.net/vijesti/poruke-zavnobih-vratimo-dostojanstvo.

151 A member of Communist Party since 1932, then Partisan leader and prominent high-ranking member of
the Yugoslav regime, he had been fired from the SKBiH in 1972, together with three other relevant party
leaders, for denouncing a lack of democracy in Bosnian regime. They were fully rehabilitated in 1988.
Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 46.
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Danas from Zagreb; As, Oslobodenje and NaSi Dani from Sargjevo) that created
suspicion and hatred against the Serbs of Bosnia-Herzegovina.*®? Karabegovi¢ urged the
Bosnian leaders to intervene against this negative campaign: bearing in mind that the
institutions of Sargjevo had in turn claimed to be the target of frequent attacks from the
Serbian press, notably Politika, Karabegovic’s stance could not pass unnoticed. Above
all, he was expressing an unconditional support to Serbia’s policy, in the following terms:
“So, let us clarify to the people of Bosnia-Herzegovinathat in the Republic of Serbiaitis
acting a great democratic movement, led by communists, and that this democratic
movement cannot be anti-Muslim or anti-Croat”.*>® It must be recalled that Karabegovi¢

was a Muslim by nation,*>

so that his position had a political, not ethno-national,
motivation. He sincerely believed that the Serbian unitarian vision carried out by
MiloSevic¢ was Y ugoslavist and anti-nationalist, and deemed it as a necessary turn to keep
the country united and the only solution to bring order to the regime’s foundations. While
such a position was not very common among non-Serbs, he was not alone, among the
aged and dogmatic cadres of Muslim, Croat and other non-Serbswho endorsed some kind
of recentralizing attempt. Karabegovi¢ concluded his speech with a sort of warning to
fellow members of his nation: “The historic option for Muslims is Yugoslavia”, while
reminding the equality of nations in it as well as in the “indivisible” Bosnia-
Herzegovina. ™™ A large round of applause followed Karabegovié’s speech, which was
partly due to his emotive references and, for at least a part of the audience, manifest

approval to his political line.

Nonetheless, sharp attacks came shortly thereafter. Some interpreted the speech

as a reviva of the old authoritarianism and, most of all, as too compliant towards

152 In his speech, Karabegovi¢ quoted the names of some journalists who allegedly had “brutally attacked”
him and other former Partisans: they were Manojlo Tomi¢ (NaSi Dani), Senad Avdi¢ (Oslobodenje) and
Mustafa Mujagi¢ (Vjesnik). This circumstance could suggest that the acrimony he had for the press was
reinforced by personal feelings. Osman Karabegovi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 190/2,
3.

153 Osman Karabegovi¢, ibidem, 191/BP.

154 Osman Karabegovi¢ was born in 1911 in Banja Luka in a Muslim family. In the first post-1945 period,
he identified himself as a Yugodav, as several other high-level Communist leaders of Muslim descent.
Until 1971, Muslims could identify themselves only as “undeclared” in the census. Then, most of the
Muslim communist leaders identified themselves as Serbs (as Avdo Humo, Hajro Kapetanovié, Sefket
Maglajli¢ and Hakija Pozderac) or Yugoslavs (as Dzemal Bijedi¢, PaSaga Mandzi¢, and the same
Karabegovi¢). Some opted for the Serb identity since it was the then the dominant group in Bosnian élite.
Ivo Banac, “The Bosnian Muslims”, in Mark Pinson (ed.), The Muslims of Bosnia-Herzegovina: Their
Historic Development from the Middle Ages to the Dissolution of Yugoslavia, Harvard: CMES, 1996, 144-
45,

155 Osman Karabegovi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 192/2.
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Belgrade.'™ As an ideal counterbalance to Karabegovic, the delegate from Mostar, Filip
Ujevi¢, markedly stressed the leading role of Serbia in igniting the various forms of
nationalism in the country. He detailed various stages of affirmation and
institutionalization of Belgrade’s chauvinism, from the influences on the media to the use

of mass-protests.’®’

It is remarkable that Ujevic was the first in the Congress not only to
speak openly against “Serbian nationalism”, but also to simply cite Slobodan MiloSevi¢’s
name, something that until then had been a sort of taboo in party debate. Karabegovic¢’s
and Ujevic¢’s speeches represented the two extreme positions on the Serbian policy and
ignited a short controversy. While Nijaz Skenderagi¢ blamed Karabegovic for pointing
“authoritarian attacks” against the Bosnian press, but without mentioning the pressure of
the Belgrade newspapers on the institutions of Sargjevo, Momir Kragulj firmly criticized
Ujevic’s discourse for his baseless anti-Serb tone. “Has Serbia occupied anybody? Whom

can Serbia occupy today, in this Titoist Yugoslavia?”1*®

The heated controversy seemed to open the “Pandora’s box” of the underground
conflict going on within the SKBiH, thus dismantling its narrative of compromise.
Nonetheless, the party’s self-preservation instinct again prevailed, and prevented an open
split. Direct references to the national question disappeared from the debate; there were
only sporadic mentions by del egates coming from areas where inter-ethnic relations were
particularly delicate or had worsened recently.'> One of these was Munira Hadzic,
delegate from Srebrenica. After recalling the “SDB case” which had occurred months
before in its municipality, she dramatically denounced that divisions had risen from then
on and “national census” were carried out, albeit she failed to specify who were

responsible for that. “They [italics are mine] wanted to count and divide us”, she said. Her

1% Shortly after the congress, the Sargjevo weekly Valter, a magazine of liberal-oriented youth
organizations, dedicated to Karabegovi¢ a harsh editorial comment written by Jasmin Durakovié.
“Karabegovic is the typical product of the first, post-war generation of Bosnian politicians, one among
those who have been for long time untouchable authorities because of their war carriers, [...] until his fall
in 1972 he had been one of the most prominent advocates of the “firm politic hand” [lit. ¢vrsta politika
ruka]”. “Negativac broja: Osman Karabegovi¢. Odbrana i posljednji dani”, Valter, 15 December 1989.

157 Filip Ujevi¢, a Herzegovinian Croat from Mostar, enumerated, as key-elements of “institutionalization”
of Serbian nationalism: “MiloSevi¢’s shady discourses”, then “savage media war led by Politika, Duga,
Intervju and TV Beograd”; the “iconography of primitivism in meetings”, a “new-made shameful symbol-
mania for the glorious Serb history”, and the “open effusions of Chetnik, greater-Serb, anti-Muslim, anti-
Croat and anti-Slovene comments” by Serbian intellectuals. Filip Ujevi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog
Kongresa”, 194/4.

158 Momir Kragulj, ibidem, 206/3.

159 For example, see Mirsad Djugum, delegate from Duvno, in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”,
179/3; Vinko Jurigi¢, delegate from Citluk, ibidem, 115/3 (1465)
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desperate plea hinted that the local institutions in Srebrenica hardly controlled the
situation.'® In any case, the plea of Munira Hadzi¢ did not inspire further debate on the

first signs of national mobilizations occurring in Eastern Bosnia.

During the Congressional debate, arecurring theme was the request to resolve the
cases of mismanagement and bribery that had affected the SKBiH in the late 1980s,
particularly the “Neum” scandal, which was the most recent and flagrant case of power
abuse, given that it involved anetwork of directly privileged or accomplice officias. This
case was s0 big that the anger not only addressed at against singular cadres, but against
the whole Bosnian political class. The dissatisfaction was amplified by accurate press
coverage and by the tangible effects of the economic crisis, which obviously stirred up
the outrage against public officials’ corruption. Some official investigations had already
been made, and these had caused the resignations of prominent SKBiH leaders.6!
However, party’s base demanded more action on the issue. Hence, a working group in
Congress was created to examine the “individual responsibility” of the involved cadres.
Many delegates reported the disappointment prevailing in their local sections, justifying
the decline in memberships and poor participation with the negative perception of the
scandal.

Although there was unanimous consensus about requesting further enquiries and
reflexion, the political evaluations of the case differed. Some conservative members
asked for a “return to the origin”, namely to return to the true values of socialism against
corruption and personal privilege.'®2> The most incisive of them requested an “anti-
bureaucratic struggle” and some demanded not only the destitution of involved cadres,
but also a huge, if not complete, renovation of the leadership of the SKBiH.%2 On the

160 “Someone has started to count us [...], who rules where, not only in the enterprises but also in shops and
stores, if a Serb or a Muslim, as if it’s the most important thing in the world. Workplaces are counted
irrespective of whether the person holds the proper title for his job. For someone it’s more important to be
Serb or Muslim. Someone has counted our phone books and placed according the names, if they are Serbs
or Mudlims. It was also controlled if we do have or do not have a green stair handrail, as if it was an
important thing in this moment, and as if these buildings with green handrails were not ours since 30 or 50
years”. Munira Hadzi¢, ibidem, 198/1-3.

161 Andjeli¢, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 65-66, 71.

162 This position was well-exposed in the intervention by Osman Karabegovic¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak
desetog Kongresa”, 44/3.

163 Robert Fazekas, ibidem, 33/3; Slobodan Bili¢, ibidem, 126/4.

Given the palitical climate in late 1980s Y ugoslavia, these positions could obviously recall the tones of the
pro-MiloSevi¢ “anti-bureaucrat” revolutions that took place in Vojvodina and Montenegro in 1988-89.
However, this does not automatically mean that those delegates were directly supporting MiloSevié or that
they had in mind for Bosnia-Herzegovina the same “leadership overthrowing plot” that occurred in
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other side, various reform-oriented delegates asserted that the “Neum case” epitomized a
systemic crisis of the regime that had been caused by the perverse effects of the monopoly
of power. They argued that the solution would reside not only on further investigation,
but also on acomplete transformation of the party and the state, implying democratization
and strict respect of rule of law. Finally, despite the apparently belligerent intentions of
some speeches, the Congress did not take any extraordinary or unprecedented decisions
about the case. It simply ratified the expulsion from the party of some prominent former
leaders of the SKBiH. 1%

While the political issues were a priority, the economic reform remained
secondary. No one differed from the general “solomonic” guidelines of the president
Durakovi¢ which vaguely opened to market reforms without renouncing the social
guarantees of self-management. The only complaints came about the supposed regional
imbalances existing in Bosnia-Herzegovina, something that echoed the localist
mobilizations which had occurred in previous months. A few delegates asked for a more
equal allocation of the investments from the republican government,'®® reporting their
alleged marginalization 1% or demanding compensations for the use of their natural
resources.'®” They were insisting on “getting their piece of cake”, rather than advocating
a broader change of the economic pattern. Beyond structural issues, severa criticisms
were also made against party practices. A few delegates complained about the dry and
inaccessible language used in the internal documents, urging for a “linguistic ecology”.168
Many al so reported an atmosphere of disillusion and distancing from the party at the local

Vojvodina and Montenegro. In any case, the regquests for mass dismissals did not get support and were
quickly discarded by the Congress. We should bear in mind that many SKBiH high ranking cadresin charge
at that moment, among them the President Durakovi¢, had spent very little time in office. In those conditions
another traumatic reset, so close to the 1987-1989 turnover, looked counter-productive even to the most
hard-line delegates.

164 The expelled were Mato Andri¢, Milanko Renovica, Hrvoje I3tuk and Nikola Stojanovié. Ante
Kasapovié, ibidem, 271/2 KS.

165 As an example, the delegate from Banja Luka Rajko Vasi¢ criticized the party decision about the future
construction of the Bosanski Brod — Kardeljevo (today Ploge) highway, which would be the first in the
Republic (due to the outbreak of the war in 1992, it would not be built). Vasi¢ claimed that the geographical
choice would be inappropriate, as the region of the Bosnian Krajina (allegedly the region with the most
underdeveloped municipalities in BiH) would be entirely excluded and marginalized from the project's
layout. Rajko Vasi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 172/3 — 173/2.

166 Other delegates denounced the alleged exclusion of their own municipalities from the devel opment plans
and investments of the republican government, as a perfect example of “territorial jealousy”. See Diko
Stepanovié, delegate from Sekoviéi, ibidem, 163/4 — 164/4; Mirsad Djugum, delegate from Duvno, ibidem,
179-181 (2193).

167 See Fatima Mujkié, delegate from Ugljevik, ibidem, 164/3, 4; BoZidar Djoki¢, ibidem, 25/5.

168 Rada Bozi¢, ibidem, 18/3-4; Mirko Luc¢ié, ibidem, 39/2; Stijepan Gali¢, ibidem, 121/1.
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scale, what was particularly visible in rural contexts and in some social categories such

as youth, farmers and direct manufacturers.1®

Finally, the conclusions of the Congress consisted of acompromising stancein all
aspects. As a delegate wisely commented, “the SKBIiH is now in a phase of observation
and waiting, rather than resolution”. Others, more sarcastically, defined this positioning
as “pacifist”. The party’s leadership achieved its goal, which was to “gain time” at least
until the close of the Congress of the Y ugoslav Communists, without taking any concrete
initiative in order to prevent the schism. While a radicaly libera -reformist wing had
appeared around the “ZAVNOBIH Initiative” led by Grebo and Medovi¢, the
conservative-continuist area was more fluid, not relying on specific declarations or
leaders. Both areas were nationally heterogeneous, albeit a certain predominance of Serbs
was observable among the conservatives, especially from the usually small municipalities
from the north and east. However, this does not allow oneto affirm with certainty that the
party was splitting along ethnic lines. A large part of the delegates and all the republican
leaders still placed themselves in between both positions, abeit a subtle difference could
be observed within the dlite, with moderate-conservatives (Darinka Buraskovic¢, Miomira
TauSan, Raif Dizdarevi¢) and moderate-reformists (Zlatko LagumdZija, Krstan
Malesevic). Durakovic¢ admitted, in his closing speech, that the party presented a “double
conscience” on the political reforms and that the misgivings were still widely extended
and well-established. He insisted that the Bosnian Communists should “free themselves
from the old dogmas and from the fear of the future”.17

Some figures about the composition of the leading organs give usaclearer picture
of the kind of party that emerged from the congress. Regarding national composition,
Serbs maintained their relative majority in the new elected Central Committee, the main
executive organ of the party, with 32 of the 81 members (39.5%), with 26 Muslims
(32.1%).1"1. What did change in the SK BiH was the age structure of its leadership. 59.3%

189 Darinka Krneti¢, ibidem, 71/1-2; Kurtovi¢, ibidem, 105/1.

170 Nijaz Durakovi¢ in “Magnetofonski snimak desetog Kongresa”, 279/LS.

171 Yugodavs and Croats both had 11 (13.6%), others 1 (1.2%). The predominance of Serbs was also
confirmed in the 20 elected members for the SKJ Central Committee: (of the 20 total, 7 were Serbs, 5
Muslims, 4 Croats, 3 Y ugoslavsand 1 Montenegrin) and in other commissions. An exception was provided
by the elected delegates for the 14™ Congress of the SKJ, were Serbs and Muslims were balanced (20 each
of 60, so 33 each), 11 were Y ugoslavs (18.3%), 8 Croats (13.3%) and 1 Montenegrin (1.7%). Nevertheless,
the total number of Bosnian delegates for the SKJ Congress were 248, since the rest was appointed by
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of the members elected in the Central Committee were younger than 40.12 This profound
rejuvenation of the élites was inversely proportional to what had happened in the party
base, where youth membership was constantly falling.!”® Most of the newly elected
members of the Central Committee had received their first mandate, were relatively new
and unexperienced in such levels of power, and were unknown to the general public. As
the Sargjevo magazine Valter sarcastically observed, “[they] are not known for the
“affairs’, nor for anything else”.1’* These figures confirm that a process of élite change
did occur in the late 1980s, and that the 10" Congress was probably its supreme — and
final — circumstance. The primary factor of this turnover was the “era of the scandals” of
1987-1989 (Agrokomerc, Neum, etc.) which removed the top leaders from power, aswell
astheir circles and many medium cadres. This turnover was aso an attempt to renew the
image of the party, as the only way to restrain the loss of legitimation and the internal

critics.

The new generation of Bosnian leaders was perfectly embodied by his president,
40 year old Nijaz Durakovi¢, who was confirmed in office. 1”> Being moderately open to
reforms, he had everything needed to combine continuity and change: aheavy theoretical -
ideologica baggage, a pompous and sometimes wavering rhetoric, a career spent aside
the leaders but never touched by scandals, an impeccable commitment to Y ugoslavian
values evidenced also by his private life (he, a Muslim, had married a Serb woman).
Durakovi¢ personified the compromise policy that the party was trying to get ready, with
afew concerns, for the 14" Extraordinary Congress of the SKJ.

municipalities. “Rezultati glasanja za izbor &lanova CK SKBiH”, 1989, Documents of the 10" Congress of
the SKBiH, SDP Archive, 1-16.

172 Of the 81 elected in the Central Committee, 48 were younger than 40 and 76 (93.8%) younger than 50
(source: ibidem, 3). Similar figures could be observed also in the party commissions elected in the same
congress (ibidem, 4-14).

173 Between 1980 and 1989, the participation of young people in the membership of the SKBiH dropped
from 41.2% to 17.8%. A similar tendency was observable in the other branches of the Yugodav
Communists (from 33.1% in 1980 to 15.8% in 1989). Cohen, Broken Bonds, 48.

174 “partijo, ljubimo zemlju po kojoj hoda$”, Valter, December 15, 1989.

175 Durakovié easily defeated the other candidate DZzemal Sokolovi¢, obtaining 57 of the total 75 votes
expressed by the Central Committee. Durakovi¢ and Sokolovi¢ had some characteristics in common (they
were both university professors and sociologists, they had almost the same age - 40 and 42 years— and they
apparently advocated the same program of reforms). Still, Sokolovi¢ was perceived b