o

- Strategic Studies Institute SSI

o

e o e g £ e Al 5 S e



Ay

¢
Form Approved

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE OME No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, |
gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this
coltection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden. to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for information Operations and Reports, 1215 tefferson
Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302, and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Projact (0704-0188), Washington, DC 20503.

1. AGENCY USE ONLY (Leave blank) | 2. REPORT DATE 3. REPORT TYPE AND DATES COVERED
Dec 23, 1994 Final Report
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5. FUNDING NUMBERS

Pandora’s Box Reopened: Ethnic Conflict in Europe
and Its Implications (U)
6. AUTHOR(S)

;William T. Johnsen

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER

Strategic Studies Institute
' US Army War College
Carlisle Barracks, PA 17013-5050 ACN 94042

9. SPONSORING / MONITORING AGENCY MAME(S) AND ADDRESS 70. SPONSORING / MONITORING

- DTIC
§ ELECTE
D MAR,0,74 19931

B

12a. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT i 12b. DISTRIBUTION CODE

11. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

Approved for public release; distribution
unlimited

13. ABSTRACT (Maximum 200 words)

The author explores the complexities of ethnicity and ethnic
conflict in Europe, and assesses the substantial consequences for
the United States. He examines the causes and sources of ethnic
conflict, and then analyzes its complex nature: its spectrum,
patterns, and special characteristics. The author next investigates
the policymaking process, especially the difficulties confronting
decisionmakers as they grapple with the unique nature of ethnic
conflict. He then assesses the implications of ethnic conflict in
Europe for the United States and the U.S. Army. Finally, he offers
policy recommendations that might assist political and military
leaders in developing U.S. policies for resolving ethnic conflict in

Europe.

14. SUBJECT TERMS | ] i i [ 15. NUMBER OF PAGES

Europe; ethnic conflict; national interests; strategig 105

objectives; secessionist movements; terrorism; preventii¥ERice coor

diplomacy

17, SECURITY CLASGIFICATION ] 18. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION ] 19. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION [ 20. LIMITATION OF ABSTRACT
OF REPORT OF THIS PAGE OF ABSTRACT

Unclassified . Unclassified Unclassified UL

NSN 7540-01-280-5500 Standard Form 298 (Rev. 2-89)

Fz’rgess-ﬁraged by ANSH Std. Z39-18




» *

in ennouncing
> rest of th
th\ fc».’m follonwr.

cataloging reports. It is important
icularly the cover and title page.
fthin the linss to meet

E £ suti ailability Statement.
Dennte ica ~‘Mm‘hny@u limitations. Cite any
ave| '!fmm hapublic, Enter az’id'ti@ﬁal

sl marldngs in all capitals (e.o.

O 5230.24, " Distribution
ants on Techinical
urments.”

ew anthioritio

»!z NHB 2200.2.

i from
: “if st
. Whana

Lesun by
Ent

Loor rn Lo
Trora tn

© dlistribution categories
. 1ard Distribution for
fad Scientific and Technical

¢ a brief (AMaximum
ary of the most
=tion contained in the report.

Keywords or phrases
i th :roport.

[ER-1 8.1 87 pea )

. Erder the total

. Entar appropriate price

S. ficationin
1.5, S wuyR gulations (i.e.,
.

f form contains dassified
sification on the top and

. This block must
& limnitation to the

r UL (urlimited) or SAR (same

ckis necessary if

vlanlk, the abstract

s Tobs

S r.:;,'.“?rr‘ m\!uw

- ‘_‘,(

el 'JLH%i = undiil

#*U.8.GPT:1e01-0-300-

‘ St«—andard Form 298 Back (Rev. 2-89}




PANDORA’S BOX REOPENED:
ETHNIC CONFLICT IN EUROPE
AND ITS IMPLICATIONS

William T. Johnsen

December 23, 1994

DTIC GULLITY TEPECTED 2

R




kkkhhkkk

The views expressed in this report are those of the author and do not
necessarily reflect the official policy or position of the Depariment of the
Army, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. Government. This report is
approved for public release; distribution is unlimited.

kkkkkhk

The author wishes to thank his Strategic Studies Institute colleagues:
Dr. Stephen Blank, Dr. Steven Metz, and Dr. Thomas-Durell Young for their
helpful critique of early drafts of this report. Special thanks go to Dr. Jacob
Kipp of the Foreign Military Studies Office, Combined Arms Center, Fort
Leavenworth, KS and Colonel (ret.) James McCallum of the U.S. Army
Peacekeeping Institute, U.S. Army War College for their insights and
constructive criticism. The author, alone, remains responsible for the
opinions expressed in this report.

kekkkkik

Comments pertaining to this report are invited and should be forwarded
to: Director, Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle
Barracks, PA 17013-5050. Comments also may be conveyed directly to the
author at the same address, or by telephone: commercial (717)245-4076
or DSN 242-4076.

. feaesaion For .
“Wiis cmasl . O
0
, O

i DTIC TAB
| Unansounceld
: Justification 2 weca—urd

! ’t;‘

Availabilit ofes
Avall and/fbr

Speaial




CONTENTS

FOREWORD ..ottt ittt ans
KEYJUDGEMENTS. ... ... i i

THE STRATEGIC SiGNIFICANCE OF ETHNIC CONFLICT

INEUROPE . . ..t vvveee e e
PURPOSE . . . .t ettt et
THE IMPORTANCE OF ETHNIC IDENTITY . . . ... ...

HISTORICAL SOURCES OF ETHNIC CONFLICT

INEUROPE . .. ... ... ... . ... ... .. ...
PROXIMATE CAUSES OF ETHNIC CONFLICT . ... ...

THE SPECTRUM OF ETHNIC CONFLICT IN EUROPE

PATTERNS OF ETHNIC CONFLICT . . ... ...... ..
SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF ETHNIC CONFLICT . .

CRAFTING POLICY: EASIER SAIDTHANDONE . ... ..
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS . . .. ... ..........
IMPLICATIONS FORTHE U.S.ARMY . . ... .... ...

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . ... ...
ENDNOTES . ... ittt i

APPENDIX A. ETHNIC/RELIGIOUS ANIMOSITIES IN EUROPE

AND POTENTIAL FORVIOLENCE ... .v'versereerannnnn.
APPENDIX B. SIGNIFICANT ETHNIC MINORITIES IN EUROPE. .
ABOUT THE AUTHOR . .+« ot eee et e e e e .




KEY JUDGEMENTS

Given vital U.S. national interest in a stable and peaceful
Europe, the United States will remain engaged in European
affairs. Because a particular ethnic conflict may place U.S.
interests atrisk, the United States will continue to be concerned
about the prevention and resolution of ethnic violence in
Europe. The key questions for policymakers surround whether,
why, and how the United States might choose to become
involved.

TO INTERVENE OR NOT TO INTERVENE?

Before intervening in an ethnic crisis, policymakers must
consider several key points. First, the United States may be
drawn more deeply into a conflict than is merited by immediate
threats to U.S. interests. This can result in national prestige,
energies, and resources, and especially lives, being expended
out of proportion to the original risks to U.S. interests. Second,
policymakers must possess the political will to carry out the
coercive use of military force, if need be. Empty threats only
encourage recalcitrant behavior or reinforce the perception
that belligerents can simply outwait the United States.
Repercussions could extend beyond an ongoing crisis, and
lead other groups or states to conclude that the United States
lacks the national will to support its policies. Third, if
policymakers contemplate the use of military force, they must
recognize that ethnic conflicts tend to be prolonged, lasting
decades or generations. Given the American public’s historical
desire to apply overwhelming force to achieve rapid and
decisive victory, public support for U.S. engagement in an
ethnic conflict may be difficult to sustain. Before committing
U.S. forces, therefore, policymakers must assess whether the
national will can be sustained to ensure that resources and
lives are not expended without a commensurate opportunity
for success.




Finally, while the consequences of intervening in ethnic
conflict may be considerable, abstaining from a crisis is not risk
free. First, ethnic conflicts have considerable potential to
destabilize emerging democracies in Central and Eastern
Europe. Second, if U.S. interests may lead to eventual
involvement, these interests may be better served through
early rather than later intervention. Lastly, should America
stand aside from an ethnic conflict, Europeans may perceive
that the United States is abrogating its leadership
responsibilities, thereby eroding U.S. influence in this major
region of the world.

WHY?-STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

If officials decide to intervene in an ethnic crisis, they must
first clearly articulate how the conflict endangers U.S. interests.
Based on this assessment, they must next identify U.S.
objectives. In doing so, they must establish the limits of what
the United States is willingto do to resolve a particular situation.
Political leaders then must establish clear, achievable political
objectives (e.g., physically contain the conflict within existing
borders, interpose forces between belligerents, undertake
peace-enforcement operations, or protect the distribution of
humanitarian assistance) that permit the development of
military objectives, plans, and operations to accomplish those
political goals. Finally, officials must identify political, military,
or economic measures of effectiveness that can be used to
assess progress toward attaining those goals.

HOW?-STRATEGIC OPTIONS

Before addressing the specifics of strategic options to
address an ethnic crisis, three general points require
emphasis:

® The concept of ethnic identity will permeate every ethnic
crisis. Policymakers must never forget that ethnic
identity is important to Europeans, so important that
many people are willing to kill or to die to protect it.
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® Each conflict will have a different point of origin,
evolution, and historical context. Each will present
unique strategic risks, will require a different intervention
strategy, and will have distinct potentials for success.
Therefore every ethnic crisis will require an equally
unique solution that reflects its specific context.
Cookie-cutter solutions will not work.

® Historical currents of ethnic conflict run deep and do not
lend themselves to quick or simplistic solutions. The fact
that 50 years of harsh authoritarian or Communist rule
failed to root out ethnic or nationalist tendencies in
Central and Eastern Europe should serve as a warning
to policymakers anticipating rapid resolution of ethnic
tensions that have festered for centuries.

U.S. efforts in resolving an ethnic crisis should focus on
proactive policies that ease tensions before they escalate into
violence. If conflict occurs, the United States, in conjunction
with its European allies, must integrate all elements of national
power (political, economic, diplomatic, psychological, and
military) to craft policies that resolve, or at least contain,
conflicts before they adversely affect regional stability.

Decisionmakers must recognize that while political,
diplomatic, and economic options are preferred, frequently
they possess limited utility. While this circumstance is
regrettable, it reflects the reality of ethnic politics and conflict
where participants tend to view events in zero sum game
terms. Policymakers should be prepared, therefore, to
implement military options that complement other alternatives.
Priorto committing military force, however, policymakers need
to consider the following key questions:

® |s there a threat to regional or international peace and
security?

® \What are the desired political objectives to be achieved?
® What is the desired end state?

® Have viable alternatives to the use of military forces been
pursued?




® What are the appropriate military ends, ways, and
means to achieve the political objectives?

® How long and to what extent is the United States willing
to commit forces to the region?

® Will the American public continue to support such a
commitment if it includes the prolonged deployment of
ground forces?

® |s the United States willing to engage sufficient forces to
achieve decisive military and political results?

® Are the political objectives in balance with the potential
expenditure of national treasure and lives?

If these questions cannot be answered adequately, U.S. forces
should not be employed.

Equally important, policymakers must understand that
military power, alone, will not solve the underlying societal,
political, or economic sources of conflict. Military power must
be integrated with the other elements of national power in a
coherent manner that supports U.S. national interests. If close
synchronization of policy and military operations does not
occur, an internal strategic cleavage is likely to develop, with
confused policy the result. Preventing such an outcome will
require U.S. policymakers to have a clear vision of the political
ends that they want the military to pursue. Moreover, these
issues will require continuous reexamination throughout the
employment of U.S. forces to ensure the continued
coincidence of U.S. national policies and the military means to
achieve them.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
Planning.

Planning frequently will have to be accomplished in an
ambiguous environment. Crises will arrive quickly and require
a rapid response, often in the absence of coalition consensus
or complete U.S. political guidance. But, the United States
cannot afford improvised responses to crises. To prevent "ad
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hocery," the United States must develop a sound and rigorous
policymaking apparatus and process, and adhere to it. The
inter-agency process must be made to work routinely in an
effective manner. This organization and process must ensure
the coherency of policies and assure that one policy initiative
does not conflict with other U.S.-European policies or relations.

Developing initiatives will be possible only if the U.S.
policymaking apparatus possesses a detailed working
knowledge of Europe’s regions; their history, culture, and
ethnic composition; and the ethnic fracture lines that divide
societies. Without such information, policies and efforts to
implement them could be ineffective, or exacerbate an already
volatile situation.

Finally, analysts must prepare now for the next crisis. They
must identify potential ethnic fracture zones, conduct risk
analyses, and develop and assess potential policy options.

Resources.

The United States does not have the resources to do
everything, everywhere, every time. As part of their planning,
therefore, policymakers must establish priorities for U.S.
action. Precluding the spread of the ongoing war in Yugoslavia
and peacefully resolving that conflict ranks high. Stability in the
emerging democracies of Central Europe is another major
interest. Preventing ethnically based conflict in the European
portions of the former Soviet Union, particularly Ukraine and
Russia, is also in U.S. national interests.

Failure to fund adequately U.S. military participation will
obviously have repercussions for the success or failure of U.S.
policy in a conflict. Failure to fund peace operations may
adversely affect the ability of the U.S. military to execute other,
more far-reaching policies, such as the existing national
strategy that calls for the ability to fight and win two nearly
simultaneous major regional contingencies. Funding must also
occur in a timely manner to preclude short-term funding
shortfalls that lead to a long-term decline in readiness. Political
leaders must ensure that missions and resources remain in
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balance, or the nation runs the risk of "overstressing" the
military and creating a "hollow" force.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE U.S. ARMY

Force Design and Mix.

In its deliberations over Force XXI, the Army needs to
consider closely the requirements of peace operations.
Specifically, the Army needs to examine whether it needs to
alter its current mix of Active Component combat, combat
support, and combat service support units. Or, should the Army
place greater reliance on the combat support and combat
service support capabilities of the Reserve Components?
What legislative relief may be necessary to obtain greater
access to Reserve Component units? Alternatively, what
innovative options could be pursued within the limits of the
existing legislation?

Doctrine.

Ongoing efforts at developing doctrine for peace operations
are an excellent beginning. Two key points deserve special
attention:

® The Army must emphasize the application of current
warfighting doctrine to the conduct of peace operations:
i.e., establishing a theater of operations, developing a
theater campaign plan that links military operations to
national strategy and policies, carrying out intelligence
preparation of the area of operations, and applying the
operational art.

® Planning for peace operations should follow a process
similar to planning for combat operations: perform a
mission analysis; conduct a commander’s and staff
estimate of the situation; develop the commander's
concept of operations and intent; prepare, approve, and
distribute plans and orders; execute operations; and
supervise. During the conduct of peace operations,
iterative reassessments need to be carried out to ensure
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that plans continue to conform to policy and operational
requirements.

Training.

Because peace operations can escalate rapidly into
combat, training must focus on the combat skills necessary to
prevail upon the battlefield. But, peace operations—even peace
enforcement missions—may require combat skills differentfrom
those needed to meet a mechanized onslaught. Continued
efforts must be devoted to specific training to prepare units for
the transition from a focus on combat to peace operations.
Equally important, training strategies and plans to assist units
in the transition from peace operations to full warfighting
capabilities need to be refined. Finally, the Army needs to think
more about how to transition U.S. forces from national or a
U.S.-led coalition command to control by a multinational
headquarters.

Required Army Capabilities.

Meeting the demanding requirements of ethnic conflict in
Europe will necessitate that the U.S. Army possess a number
of capabilities:

® Full participation in the JCS and inter-agency policy
development process. This implies that the Army must
have the necessary personnel in appropriate positions
with the requisite knowledge and skills (both
bureaucratic and regional expertise) for effective
participation in these fora. This includes not only the
Army Staff, but also Army personnel on the Joint Staff,
within the inter-agency process, and on the staffs of the
unified commands.

® A trained and ready force, prepared for short-notice,
worldwide deployment, across a broad spectrum of
combat missions, peace operatlons and Operations
Other Than War.

® A forward presence in Europe that can reassure, deter,
contain and, if necessary, intervene in ethnic crises.
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® Army forces must be capable of integrating into
multinational force structures, as well as ad hoc
organizations. Units must be able to interface with
nongovernment organizations.

® A force structure and force design that provides sufficient
numbers of forces to operate across a broad spectrum
of operations in peacetime, crisis, and war, and the
flexibility to operate in all three environments
simultaneously. For example,

- Adequate numbers of specialized combat support
and combat service support units and personnel
(e.g., special operations forces, engineers, military
police, civil affairs, psychological operations) to
avoid overstressing limited resources.

— Combat support and combat service support force
structure capable of supporting sustained peace
operations, while concurrently supporting a limited
lesser regional contingency.

— Sufficient combat support and combat service
support capacity to transfer forces from peace
operations to full scale combat operations, while
supporting the movement of forces to a major
regional contingency.

® Sufficient forces to meet anticipated peace operations
missions, while maintaining the ability to execute one
Major Regional Contingency (MRC) and one Lesser
Regional Contingency (LRC). These forces must also be
able to conduct muitiple concurrent peace operations,
as well as rotate forces involved in protracted peace
operations. This will require increased access to the
Reserve Components.

® Adetailed understanding of Europe, its regions, cultures,
ethnic composition, historical circumstances and
contemporary contentious issues, as well as an
understanding of ethnicity, ethnonationalism, ethnic
conflict, and how these issues can adversely affect
stability in Europe. This will require the Army to revitalize
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and sustain its Foreign Area Officer program, with
particular attention devoted to the newly independent
nations of the former Soviet Union.

® A leader development program, that ensures:

— At the strategic level, the ability to assist in the
formulation and execution of national policy, and the
development of military strategic plans to implement

policy.

— At the operational level, the ability to develop, plan
and execute military operations, whether combat,
peace, or other than war, to achieve national
objectives.

— The requisite negotiating skills to participate in crisis
management, to act as an intermediary between
sides of a conflict, or to serve as an interface
between the U.S. military and nongovernment and
private volunteer organizations (NGOs/PVOs).

CONCLUSION

While U.S. participation in ethnic conflicts in Europe is
fraught with considerable difficulties and dangers, U.S.
interests may drive the United States into engaging in such
ventures. When preparing to participate in efforts to resolve
ethnic conflict, whether politically or militarily, the best that U.S.
policymakers can probably hope to accomplish is to:

® Recognize where ethnic conflict may arise in Europe.
® Establish what, if any, U.S. interests are at stake.

® Assess the importance of those interests versus
potential expenditure of American lives and national
treasure.

® |dentify steps or policies that might deter violence.

® Build coalitions to implement policies.
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® Contain the violence and achieve conflict termination at
the earliest opportunity if violence occurs.

® Devise policy options that integrate the political,
diplomatic, economic, and military elements of national
power and that redress the underlying political,
economic and societal sources of the conflict.

® Recognize the limits of the United States and its allies,
and understand that, occasionally, there may be little
that outside intervention in an ethnic crisis or conflict can
accomplish.
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PANDORA’S BOX REOPENED:
ETHNIC CONFLICT IN EUROPE
AND ITS IMPLICATIONS'

THE STRATEGIC SIGNIFICANCE OF ETHNIC CONFLICT
IN EUROPE

Although the constraints of the cold war offered a brief
respite from Europe’s long history of ethnically related
violence, ". . . [ethnicity] has now become the ultimate resort
of the politically desperate."> As a result, ethnic conflict in
Europe has returned with a vengeance. Evidenced most
obviously by events in the former Yugoslavia-particularly the
murderous civil war in Bosnia-Hercegovina—ethnically based
conflict once again threatens to engulf the Balkans. The
implosion of the Soviet Union has resulted in widespread ethnic
violence in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. And,
importantly, the breakup of the Soviet empire has unleashed
ethnically motivated nationalism in Eastern Europe that could
destabilize the continent.3

Despite a lesser likelihood of violence, longstanding ethnic
problems (e.g., Sudeten Germans, Hungarian minorities
[Romania, Slovak Republic, Vojvodina region of Serbia,
Ukraine], and traditional Russo-Polish or Polish-German
rivalries) once again could subject Central Europe to outbursts
of strife. Nor is Western Europe immune, as low level ethnic
violence has simmered in several states for decades: e.g.,
Basque, Catalan, and Corsican separatists, and sectarian
violence in Northern Ireland.

U.S. policymakers must understand that the current level
of ethnic conflict represents only the tip of a potential iceberg.*
(Appendix A contains an overview of ongoing and potential
ethnic conflicts in Europe.) The question that confronts U.S.
policymakers, therefore, is whether the United States should
be concerned with ethnically motivated violence in Europe?
The answer is straightforward. While ethnic turmoil in Europe
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does not directly threaten vital U.S. interests, conflict in a
particular state or region may imperil major interests and draw
in the United States.® Alternatively, an aggregate of "minor"
ethnic conflicts could adversely affect U.S. interests in the
region, inducing a U.S. response, or support for an ally or friend
could draw the United States into an ethnic conflict. Further,
many Americans are generally distressed by the horrors of the
world and have an almost compulsive reaction "to do
something."® Thus, even a peripheral interest might oblige U.S.
action.

Moreover, the United States has a vital interest in ensuring
a peaceful and stable Europe,” and ethnic conflict potentially
represents a significant threat to that goal. Normally, the United
States would rely upon European states or organizations to
address these issues, but few, if any, states or multinational
organizations in Europe are prepared inteliectually or
institutionally to cope with these new conditions.®2 Nor,
apparently, do coalitions of European states, much less
individual countries have the capacity or the will for decisive
political, economic, or military action to settle ethnic conflicts
inwhat are perceived to be distant areas. As a result, the United
States may be compelled to take a leading role in creating
collective security or defense arrangements to control ethnic
violence.

The United States, therefore, will continue to participate in
efforts to resolve ethnic conflict in Europe. U.S. endeavors
must focus on proactive policies that ease tensions before they
escalate into violence. Failing deterrence of ethnic violence,
the United States, in conjunction with its European allies and
friends, must devise policies that integrate all elements of
national power (political, economic, diplomatic, psychologic,
and military) to resolve, preferably, or at least contain conflicts
before they adversely affect regional or continental stability.
When vital or major national interests dictate, the United States
must be prepared to intervene militarily.




PURPOSE

The key question is how to build coherent policies to resolve
ethnic conflict and avoid the best-intended, but physically,
psychologically, and fiscally enervating temptation to "do
something!" To prepare the United States for future
participation in resolving ethnic conflict, policymakers must
close the gaps between U.S. culture and policies and the
realities of ethnic conflict in Europe. The purpose of this study,
therefore, is to help soldiers, policymakers, and statesmen
discern the complexities of ethnic conflict in Europe. The study
offers a brief explanation of the strategic significance of ethnic
conflict in Europe. It next provides a primer on ethnicity, and
then acquaints policymakers with the historical and proximate
sources of ethnic conflict in Europe. The report next identifies
and analyzes the spectrum, potential patterns, and special
characteristics of ethnic conflict. The difficulties inherent in
crafting policy options, to include strategic objectives and
political and military concepts, are then addressed. The study
next assesses the implications of ethnic conflict in Europe, with
particular emphasis on the U.S. Army. Brief recommendations
for policymakers and their advisors close the report.

THE IMPORTANCE OF ETHNIC IDENTITY

American political leaders and their advisors may not fully
appreciate the importance of ethnic or national identity to many
Europeans, particularly how this concept shapes national or
ethnic group policies. Indeed, American policymakers may find
ethnicity and ethnic identity alien concepts, outside their
cultural context, that may hide or at least obscure, causes and
potential solutions to ethnic conflict.® But, understanding the
concept of ethnic identity is the keystone to comprehending the
complexities of an ethnic conflict that might involve the United
States.'? Defining ethnic identity in practical terms is no easy
task, however. James G. Kellas, long-time observer of
nationalism and ethnic groups, defines ethnicity as "the state
of being ethnic, or belonging to an ethnic group."'* On the other
hand, experts on ethnicity George De Vos and Anthony D.
Smith define ethnic identity more in terms of establishing and
reinforcing the differences between groups.'?
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These apparently divergent criteria establish two important
points for understanding ethnic identity. First, a critical element
of defining ethnic identity is determining who cannot belong to
the group. Membership is posed in stark alternatives, with no
room for compromise. Either you are like me or you are not like
me. Second, ethnic identity usually is framed in a "zero sum
game" context, where ethnic groups view a gain by another
group as their loss. Compromise, therefore, is not viewed as a
natural part of a political, economic, or cultural process, but as
a sign of weakness. When carried to extremes, this argument
can lead an ethnic group to perceive its very existence
threatened over even the most minute issue.

As indicated in Figure 1, the primary ties that determine an
individual’s ethnic affiliation begin with kin relationships. The
basic building block is the family which combines with other
families to form a clan.'® The tribe, ". . . the largest social group
defined primarily in terms of kinship, . . . is normally an
aggregate of clans,"'* follows next in the ethnic hierarchy.
While kin relationships form the core of ethnic identity,
observers must consider additional attributes that contribute to

Kinship

~-Family
- Clan Language

;. Politié@l» - - Tribe Collective |
. Integration
N . Territory
' Race

Core = Ethnic Identification
Outer Ring = Potential Sources of Integration and Assimilation or Division

Figure 1.
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an ethnic identity. The difficulty lies in determining which traits
do or do not apply to an ethnic group and why, as well as the
complex interactions between attributes. Complicating this
process is a lack of consensus on specific attributes, a range
of potential traits, or the minimum number required to constitute
ethnic identity. A given ethnic group, for example, might display
only a few traits, but still have a well-established identity.
Alternatively, another group might display many
characteristics, but not possess a cohesive identity. Attributes
that help define one ethnic group might not apply in another
case, even though the groups appear remarkably similar.'®
Conversely, two ethnic groups could share a wide number of
attributes, but still view themselves as distinct, perhaps
competing, ethnic identities.'®

Race illustrates this challenge.'” On the one hand, race
forms the sine qua non of German ethnic identity.'® On the
other hand, while Croats, Muslims, and Serbs within the
erstwhile Yugoslavia derive from common racial origins, each
group uses differences in language (even though considered
petty by outsiders), religion (Roman Catholic, Muslim, and
Serbian Orthodox), and culture (Central European, Ottoman,
and Byzantine) to constitute a distinct ethnic identity.*®

Equally important for analysts to grasp is that, while an
ethnic identity may coalesce around a collection of attributes,
ethnics also use these traits to separate themselves from other
groups. In this manner, attributes found in the center and outer
rings of Figure 1 may have dual, but contradictory, influences.
Two (or more) ethnic groups, for example, may identify with a
particular territory. Rather than serving as a unifying trait,
ethnic groups may compete for territorial control as they try to
bring all their members within the borders of a single
"nation-state."?® At the same time, they may also exclude
nonmembers from that same territory; setting the stage for
"ethnic cleansing."?! Thus, the very traits that form the basis
for an ethnic identity can be used to fracture a society along
ethnic lines as the various ethnic subgroups use these
characteristics to integrate themselves at the expense of
others.
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As the preceding discussion indicates, analysts face
considerable challenges in coming to grips with the
complexities of ethnic identity. In assessing ethnic identity and
its influence, analysts must keep several key points in mind:

® Ethnic identity is important to Europeans, so important
that many people are willing to kill or to die to protect it.

‘® While it is possible to generalize about the attributes that
make up an ethnic group, the circumstances contributing
fo the establishment of ethnic identity make each one
unique.

® To identify and assess the attributes that make up an
ethnic identity require that analysts possess manifold
talents and expertise; i.e., they must understand the
general aspects of ethnicity and ethnic identity, as well
as have a detailed knowledge of specific issues within
regions or countries.

HISTORICAL SOURCES OF ETHNIC CONFLICT
IN EUROPE

History plays a significant role in shaping ethnic identity.?
If officials are to craft effective policies that resolve ethnic
issues, they must understand the historical origins of the
conflict. The brief historical outline that follows offers readers
a sense of the events—migrations, religion, imperial conquest
and expansion, and nationalism-that sets the context for
current ethnic conflict in Europe.

Since antiquity, massive migratory invasions emanating
from Scandinavia, Asia, Africa, and modern day Russia
washed over Europe in successive waves. The ebb and flow
of centuries of warfare added to the massive movements of
populations. As a result of these population shifts and physical
geography, dissimilar ethnic groups, especially in Central,
Southeastern, and Eastern Europe, found themselves
neighbors.?® (See Appendix B.)

Religion reinforced ethnic differences. Competition
between Christianity and Islam began during the early 8th
century, continued during the Crusades, and intensified during
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the Ottoman occupation of the Balkans (14th-20th centuries).
The gradual split between Roman Catholicism and Eastern
Orthodoxy (which later subdivided along ethnic lines: Russian,
Greek, Serbian) resulted in the Great Schism of 1054 that
divided Europe into contending religious groups. The spread
of Protestant theology after 1517 further fanned the flames of
religious animosity. The Peace of Augsburg (1555) that ended
the first round of Protestant-Catholic wars, for example,
provided that the religion of the ruler became that of the state;
thus further fragmenting Europe.?* Finally, the rising number
of denominations within the major Protestant confessions
increasingly splintered Western and Central Europe into
competing religious and ethnic factions.?

Concomitantly, a series of princes and kings began building
ethnically convoluted empires: Holy Roman, Spanish,
Habsburg, Ottoman, and Russian. From the late-16th to the
late-18th centuries, a sense of association with a specific
monarchy and territory contributed to the rise of the
nation-state in Europe (e.g., Britain, France, The
Netherlands).?® Since the French Revolution (1789), the desire
of ethnic groups to gather all members within a single
nation-state has led to the modern concept of nationalism.?”
Exploding from the tumult of the French and Napoleonic
Revolutions, nationalism accelerated throughout the 19th
century. Indeed, the revolutions of 1848; the unification of Italy
(1861-70) and Germany (1864-71); and the rise of Serbia,
Bulgaria, and Romania appeared to auger the triumph of
nationalism.

But these achievements overshadowed the fact that
eastern empires enjoyed varying levels of success in denying,
coopting, or delaying nationalist movements.?® And, despite
ethnonational gains in Western Europe, neither the new states
nor their earlier counterparts (Spain, France, Great Britain)
were ethnically homogeneous. Nor did these new nation-states
contain all peoples of a particular "nation." Great Power
interests and politics frequently overrode nationalist ambitions
as one or another of the major powers denied ethnic
aspizrgations, or included an ethnic group in a state against its
will.




Building ethnonationalist tensions at the turn of the century
set the stage for World War I. One should recall that an ethnic
issue sparked the conflagration, as Gavrilo Princip (a Bosnian
Serb bent on joining Bosnia to Serbia) fired the shots that
exploded the Balkan powder keg and set Europe aflame. After
4 years of war, revolution, and the violent demise of the great
empires—Austro-Hungarian, German, Russian, and Ottoman-—
many groups hoped to settle ethnic issues in Central, Eastern,
and Southeastern Europe. But, the Versailles settlements®®
represent a host of lost opportunities. The peace treaties paid
lip service to the idea of self-determination as Great Power
interests once again dominated the outcome.?! Gross
ignorance of geography and ethnic composition of regions
resulted in states that failed to reflect either ethnic reality or
ethnonational aspirations.®2 Regional power imbalances led to
a cobbling together of antagonistic ethnic groups, who sought
unity only to stave off predatory powers with the likelihood that
they would seek separation, if not divorce, at the earliest
opportunity.® Finally, the treaties created irredentist states
(e.g9., Germany, Hungary, and ltaly) eager to overturn the
agreements.

In many ways, World War |l represented an extension of
historical ethnic animosities. Hitler's views on German ethnic
superiority and the "German Question"3 justified the
Anschluss with Austria on the grounds of bringing all ethnic
Germans into the Third Reich, and served as a pretext for his
dismantlement of Czechoslovakia. The invasion of Poland was
intended to return the Danzig Corridor, Eastern Prussia, and
their ethnic German populations to the Reich. These actions
served as the prelude for the invasion of Russia that would
provide Lebensraum ("living room") and resources for
ethnically superior Germans.® Lastly, the "Final Solution"
would ensure the ethnic purity of the German race.38

Nor was Hitler alone in his abuse of historical ethnic issues.
Ethnic groups, especially in Central, Southeastern, and
Eastern Europe, used the overarching violence of the war to
settle old scores. While the examples are manifold, a number
are pertinent to contemporary Europe: Croat vs. Serb vs.
Muslim; Serb vs. Albanian; Bulgar vs. Greek and Macedonian;




Hungarian vs. Serb, Slovak, and Romanian; and Russian vs.
any number of ethnic groups (Estonian, Latvian, Lithuanian,
Tatar, Moldovan, etc.), to name but a few.

Important for an understanding of current ethnic conflicts is
the fact that the brutal ethnic violence of World War Il is not the
distant past. These events remain fresh in the memories of
those who experienced these events, or in the minds of the
current generation who heard in vivid detail grim horror stories
from parents or grandparents. Frequently, therefore, victims
have a face to put on this misery: another ethnic group that
participated in or is perceived to be responsible for the crimes
of World War . Rather than resolving ethnic issues, therefore,
the war oftentimes exacerbated ethnic animosities and
frequently created new scores to be settled at some future
date.

The Iron Curtain, ideological polarization, Moscow'’s tight
control of its satellites, and totalitarian regimes throughout
much of the eastern bloc precluded resolution of long-standing
ethnic tensions after World War Il. Indeed, pressures continued
to build until the end of the cold war. The current spate of ethnic
conflict, therefore, may be seen as a long-deferred extension
of the nationalist movements of the late 19th and early 20th
centuries.¥” Still one of the most powerful ideological
movements in history,3 pent up ethnic tensions, especially
when combined with the highly efficient killing instruments of
modern war, constitute a considerable threat to stability in
Europe.®®

PROXIMATE CAUSES OF ETHNIC CONFLICT

While policymakers cannot affect the past, they can
influence the immediate causes contributing to ethnic frictions
and extinguish sparks before they set off an explosion of
violence. Few ethnic conflicts will emerge from a single issue.
Understanding how the interplay of the specific proximate
causes of an ethnic conflict (e.g, political discord, territorial
demands, economic distress, and societal cleavages) lead to
friction between ethnic groups offers policymakers insights into
ways to ease tensions, reconcile the underlying causes of

















































































































































































































































