
Topic I: Serbian Question 

 

Topic Overview  

In 1991, the government of the Yugoslav Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its 

independence from Yugoslavia.17 Starting in April of 1992, Yugoslavia disintegrated under the 

pressures of ethnic conflict, economic issues, and the demagoguery of the Serbian President 

Slobodan Milosevic. The additional secessions of Slovenia and Croatia from the republic also 

triggered further warfare in both these new nations, initiating the United Nations (U.N.) insertion 

of a peacekeeping force throughout the three troubled nations. The U.N. Protective Force 

(UNPROFOR), in mid-1992, was established to stabilize the Balkan region. The U.N. further 

imposed an arms embargo on the region, seeking to dry up the flow of arms to the combatants 

and put an end to all the wars. 18 

 

Background History 

Movement for unification of the South Slavic 

peoples (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, 

Montenegro and Macedonia) was led by Serbia and was 

a major cause of World War I. This initial movement for 

unification was primarily because of the ethnic 

similarities of the South Slavic peoples and the need for 

a stronger state independent from the Austro-Hungarian 

throne. When a Serbian nationalist and Black Hand 

member Gavrilo Princip, assassinated Austrian 

Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife in Sarajevo, Bosnia, The Kingdom of Austria-Hungary 



declared war on Serbia, an independent state at this time. Thus, precipitating World War I. 24 

As World War I raged in 1914, the Yugoslav Committee was formed by Balkan exiles in order to 

solve the a key question of “What states would be created if the Allies of Britain, France and 

Serbia managed to defeat the Austro-Hungarians?” This was an especially crucial question as 

Serbia looked upon the face of its own possible destruction. In 1915, the committee was against a 

Greater Serbia (or the Unified South Slavic States) in fear of Serbia becoming too powerful of a 

nation, and instead argued for an equal union of all Slavic peoples. Although, the committee 

conceded that Serbia would be the guiding nation that the new South Slavic republic would 

coalesce around, in 1917, a rival South Slav group opposing the Yugoslav Committee formed 

from the opposing deputies in the Austro-Hungarian government. They argued instead for a 

union of Croats, Slovenes and Serbs in a newly reworked, and federated, Austrian led empire. In 

opposition, the Serbs and the Yugoslav Committee responded by signing an agreement to push 

for the creation of an independent Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes under the Serb king, 

including land currently in Austria-Hungary. As a result, the rival group collapsed under the 

pressures of war and the Kingdom of Austria-Hungary crumbled, leaving a new National 

Council of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes to rule Austria-Hungary’s former Slavs. Soon afterwards, 

the Allied Forces recognized the new South Slav Nation created by Serbia and the Yugoslav 

Committee and negotiations followed. With this success, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia made up of 

the unified peoples of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes was officially declared on December 1, 

1918, following the end of WWI. Under this new nation, federations of six republics, with 

borders drawn along ethnic and historical lines were established: Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro and Macedonia. In addition, two autonomous provinces were 

established within Serbia: Vojvodina and Kosovo. Each of these the republics also had its own 



branch in the League of Communists of Yugoslavia. Though victorious in the efforts to unify the 

nation, the secretly devastated and disjointed region was only a facade held together by its army. 

Old and bitter rivalries that once existed between Croatia and Serbia had flared and had to be 

dampened down before borders were formally set. A new government was formed and a new 

constitution was voted in 1921.25 

 

Though relatively peaceful for many years, major tensions began to arise from 

Yugoslavia's multi-ethnic makeup and the political and demographic domination of the Serbs.3 

Soon tensions between the Croats and Serbs erupted into open conflict. As a result, the Serb-

dominated security structure exercised oppression during elections and authorized the 

assassination of Croat political leader, Stjepan Radić who was shot in 1928 by the Serbian 

radical politician Puniša Račić in the national parliament.2 The assassination of Radić, as well as 

numerous other politicians who opposed the Serbian monarchy absolutism only furthered the 

divide between the Croats and the Serbs. By 1941, with the Nazi occupation during the start of 

World War II the country of Yugoslavia broke up with the creation of a Nazi-allied independent 

Croat state. However, at the end of the war, the communist-dominated partisan force of Josip 

Broz Tito reunified the nations and liberated Yugoslavia from Axis control. Under the firm rule 

of president-for-life Josip Broz Tito, the re-unified Yugoslavia experienced a period of strong 

economic growth and relative political stability despite the ethic rivalries.1   

 

Following the end of World War II, Yugoslav unity was a top priority for the U.S. 

Government. During and shortly after World War II, former president Harry S. Truman asked 

Congress for United States military and economic aid for the nation of Yugoslavia. This action 



was a direct part of the United States policy to drive a deeper wedge between Yugoslavia and the 

communistic Soviet Union.16 Still a communist state, Yugoslavia broke away from the Soviet 

sphere of influence in 1948, and adopted a more decentralized and less repressive form of 

government as compared with other Eastern European communist states.  

 

Once Cold War hostilities between the U.S. and the Soviet Union initialized, relations 

between the United States and the now laxed-communistic Yugoslavia warmed up. They 

particularly improved after Tito’s criticism of the communistic Czech intervention. However, 

they soon cooled off again when Tito sided with the Soviets during the Arab-Israeli conflict of 

1973. Following Tito’s death in 1980, the weakened communistic system without a strong 

political leader to head the federal government, was left unable to cope with rising economic and 

political challenges.16 With the absence of a true Soviet rule and the lack of United States 

funding, Yugoslavia and its constituent parts’ lost its incentive for unity and cooperation.1 As 

time went on and more Eastern European states moved away on their own accord from 

communist government and migrated toward free elections and free market economies through 

protest, the West’s attention focused away from Yugoslavia and undermined the extensive 

economic and financial support necessary to preserve a Yugoslav economy already close to 

collapse.1 With this self-perpetuated shift from communistic rule, the U.S. no longer had to focus 

on the Balkan region. The Soviet Union was on the brink of collapse.   However, in the absence 

of U.S. intervention, and with the lack of economic support from the Soviet Union or its western 

allies coupled with the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe in 1989, Yugoslavia began to 

fall.  

 



In 1980 the first Albanian secessionist movements appeared in the autonomous province 

of Kosovo. When Slobodan Milosevic came to power in Serbia, he acted only to protect the 

interests of the Serbian minority and effectively annexed the autonomous region of Kosovo and 

joined it to the Yugoslav Federal Republic of Serbia in order to lessen their political power in the 

Balkan region. By that time a number of small scale clashes occurred which was instigated by 

both Kosovo and Serbia and the tensions between these two nationalities drastically intensified. 

What eventually drove Albanians to start fighting openly was the brutal treatment of the 

Albanian peoples by Milosevic in 1989. Fed up, Kosovo declared its independence from the 

Yugoslav Federal Republic of Serbia in 1990.  

 

 A resurgence of ethnic conflicts began in 1991 inside the territory of the former unified 

Yugoslavia. These wars inadvertently facilitated the breakup of the country, when its six 

constituent republics and two autonomous regions declaring independence. At the time, after the 

successful declarations of independence, each of the newly separate republics was recognized 

internationally. Unfortunately, however, they failed to view one another as newly independent 

nations, especially Serbia who once ruled all.  As a result, the subsequent ethnic squabbles that 

ensued affected and disrupted most of the former Yugoslav republics.5,6,7 Beginning with the 

Slovenian declaration of independence on June 25, 19919, The Ten-Day War or the Slovenian 

Independence War8 was fought between the Slovenian Territorial Defense and the Yugoslav 

People's Army (YPA/JNA). It lasted from June 27, 1991 until July 7, 1991, when the Brioni 

Peace Accords were signed. It marked the beginning of the Yugoslav Wars. Following the 

Slovenian War, fighting began in 1991 between Croat forces loyal to the government of 

Croatia—which had declared independence from the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 



(SFRY)—and the Serb-controlled JNA/YPA and local Serb forces, with the JNA ending its 

combat operations in Croatia by 1992.10,11  After the ceasefire of January 1992 26,27 the front lines 

were entrenched, UNPROFOR was deployed, however this war is still ongoing.28 

 

 

Current Situation  

Bosnia’s declaration of independence from Yugoslavia in 1992 raised the violence to a 

new level, triggering an ongoing war filled with war crimes and atrocities. The Croats and Serbs 

expanded their territorial control at the expense of the Bosnian state, with the Serbs, supported 

by Serbia and the Yugoslav National Army (JNA), eventually controlling about 70% of Bosnia-

Herzegovina. Shifts in territorial control were accompanied by widespread ethnic cleansing 

against Muslims that were initially prompted by territorial disputes, the greed for land, and later 

religion. While the situation in Yugoslavia was a constant subject of discussion at the highest 

levels of the Bush Administration, President George H. W. Bush and his advisors considered the 

situation in the Balkans to be primarily a European issue, to be addressed by the European 

Union. Though this seemed like an adequate reaction at the time, the lack of a United States 



response became a major issue with the public’s reaction to the constant war crimes and ongoing 

ethnic cleansing. In the 1992 presidential campaign, candidate Bill Clinton advocated for a “lift 

and strike” policy— which meant lifting the arms embargo, which was operating at the 

disadvantage of the Bosnian Muslims and Croats, and conducting airstrikes against Bosnian Serb 

forces.18 

 

In early January 1993, during the final days of the Bush Administration, the United 

Nations and the European Union had agreed upon the Vance-Owen Peace Plan (VOPP) for 

Bosnia. A month later, the U.N. Security Council established a war crimes tribunal for the 

former Yugoslav nations and the United States initiated night airdrops of food to the Muslim 

enclaves surrounded by Serbian forces within the borders of Bosnia-Herzegovina. By March the 

U.N. authorized enforcement of a no-fly zone in Bosnia, implemented by the United States Air 

Force in Operation Deny Flight, which was the first armed engagement of U.S. forces in the 

former Yugoslavia. Following the Bosnian Serbs’ rejection of VOPP, the U.N. declared the 

Muslim enclaves of Sarajevo, Bihac, Tuzla, Srebrenica, Zepa, and Gorazde to be safe areas. The 

Security Council did not, however, provide for the defense of these areas.18 

 

Following Clinton’s electoral victory, the new administration set to work quickly with 

Ambassador to the United Nations Madeleine Albright to shape a more active U.N. role in the 

conflict. On May 1, President Clinton sent Secretary of State Warren Christopher to consult with 

the major NATO allies and with Russia in order to gain support for the “lift and strike” strategy. 

This effort failed, exposing issues with NATO’s actions in the conflict. Alliance members 

participating in UNPROFOR were concerned that their troops, lightly armed and widely 



dispersed, were likely to be taken as hostages and did not share the same enthusiasm for an air 

campaign.  Wide divergence between the NATO alliance’s national perspectives on the conflict 

and very little European domestic support for armed intervention added to the Administration’s 

problems. Gridlock in the NATO alliance was mirrored by gridlock in the U.S. interagency 

policy process. The Department of Defense was very reluctant to commit to a role in the 

Balkans, concerned about a protracted occupation and guerrilla warfare. There was also little 

domestic support in the United States for intervention in the Balkans through violence.18 

 

On April 16th 1993 in UN Security Council Resolution 819, the Council demanded that 

Srebrenica and its surroundings as a safe area which should be free from any armed attack or any 

other hostile act, and further demanded the cessation of all hostilities or withdrawal by Bosnian 

Serb paramilitary forces from areas around Srebrenica.31 Regarding humanitarian aid, the 

Council demanded the unimpeded delivery of humanitarian assistance to all areas of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, in particular to the civilian population of Srebrenica, and that any disruption to the 

delivery constitutes a violation of international humanitarian law. It then urged the Secretary-

General and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees to reinforce the existing 

humanitarian operations in the region. Finally, Resolution 819 also demanded that all parties 

ensure the safety of the Protection Force, United Nations personnel and other international 

organizations, allowing for the safe transfer of injured civilians from Srebrenica and its 

surrounding areas, and announced its decision to send a mission of members of the Security 

Council to assess the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina with the help of the UNPROFOR. The 

safe areas would later be extended to other towns including Tuzla, Žepa, Bihać, Goražde, and 



Sarajevo in Resolution 824.32 The resolution also established a dual key arrangement between 

the U.N. and NATO in authorizing control of tactical air power responding to Serbian attacks. 

 

In June of 1993, Serb attacks on the Srebrenica “safe area” led the U.N. Security Council 

to authorize the use of airpower “to support UNPROFOR in the performance of its mandate.” 

This arrangement proved difficult for the U.S., as the U.N. was extremely reluctant to authorize 

any effective combat action on the part of NATO.18 After the authorization of the use of air 

force, on February 5, 1994, an assumed Serbian force fired a 120 millimeter mortar shell that 

landed in the center of the crowded Sarajevo Marketplace killing 68 and injuring 144 civilians. 

Rescue workers and U.N. personnel rushed to help the numerous civilian casualties, 

while footage of the event soon made news reports across the world. Controversy over the event 

started when an initial UNPROFOR report claimed that the shell was fired from Bosnian 

government positions.29 A later and more in-depth UNPROFOR report noted a calculation error 

in the original findings. With the error corrected, the United Nations concluded that it was 

impossible to determine which side had fired the shell.30  

 

On March 4, 1994, in an effort to maintain peace, the United Nations Security Council 

adopted resolution 900, after reaffirming all resolutions on the situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

The Council discussed the restoration of essential public services and normal life in and around 

Sarajevo.33 As of now; the Council has noted positive developments around Sarajevo as a step 

towards restoring peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Presently, there has been an agreement 

between Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Bosnian Serbs, and the Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-

Ghali’s Special Representative on a ceasefire and restriction of heavy weapons which was 



welcomed. In addition to the declaration of safe areas, the practice of ethnic cleansing was again 

condemned, together with the obstruction of humanitarian aid to affected areas, and the Council 

expressed concern at the large displacement of people in the region. It is crucial as the United 

Nations General Assembly that citizens and humanitarian relief can move freely within the 

borders of all currently afflicted nations. The United Kingdom and the United States have 

therefore sent a joint mission to Sarajevo to assess the restoration process. All relevant parties 

have been called upon to co-operate with UNPROFOR with the regards to the ceasefire around 

Sarajevo and to work to help with restore normal life in the city. 34 

 

Bloc Positions 

In 1993, Arab nation volunteers styling themselves after the Mujahideen came through 

Croatia into Bosnia to help the Bosnian Army fight in the war. These fighters soon caused 

controversy not only in the public eye, but in the Bosnian Army as well. The Army had 

thousands of troops and had no need for more soldiers but rather arms.21 On August 13, 1993, the 

Bosnian Army formed a specialized unit, Kateebat al-Mujahideen or El Mudžahid to impose 

control over the foreign fighters whose number began to substantially increase. Initially, these 

foreign Mujahideen gave food and other basic necessities to the local Muslim population, but 

were soon blocked access by Serb forces. Though controversial, these fighters were symbolically 

valuable as a sign of the Muslim world’s support.  

 

Aside from the Mujahideen; Iran was one of the very first Muslim countries to provide 

support for the Bosnians. Iran supplied two-thirds of the total received weapons and ammunition 

by the Bosnian Muslim forces during the war. In May, 1994 Iran transported over 5,000 tons of 



weapons and military equipment to Bosnia.20 Iran not only sent much needed supplies, but also 

fighters. Additionally, the  Lebanese Hezbollah supplied its own guerilla fighters in the Bosnian 

war as well.35 In addition to the Muslim support, the United States and its NATO allies also have 

supported Bosnia’s efforts in war as well as alleviating her peoples from ongoing war crimes. 

 

The Croats in support of Bosnia, received support from Croatia and the Croatian Army 

fought with the local Croatian Defense Council (HVO) forces. Volunteer external fighters also 

included volunteers Catholics individuals from Britain, Spain, Ireland, Poland, France, Sweden, 

Hungary, Norway, Canada, and Finland, and were organized into the Croatian 103rd 

International Infantry Brigade.22 

 

The Serbs received supplies and fighters from Orthodox Christian countries including 

Montenegro, Greece, Russia, and Romania.23 Aside from solely Orthodox Christian nations, 

the Garibaldi Battalion was a largely-Italian pro-Serb international force of 6,000 to 7,000 

fighters39  of the International Brigades that was established through an agreement between 

Italian republicans, socialists and communists.38 These fighters carried out numerous 

reconnaissance and sabotage actions behind enemy lines in both Bosnia and Croatia.39 In 

addition to receiving support from neighboring countries and Serbian sympathizers. Serb 

propaganda constantly propagated false information about the Bosnian foreign fighters to 

inflame anti-Muslim hatred from Serbs and the rest of the world’s nations.36,37 

 

 

 



Discussion Questions  

• How can aid be provided to the UNPROFOR to ensure the safety of the workers as 

well as civilians?  

• How can the United Nations address the human rights atrocities currently being 

practiced in the Bosnian War? 

• What can be done to help establish peace in the Balkan region? 

• Can establishing peace in Croatia in their Independence War help stabilize the former 

Yugoslav region and help put a faster end to the Bosnian War? 

 

Key Terms 

• League of Communists of Yugoslavia- Was the major Communist party 

in Yugoslavia. This party was founded in direct opposition to the Kingdom of Serbs, 

Croats and Slovenes.  

• Yugoslav People's Army (YPA/JNA)- Consisted of the ground, aerial, and navy 

forces of the Yugoslav Army.  

• Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) - The former Yugoslav state that 

existed from the aftermath of World War II until its disbanding amid the Yugoslav 

Wars. 

• Army of Republika Srpska (VRS) - The Bosnian-Serb Army.  

• Army of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (ARBiH) -  The military force of 

the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina which created by the government in 1992 

following the outbreak of the Bosnian War.  



• Croatian Defense Council (HVO)- Military of the Croatian Republic of Bosnia-

Herzegovina, that was formed in 1991 following the initial unrest in the Bosnian 

region. 

• Vance-Owen Peace Plan (VOPP) - Proposed plan that involved the division of Bosnia 

into ten semi-autonomous regions and received the backing of the U.N. It was 

promptly rejected by the Bosnian Serbs.  

• U.N. Protective Force (UNPROFOR) - The first U.N. peacekeeping force to intervene 

in the Bosnian War.  

 

Works Cited 

• Images from Wikipedia  

• "The Breakup of Yugoslavia, 1990–1992." Milestones: 1989–1992. N.p., n.d. Web. 

07 July 2016.  [1] 

• Elections, TIME Magazine, 23 February 1925. [2] 

• "Constitution of Union between Croatia-Slavonia and Hungary" h-net.org. [3] 

• "APPEAL TO THE INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE OF HUMAN RIGHTS." Albert 

Einstein and. N.p., n.d. Web. 07 July 2016. [4] 

• Judah, Tim (17 February 2011). "Yugoslavia: 1918–2003". BBC. Retrieved 1 April 

2012. [5] 

• Finlan, Alastair (2004). The Collapse of Yugoslavia 1991–1999. Essential Histories. 

Oxford, UK: Osprey. [6] 

• Naimark, Norman; Case, Holly M. (2003). Yugoslavia and Its Historians: 

Understanding the Balkan Wars of the 1990s. Stanford University Press. [7] 



• Clapham, David (1996). "Slovenia". Housing Privatization in Eastern Europe. 

Greenwood Publishing Group. [8] 

• Fraudet, Xavier (2006). France's Security Independence: Originality and Constraints 

in Europe, 1981-1995. Peter Lang. [9] 

• Darko Zubrinic. "Croatia within ex-Yugoslavia". Croatianhistory.net. [10] 

• Mirko Bilandžić (July 2008). "Hrvatska vojska u međunarodnim odnosima" [Croatian 

Army in International Relations (English language summary)].Polemos: časopis za 

interdisciplinarna istraživanja rata i mira (in Croatian) (Croatian Sociological 

Association and Jesenski & Turk Publishing House [11] 

• International Tribunal for the Prosecution of Persons Responsible for Serious 

Violations of International Humanitarian Law Committed in the Territory of Former 

Yugoslavia since 1991 http://www.icty.org/x/cases/naletilic_martinovic/tjug/en/nal-

tj030331-e.pdf [12] 

• Forsythe, David P. (2009). Encyclopedia of Human Rights, Volume 1. Oxford 

University Press. [13] 

• "Bosnia Handout." Bosnia Handout. N.p., n.d. Web. 07 July 2016. [14] 

• "Thread: Why Do The Serbs And Albanians Hate Each Other?" Political Forum RSS. 

N.p., n.d. Web. 08 July 2016. [15] 

• "United States Gives Military and Economic Aid to Communist Yugoslavia." 

History.com. A&E Television Networks, n.d. Web. 08 July 2016. [16] 

• History.com Staff. "Bosnian Genocide." History.com. A&E Television Networks, 

2009. Web. 09 July 2016. [17] 



• "The War in Bosnia, 1992–1995." Milestones: 1993–2000. N.p., n.d. Web. 09 July 

2016. [18] 

• SENSE Tribunal:ICTY - WE FOUGHT WITH THE BH ARMY, BUT NOT UNDER 

ITS COMMAND [19] 

• "Iranian Arms and Bosnia." Carl Savich. N.p., n.d. Web. 10 July 2016. [20] 

• ICTY: Summary of the judgement for Enver Hadžihasanović and Amir Kubura [21] 

• Srebrenica Reconstruction, background, consequences and analyses of the fall of a 

‘safe’ area http://publications.niod.knaw.nl/publications/srebrenicareportniod_en.pdf 

[22] 

• Koknar, Ali M. "The Kontraktniki : Russian mercenaries at war in the Balkans". 

Bosnian Institute [23] 

• http://www.infoplease.com/encyclopedia/world/yugoslavia-history.html [24] 

• “History of Yugoslavia- Overview.” About.com Education. N.p, n.d. Web 14 July 

2016 [25] 

•  Stephen Kinzer (December 24, 1991). "Slovenia and Croatia Get Bonn's Nod".The 

New York Times. [26] 

• Paul L. Montgomery (May 23, 1992). "3 Ex-Yugoslav Republics Are Accepted Into 

U.N.". The New York Times. [27] 

• United Nations Security Council Resolution 743. S/RES/743(1992) February 21, 

1992. [28] 

• Fish, Jim. (5 February 2004). Sarajevo massacre remembered. BBC. [29] 

• Steven L. Burg, Paul S. Shoup (1999). The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina: ethnic 

conflict and international intervention. p. 166. [30] 



• Ramsbotham, Oliver; Woodhouse, Tom; Miall, Hugh (2005). Contemporary conflict 

resolution: the prevention, management and transformation of deadly conflicts (2nd 

Edition). Polity. P. 138. [31] 

• Bouchet-Saulnier, Françoise; Brav, Laura; Olivier, Clémentine (2007). The practical 

guide to humanitarian law (2nd Edition). Rowman & Littlefield. p. 336. [32] 

• Kumar, Radha (1999). Divide and fall?: Bosnia in the annals of partition. Verso. 

p. 178. [33] 

• Woodward, Susan L. (1995). Balkan tragedy: chaos and dissolution after the Cold 

War. Brookings Institution Press. p. 419. [34] 

• Fisk, Robert (7 September 2014). “After the atrocities committed against Muslims in 

Bosnia, it’s no wonder today’s jihadis have set out on the path to war in Syria.” The 

Independent [35] 

•  "ICTY: Milomir Stakić judgement - The media". [36] 

• "ICTY: Duško Tadić judgement - Greater Serbia" [37] 

•  Randolfo Pacciardi, Il Battaglione Garibaldi. Volontari italiani nella Spagna 

Repubblicana, La Lanterna, Roma, 1945, pp. 41-42 [38] 

• The Independent. Independent Digital News and Media, n.d. Web. [39] 

 

Additional Resources for Delegates   

• Catalinotto, John, and Sara Flounders. Hidden Agenda: U.S./NATO Takeover of 

Yugoslavia. New York: International Action Center, 2002. Print.  

• "BBC NEWS | Europe | Timeline: Break-up of Yugoslavia." BBC News. BBC, 2006. 

Web. 07 July 2016.  



• Bokic, Milos, The Main Reasons that Led to the Dissolution of Yugoslavia and Short 

Explanation of Failed Project of the Yugoslav Nation, April 15, 2013, Print.  

• Geoffrey Swain, "Tito and the Twilight of the Comintern," in Tim Rees and Andrew 

Thorpe (eds.), International Communism and the Communist International, 1919-

43.Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1998.  

• Lampe, John R. "Bosnian Conflict." Encyclopedia Britannica Online. Encyclopedia 

Britannica, n.d. Web. 09 July 2016.  

• "The Bosnian War." Untitled Document. N.p., n.d. Web. 09 July 2016. 

https://www.mtholyoke.edu/~bonne20s/causes.html 

• "Bosnia-Herzegovina Profile - Timeline." BBC News. N.p., n.d. Web. 09 July 2016.  

• "The Bosnian War and Srebrenica Genocide." United to End Genocide. N.p., n.d. 

Web. 09 July 2016.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE WAS INTNTIONALLY LEFT 

BLANK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Topic II: Development and Democracy in Central America 

 

Topic Overview: 

Lack of sustainable development and democracy in Central America is a key issue at this time in 

history. The UN is heavily involved in the region via a UN mission in Haiti and in attempting to 

address human rights violations in Guatemala, Cuba, and Haiti. This topic simultaneously relates 

to the general theme of human rights, while challenging delegates to consider a region that 

generally fails to make the headlines. Additionally, this topic presents a major political battle in 

which world powers compete for influence and control while developing nations struggle for 

autonomy. 

As part of the International Development committee, it will be your job to decide if and how this 

body as a whole can best help the affected countries. Ideally you will provide counsel on how to 

protect minorities and victims of oppression within these countries while respecting the 

sovereignty of their governments and their people. Diplomatic caution and creativity will be 

required to bring this body together in consensus and decide on how to move forward on these 

issues.  

Historical Background: 

Historically many of these Central American countries have had a difficult transition from 

colonialism to independence. Economic dependence to former colonial masters, violent power 

struggles in the upper echelons of governments, and damaging foreign interference all helped to 

stagnate efforts towards economic and political stability. Many of these countries suffer from 

overwhelming debt, civil unrest, and underdeveloped undiversified economies. We must look at 

the root of the problem if we are to discover the best way of solving it. 



 

Colonial powers and foreign interference: Neighbors and former colonial powers have 

unfortunately played a part in ensuring that Central American economies stay both 

underdeveloped and dependant. Let’s look at Haiti. Haiti drove out the French in 1804,but that 

independence was hard-bought. France demanded a retribution fee of 150 million gold francs as 

payment for their lost slaves and property. Strong-armed by U.S., French, and English sanctions, 

Haiti had no choice but to accept a debt that would plague them for close to a century.1 Today 

Haiti’s economy is mostly agrarian.2 They have also amassed an increasingly alarming amount 

of debt during the Duvalier years of presidency(1956-86). This leaves them vulnerable to small 

ripples in the world market that can have catastrophic effects on their standards of living and 

overall poverty levels. We see the dangers of an overly reliant economy in the economic crisis 

that Cuba is currently going through, which we will discuss in detail later.  

Internal Power Struggles: These countries struggle from a long tradition of power struggles at the 

very top echelons of the government, leading to long periods of civil strife and mounting debt. 

These conflicts often disproportionately hurt minority populations and prevent needed economic 

diversification and reforms from taking place. We see the disastrous effects of civil conflicts in 

Guatemala, a country embroiled in the midsts of a decades old civil war. The fighting has 

disproportionately affected the indigenous Mayan population and has led to accusations of 

human rights abuses committed by both sides of the conflict. 3  

                                                           
1 http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/History/Haiti-history.htm 

2 http://www.theodora.com/wfb1990/haiti/haiti_economy.html 

3 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/war/guatemala.htm 



 

Current Situation:  

The 1990’s have not been a good time for economic and political stability in Central America. 

This committee as a whole will have to decide how to react to the situation at hand given the 

need of protecting human rights while also respecting sovereignty. There are several current 

socio-political crisis that require our attention.  

We should address the refugee crisis of 40,000 Haitian refugees attempting to cross the sea to 

Florida after a military coup of democratically elected president Astride. The collapse of the 

Soviet Union as well as the US embargo on shipping and trade has sparked an economic 

downturn in Cuba leading to political instability and human rights violations as the government 

attempts to deal with this crisis. There is the brutal Guatemalan Civil War with casualties 

upwards of 100,000 Guatemalans between the leftist revolutionary group URNG and the 

Guatemalan  Government, both sides of which have been accused of committing massive human 

rights violations.  

There is some hope for future stability however. The government of Honduras recently formed a 

commission to investigate human rights violations by military in the late 1980’s.4 The peace 

treaty signed between the government of El Salvador and revolutionary group FMLN in 1993 not 

only ended 12 years of increasingly bloody civil conflict, but also radically reformed both the 

judicial system and national police of El Salvador.5 The removal of General Manuel Noriega in 
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5 http://www.refworld.org/docid/467fca641e.html 



Panama and the election promises of the new coalition government have rekindled hopes for 

much needed civil reforms in the judicial system. 6 

Haiti: At this point in time, Haiti is suffering from a military crackdown and multilateral UN 

economic sanctions. Former president Aristide angered entrenched elites and the armed forces by 

reducing their influence and power. As a result he was ousted from power by a military coup on 

September 21, 1991. This military coup and the violence perpetrated by this new government to 

ensure their control has led to a mass exodus of refugees and emmigrants.7 Between 1991 and 

1992 the United States Coast Guard has intercepted over 40,000 emmigrants fleeing by boat and 

raft. Unless stability is restored to Haiti neighboring countries will feel the strain of an increasing 

number of fleeing Haitians crossing into their borders. .  

Past UN Response: When crafting a response to this crisis, the UN should consider related past 

resolutions and actions taken by the body as a whole in Haiti. Resolution 46/78 condemned 

President Astride’s removal and refused to recognize the new government. Resolution 47/209 

reaffirmed these declarations and also criticized the “Gross Violations of Human Rights” 

committed in Haiti. Security Council resolution 841 referenced both GA resolutions and 

instituted multilateral economic sanctions against Haiti to pressure the military government into 

returning power to President Astride. Resolution 86710 approved formation of the United Nations 
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7 http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/History/Haiti-history.htm 

8 http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/46/a46r007.htm 

9 http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/47/a47r020.htm 

10 https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2016-03/841.pdf 



Mission in Haiti(UNMIH), whose mandate was to modernize the police and military force in 

Haiti. The International Civilian Mission in 

Haiti(MICIVIH)11 was another UN peacekeeping mission whose mandate was to “verify respect 

for human rights.” Deployment of staff began in March 1993, but by October of last year UN 

officials had to be evacuated for security reasons. 

Cuba: Much like Haiti, Cuba is suffering from a crisis within that is causing thousands to take to 

the sea to escape. Their crisis is an economic one however, a devastating recession propagated 

by loss of key trade allies and the continuing pressure of U.S. economic embargos. On December 

26 1991, the Soviet Union collapsed into independent republics. This halted the influx of cheap 

weapons, petroleum, food, and medicine that had propped up the Cuban economy previously. 

Not only did Cuba lose 80% of their imports and exports, their GDP also dropped by 34%. 

Moreover the immediate loss of petroleum reserves meant that the oil-dependent industrial and 

agricultural sectors of their economy suffered hits to their productivity and output.12 This 

combined with the strengthening of the U.S. embargo in 199213, means that the Cuban people 

will see a resurgence of poverty and the problems associated with poor living conditions. The 

refugees fleeing by boat, or Balseros, often die during their escape, and while it is currently 

illegal to attempt to escape Cuba, this does not deter the refugees who are suffering from this 

economic crisis. 
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12 http://www.cubahistory.org/en/special-period-a-recovery.html 

13https://web.archive.org/web/20041108140907/http://www.treasury.gov/offices/enforcement/ofac/legal/statut

es/cda.pdf 



Guatemala: At this point Guatemala is in the 34rth year of a civil war between the leftist URNG 

revolutionaries and the Guatemalan government and military. This war can be traced back to the 

1954 U.S. backed coup of widely popular President Arbenz, who was then replaced with Gen. 

Ydigoras Fuentes. Under the General’s increasingly autocratic rule resentment grew, and 

eventually in 1960 the core members of the URNG formed a revolutionary coalition and began 

battling against the government. In the1970’s the country was placed under a state of siege. 

Violence against civilians, and Mayan indigenous people in particular, increased from both sides 

of the conflict.14 A 1981 Inter-American Human Rights Commission report15 blamed the 

government for thousands of missing persons as well as the slaughters of the indian population. 

The report cites events that “involve extremely serious and systematic violations of the right to 

life.” A military coup in 1982 escalated the war and successfully dissolved congress, political 

parties, and the previous 1965 constitution. Though a new constitution was drafted and 

presidential elections reinstated, the civil war continued unabated through the 80’s and up to the 

present day. The current Guatemalan president, Ramiro De Leon16, took power after the previous 

president attempted to become dictator and was forced to resign.17 It is not the UN’s place to 

pick sides between the two warring sides. We can however express support and provide help for 

the civilians and mayan indigenous population who are caught up in the fighting, as well as offer 

our services as a neutral third party. 

                                                           
14 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/war/guatemala.htm 

15 https://www.cidh.oas.org/countryrep/Guatemala81eng/chap.2.htm 

16 http://www.mapsofworld.com/list-of/presidents-guatemala/ 

17 http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/country_profiles/1215811.stm 



 

Bloc Positions:  

Though all countries will be quick to acknowledge the problems faced by these countries and 

suggest solutions, their focus in these discussions will often be based at least partly on their own 

countries’ motivation and background. For example a country holding a great deal of Haiti’s debt 

might be opposed to a debt forgiveness plan to bring Haiti’s economy back on its feet. Allies of 

the former Soviet Union will be more willing to give legitimacy to the concerns of the URNG 

and will no doubt highlight the massive atrocities committed by the government and the military 

in their fight against the URNG. Wealthier capitalist oriented countries will have a vested 

interest in ensuring that doors stay open to foreign investment and foreign ownership in order to 

take advantage of land and capital. Neighbors of Cuba and Guatemala might hope to stymie the 

flow of refugees into their own countries as a first priority. Countries with similar problems of 



human rights abuse will be wary of setting a strong precedent that might be applied against them 

in the future.  

Discussion Questions: 

At what point does intervention become necessary to protect the people of a nation from their 

own government? 

What form should that intervention take and is the UN really the best vessel for foreign 

intervention? 

Haiti and other countries like Haiti owe much of their current economic and political instability 

to foreign intervention and exploitation. For example France economically crippled Haiti until 

1947 with a debt of 90 million francs for the loss of their slaves. The U.S. also occupied haiti for 

close to two decades, wrote a new declaration, opened their land to foreign ownership, and 

instituted a system of forced labor for the peasants known as corvée. Keeping this in mind: 

Do wealthy nations who profited from exploiting these nations have a responsibility to play a 

part in fixing the entrenched socio-political problems they caused? 

And if so, what form should that help take? Economic, militaristic? 

Are these Central American governments justified in being wary of ANY foreign intervention, 

even if it comes from a multinational body such as the UN?     

Should other Central American and South American countries be more accepting of Cuban and 

Haitian refugees? 

Key Terms:  



ONUCA: United Nations Observer Group in Central America (1989) 

UNMIH: United Nations Mission in Haiti (1993) 

MICIVIH: Mission Civile Internationale en Haiti (1993- France) 

URNG: Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity 

Consists of: 

1) EGP: Guerrilla Army of the Poor 

      2) ORPA: Organization of people in Arms 

      3) FAR: Rebel Armed Forces 

      4)PGT-NDN: National Directing Nucleus of PGT 

FMLN: Farabundo Martí National Liberation Front (El Salvador) 

Balseros: Cuban word for rafters who built makeshift rafts to escape to other countries. 

Resources:   

History Timelines:  

Haiti: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/1202857.stm 

http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/History/Haiti-history.htm 

Cuba: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/1203355.stm 

http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/History/Cuba-history.htm 

Guatemala: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/country_profiles/1215811.stm 



Panama: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/country_profiles/1229333.stm 

Costa Rica: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/country_profiles/1166638.stm 

Honduras: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/country_profiles/1225471.stm 

 

Relevant UN Documents:  

UNMIH: http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/unmih.htm  

ONUCA: http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/onuca.htm 

MICIVIH: http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/micivih.htm 

UNGA Resolution 46/7: http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/46/a46r007.htm 

UNGA Resolution 47/20: http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/47/a47r020.htm 

UNSC Resolution 841: https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2016-03/841.pdf 

 

Further Research: 

Cuba Special Period: 

http://www.cubahistory.org/en/special-period-a-recovery.html 

Human Rights Watch World Report 1993 - El Salvador: 

http://www.refworld.org/docid/467fca641e.html 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN POST-INVASION PANAMA 1991 report: 



https://www.hrw.org/reports/1991/panama/ 

Guatemalan Civil War:  

http://cja.org/where-we-work/guatemala/ 

http://www.pbs.org/newshour/updates/latin_america-jan-june11-timeline_03-07/ 

http://www.mapsofworld.com/list-of/presidents-guatemala/ 

https://www.cidh.oas.org/countryrep/Guatemala81eng/chap.2.htm 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/war/guatemala.htm 

1993 Cuba market reforms:  

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/inatl/longterm/cuba/stories/econ072593.htm 

Cuban Democracy Act: 

https://web.archive.org/web/20041108140907/http://www.treasury.gov/offices/enforcement/ofac

/legal/statutes/cda.pdf 

Cuban Refugees 1990: 

http://www.pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/23.pdf 

Pictures: 

Map: 

https://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/americas/camericacaribbean.jpg (1993) 
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Topic III: Question of Palestine  

 

Topic Overview 

Since the creation of the state of Israel, it and its adversary have been in a near constant 

state of tension and war. As a result of this war, the original UN Partition Plan for two states, 

resulted in one state and its occupation of all territories designated to be Palestinian. In an effort 

to quell recent escalations in violence and with growing attention from the international 

community, the two decided to meet at a series of Peace Accords in Oslo, Norway18. As a result 

of this, the nation of Israel recognized a legitimate governing body for the Palestinian people for 

the first time, this being the Palestine Liberation Organization. This formal recognition was 

designated in 1993 at the Accords to be for 5 years, and for the purpose of allowing the two to 

solve a variety of issues including aiding refugees, solving border disputes and determining the 

status of the city of Jerusalem.  

These issues were the ones both sides agreed have led to the most violence. While in 

hindsight these accords may paint a balanced picture, they were only held due to a recent series of 

uprisings of Palestinian Arabs in Israel known as the Intifada19. These uprisings and protests gained 

international attention and sympathy for their cause from both the international public and many 

within the United Nations. 

As a committee, all of these things should be kept in mind while researching and preparing 

for debate. Furthermore the following issues are on the table as well, including but not limited to 
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borders, governments and their authorities, human rights, status of refugees and illegal settlers, 

and growing international involvement. As you will read in the following paragraphs, all have 

played a role in the development of this conflict.  

 

Historical Background 

Until 1947, the land that we now recognize as being the center of this debate was known 

as Mandatory Palestine, a Mandate ruled by the United Kingdom. In 1947 the recently created 

United Nations established a focus on decolonization and self determination of native people. As 

a result it began discussions on the territorial status of Palestine, and a United Nations committee 

was created for the purpose of determining its status. This committee was called UNSCOP, the 

United Nations Special Committee on Palestine, and they made a series of recommendations for 

the territory20. 

The most basic aspect of these recommendations were broken down into three key parts; 

that an Arab State be created, a Jewish State be created and that the City of Jerusalem remain an 

international city being within neither of the two nation states created. The land making up these 

three entities was divided into 8 separate territories, 4 of which were to be Jewish, with one of the 

Jewish territories being designated for Arab refugees. One of the territories would be Jerusalem 

and the remaining three would make up the Arab state. This plan was adopted by the United 

Nations General Assembly in 1947, and by 1948 British Troops were being removed from the 

region. 

                                                           
20 http://www.un.org/Depts/dpi/palestine/ch2.pdf 



While many around the world saw this plan as something balanced and fair to all actors, it 

was apparent that from the beginning there was a level of bias towards the Jewish State. While on 

paper dividing the land equally seems fair, it blatantly ignored the rights of the millions of 

Palestinian Arabs already living on this territory and violated the principle of self determination. 

This bias in action by the United Nations was guided in part by 4 of the 5 veto nations that were 

strongly supportive of a Jewish State, those being the United States, United Kingdom, France and 

Republic of China. This initial bias would result in an imbalanced international response to the 

many wars and conflicts that would follow, and would result in perpetuating discrimination against 

millions in the region. 

As a result of the adoption of this resolution, a series of responses from various involved 

parties quickly escalated to an armed conflict. On the Jewish Side, there was an initial level of 

pride, and they quickly accepted their Jewish State and established the nation of Israel. While many 

European Jewish Refugees were reluctant to accept this new home, millions still moved to the 

country. On the Arab side, outrage over the two state solution led to a quick rejection of the 

proposal due to its violation of self determination of the Arab people who lived throughout all 8 

of the territories. 

In 1948, just days after the nation of Israel was formally created, the countries of Lebanon, 

Egypt, Syria and Jordan, in addition to other regional countries and the Palestinian Arabs, launched 

a surprise military attack on Israel with forces that outnumbered the Israelis 2 to 121. As this war 

waged on, thousands of Palestinians living in Israel began fleeing as refugees due to the violence. 

While at first their fleeing was by choice, the Israeli military began to take provocative measures 
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to encourage their exit. These abuses of human rights included everything from destruction of 

property to the claimed slaughtering of a town known as Deir Yassin. In this small Arab Village 

the survivors claimed that Israeli Defense Forces executed many villagers in order to scare off 

other villagers in area towns to flee22.  

The war waged on and while the Arab States seemed to have an advantage initially, better 

organization and training on the side of Israel led to them prevailing. In 1949, the United Nations 

helped broker a ceasefire between all states, and in the years following that, Israel signed deals 

with neighboring states to ratify new border changes which expanded Israel’s territory beyond 

what was given to them in the 1947 Partition23. The war is currently known as the Israeli War for 

Independence by many in Israel 

Following the war, the relationship between Israel and the Palestinian nations was very 

hostile and included many small skirmishes, protests or accidents along the border. Propaganda 

was spread on both sides, and mistrust among people and governments only grew. What we can 

analyze from this is that the dispute that set off nearly every other issue in this topic is that of 

borders. While the borders between Israel and its neighbors have changed often due to both war 

and negotiations, the human toll these changes have had is often ignored. As a result, negligence 

has led to greater tensions among people and other acts of ignorance. 

The 1950s marked a turning point in the conflict, as it was the first time an outside actor 

engaged in a war alongside Israel. From its creation until the 1950s, the nations of the United 
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23 https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/arab-israeli-war 



Kingdom and France held control and authority of the Suez Canal. Around 1953, Egypt began 

using its navy to limit Israeli Passage through the waterways around the Canal. After some 

provocation from France and the UK, Egypt took the conflict one step further by nationalizing the 

canal into Egyptian Control in the year 1956. This action aligned the interests of Israel, the UK 

and France together. As a result, they launched a surprise attack against Egypt, Israel taking the 

Gaza Strip and Sinai Peninsula, while the UK and France took back the Suez Canal. 

In reaction to this surprise military action, the United Nations dispatched a Peacekeeping 

Intervention Force to oversee the implementation of a Peace Deal passed by the Security Council24. 

This included returning Gaza and Sinai to Egypt, opening the Suez Canal, and removing British 

and French Troops from occupation. Following the war, the UK and France developed stronger 

ties with Israel, but the United States maintained a more distant relationship25. This conflict marks 

another example of the tug of war between both sides, in which borders were changed with 

negative impacts on the human rights of people living in the areas influenced. 

In 1967, talks of a regional war were emerging once again. The Egyptian Government led 

the Palestinian aligned nations and began blockading Israeli vessels from traveling the canal. As a 

result, Israel feared war was imminent and launched a preemptive attack on the bordering nations 

of Jordan, Syria and Egypt26. The war lasted six days, and Israeli military dominance in training 

and hardware led to the quick fall of Egyptian Gaza and Sinai, Syrian Golan Heights and Jordanian 

West Bank and Jerusalem. After 6 days of fighting, the United Nations helped issue a cease fire 
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that called upon Israeli withdrawal, but Israel kept its troops and occupied the territories. The 

Palestinian aligned nations quickly met at the Arab League Conference to discuss how to react to 

the occupation, and it was agreed that surrender and peace would not be the method to gaining the 

territories back, and that war would be the only option. Israel maintained its position that only 

peace and recognition would lead to a withdrawal. 

The Six Day War marked the largest turning point in the history of this conflict, as the war 

was the beginning of a long lasting Israeli Occupation of territories that would lead to future 

conflicts and developments, as well as further human rights abuses. Additionally this war would 

mark the last time all Arab Aligned nations would be together and the peak of their resilience. 

While their front and determination quickly following the war was aggressive, it would not last 

long and their unity would quickly falter. 

As a result of the occupation, the Israeli Government let thousands of Israelis move into 

Palestinian occupied territories and establish new homes and towns. The Israeli government further 

encouraged it by providing resources like water, electricity and housing. Internationally these 

actions violated rules in the Hague and Geneva Conventions on occupying foreign territory. Over 

the period of the occupation over 200,000 Israelis would move onto the land, and it would lead to 

over 300,000 Palestinians fleeing the region27 and becoming internally displaced persons within 

their home countries28. Those who did not flee faced various levels of discrimination or human 
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rights violations such as illegal detainment, lack of judicial process and public discrimination by 

government authorities29. 

While throughout this conflict, there have been various representatives of the Palestinian 

people, the most established one was formed in 1964 and known as the Palestine Liberation 

Organization and was created to find unity between Arab nation states and the Palestinian People. 

Yasser Arafat was elected as its chairman and wanted a unified military front behind the 

Palestinian Cause. This action would slowly legitimize the people of Palestine behind one 

leadership as opposed to multiple nations or people claiming to speak on their behalf, and in 1974 

the Arab League formally recognized them.  

Conflict emerged again in 1969 when the Egyptians sought to take back the Sinai 

Peninsula. This war was different from the others as the Soviet Union actively aided the Egyptians 

militarily including thousands of weapons and even some Soviet Troops. The proxy war escalated 

in the 1970s again with the Yom Kippur War when the Soviets aided both Egypt and Syria in a 

battle to reclaim territories, but as a result the United States bolstered its military support for Israel 

leading to a stalemate and eventual ceasefire. 

The first break in Palestinian aligned unity occurred in 1979 as the Egyptian Government 

signed a peace deal with Israel. This deal returned Sinai to Egypt in exchange for diplomatic 

representation within both nations, statehood recognition and a permanent peace. This deal was 

done without discussion of other Palestinian aligned nations and angered many of them as it broke 

the principles they agreed upon after the 6 Day War. 
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Progress towards a more direct peace with the Palestinians would come about in 1987 at 

the start of the first intifada. The Intifada was a mass protest by thousands of Palestinians who 

acted in anger within the Israeli occupied territories. This act brought international attention and 

sympathy to the Palestinian cause and was led by a recently formed militant wing of the PLO 

known as Hamas. As a result of the many protests, Israel met with the PLO at the Oslo Accords 

and brokered a 5 Year deal in which there would be peace and recognition in exchange for 

discussion on issues of concern between both entities. 

 

Current Situation 

As of 1994, all land taken and occupied during the 6 Day War is still occupied by Israeli 

troops, excluding the land returned to Egypt in the Peace Deal. Furthermore, there are over 350,000 

illegally settled Israelis in the occupied territories30, and these settlements have been declared 

illegal by clauses both in the Geneva Convention and the Hague. The people of these occupied 

territories as a result have felt the impact from economic suppression as a result of stolen resources, 

in a region already suffering extreme poverty.  

Most nations bordering Israel have brokered deals with it in order to find calamity and to 

stop the massive cost that constant war has brought. Additionally, radicalism on the behalf of 

Palestine threatened the monarchical governments in both Jordan and Syria thus leading to further 

deals for peace. Specifically the political militant organization known as Hamas has made headway 

in both nations which is why they sponsored small deals with Israel, and ceded their claims to 
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occupied territory. In Egypt, the president was assassinated as a result of their peace deal with 

Israel, but their relationship has been maintained and is firm. Of the regional nations, the most 

hostile one is Lebanon due to the Israeli bombardment during a regional conflict in the early 1980s. 

In the international scope, the alignments of nations have fallen along the lines of the cold 

war blocs. The Western Block has expressed support for Israel and has only bolstered its position 

since Israel’s creation. The Russian Federation historically backed Palestinian aligned nations, 

giving military aid to Syria and Egypt. As of 1994, the position of the Russian Federation is less 

certain due to the recent recreation of their government. 

Internally the government of Israel has only been getting more conservative. Following the 

deal with Egypt and several other plans with nations, the people of Israel have reacted politically 

by electing more and more conservative governments. Most of this backlash has come immediately 

and recently following the Oslo accords due to the fear that it will lead to more violence. A similar 

reaction has been seen within Palestine as the people are siding with Hamas in hopes it will take 

over the PLO. This level of polarization will lead to questions about what type of leadership and 

governments we will see in the near future and what impact they will have on this debate.  

Regionally, the Israeli government has taken military action against nations like Lebanon 

that has only renewed regional opposition and anger. Additionally, regional nations are still 

determined for the PLO to gain a UN membership and international statehood recognition on 

behalf of Palestine, but this action is continuously blocked at the United Nations by the United 

States. Regional states still maintain claims that human rights of occupied people are continuously 

being denied such as voting rights and self determination, legal rights to due process, and the 

quality of life and access to services that the people are given. Thus far no one has been held 



accountable for these violations and Israel has continuously neglected any calls from the 

international community to stop its actions. 

Independent observers have conducted investigations into the current and previous actions 

of Israel during both peace and war and have noted a varied of questionable actions. These actions 

were deliberate and discriminatory enough to warrant the establishment of a special committee. 

The abuses they specifically noted were the illegal detaining of people, the denial of rights to 

Palestinian people that Jewish people on the same territory are given, the geographic altercation 

of Palestinian lands and the bureaucratic repression of a government that acts against the interests 

of citizens it is accountable for. 

 

Bloc Positions 

The first bloc of nations would be those in support of Israel. These countries all share a 

strong support of Israel and work to legislatively support it domestically and internationally. Their 

primary objective is twofold31; first they would like to ensure Israel is protected militarily and that 

it is never in a vulnerable position with its security which is often done through military aid or 

joint military deals, and second they are in opposition to a Palestinian State and thus have taken 

actions to delegitimize Palestine and block its legislative efforts at the UN. These nations include 

the United States, United Kingdom, South Korea, South Africa, Japan, the Netherlands, Kenya, 

the European Union, Germany, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, Australia and 31 other nations. 

                                                           
31 http://www.israelallies.org/usa/member_nations/ 



In opposition to that block is the Arab Opposition Bloc. This is a group of nations in both 

the Arab League or Islamic Cooperation Organization that do not recognize the state of Israel. 

These nations have a few objectives. Their first is to achieve a Palestinian State. Additionally they 

would like to see the dismantling of Israel and for those lands to be returned fully to the Palestinian 

people with a one state solution. Lastly they continuously work internationally to support Palestine 

at the UN and other world organizations often condemning the actions or bringing aggressive 

attention to Israel's crimes. This block includes Syria, Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Pakistan 

and nearly 20 other nations. The only Arab League nations to recognize Israel are Egypt, Jordan 

and Mauritania. 

The third bloc is that of nations that recognize Israel’s Statehood. These nations are varied 

in their role, but most recognize the state of Israel and engage in economic relations with it. The 

difference is many of them are closely tied to nations in the Arab Opposition Bloc which limits 

the engagements with Israel. Most of these nations will side with the Arab Bloc if a debate comes 

into the international community, but most of these nations are determined to find a solution to the 

conflict that would recognize both nations. This bloc includes nations like China, Russia, India, 

Jordan, Egypt and Norway 

 

Discussion Questions 

● What should be the timeline for any plan going forward? 

● Should this be approached regionally, locally or internationally (As in nation state to nation 

state, or entire blocks making a deal with Israel)? 



● What territories should be returned and what should be the governing status of those 

territories? 

● Should the UN expand or retract its operations in the region? 

● Should admitting Palestine as a nation state be on the table and if so and it is established, 

to what extent does any agreement have a say in Palestine's government (This may sound 

confusing but this question is essentially saying if an Israeli Peace Agreement establishes 

a Palestinian State, is Israel going to be given some say in how that state is established)? 

● What actions should be taken with regards to the Israeli Settlements? 

● How should Israel approach the issue of Hamas? 

● What method of enforcement should any plan have? 

 

Key Terms 

Nation State- An entity that holds sovereignty, a recognized governing body and a unity people 

behind that body and its principles, usually organized by some governing document 

The Hague Regulations32- A group of treaties that were released from conventions held at The 

Hague in the Netherlands from 1899 to 1907. (Britannica.com) For the purposes of this debate, the 

issue of refugees and occupied territories should be referenced. 

                                                           
32 https://www.britannica.com/topic/Hague-Conventions 



The Geneva Convention33-The Geneva Convention addressed the treatment of people during and 

after a war, including but not limited to, the enemy, civilians, prisoners of war, occupied peoples 

and non-involved personnel. (Cornell Law University) 

Partition Plan- The initial 1947 UN Plan, ratified by the UN General Assembly, that called for the 

creation of an Arab Palestinian State and a Jewish State out of the British Palestinian territory. 

Zionism- The idea that the Jewish people should have a homeland or nation state, an idea that 

originated in the late 1800s and was put into effect by the United Nations in 1947.  
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