





Comparing the Wars in Yugoslavia and Ukraine: Old and New Forms of Conflict in the Global Era
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The world has experienced numerous types of war that are difficult to comprehend since the conclusion of the cold war. The distinction between the war and the peace, or the state and the non-state groups, is not so obvious anymore. Due to the effect of globalisation, various nations are interlinked and this transforms the way and reason people engage in a fight. Moreover, at the same time when the mega ideological blocks came to an end, new wars arose concerning identity and culture. The war in the former Yugoslavia during the 1990s and a current war in Ukraine represent two very powerful examples of such contemporary wars. They are similar in that they share such aspects as identity violence, foreign influence, and effects across the globe, but they are also quite different. Yugoslav wars were the result of the disintegration of a multi-national federation and nationalism, and the war in Ukraine has begun as a political and historical clash between Russia and the West (Woodward, 1995; Snyder, 2018).
In this essay, the origins of these two wars, their similarities, differences and the outcomes will be compared. It will be based on the concepts of the theory of New Wars by Mary Kaldor (2012) and Greed and Grievance (2004) by Collier and Hoeffler. Kaldor states that the contemporary war is not between states but between the networks of state and non-state actors, which usually control people with the help of identity, fear, and global communication. These new wars are decentralised; armies are not always the target and often are civilians. However, Collier and Hoeffler explain the initiations of wars by considering two primary causes, i.e., greed, often craving money, power, or resources, and grievance, i.e. vituperation of inequality, injustice, or discrimination. This argument is that the two theories assist in explaining the various sides of these conflicts. The conflicts in Yugoslavia and Ukraine combine the old and the new forms of violence. They have political and economic issues behind them, yet they relate to identity and world. Knowing them, one can see of how the contemporary war has transformed in the era of globalisation (Duffield, 2001; Kalyvas, 2001).
[bookmark: _Toc214031931]Origins of the Conflicts
The start of both wars was about power, identity, and broken systems of government (Judah, 1997).
The collapse of the Cold War in Yugoslavia destroyed the socialist Union that formerly held most ethnic groups such as Serbs, Croats, and Bosniaks among others. The killing of Tito made the communist system weak, and new ethnic and politically based leaders, like Slobodan Miloševic came into power (Gagnon, 2004). Other major economic issues in the country included unemployment, inflation and corruption. Woodward (1995) argues that poor economy and inequitable allocation of resources resulted in anger and grievance among people, as well as greed among them. When the federal system failed, every republic desired greater autonomy. The elites in politics found an outlet in nationalism as a way of defending their positions. According to Silver and Little (1997) propaganda and terror were employed to get backing and militias were formed and the state was losing control.
The causes of the war in Ukraine can be also related to politics, power and imperial legacy. Ukraine was an independent country after the collapse of the Soviet Union; however, it was divided into a western, pro-European part and east, Russian-speaking part (Toal, 2017). Corruption, poor institutions, and the need to assert national identity were some of the challenges the new state had to deal with. The Maidan Revolution of 2014 began as a political demonstration against the corruption and against the refusal of the president to sign an EU agreement. The fall of the government resulted in annexation of Crimea by Russia and assurance of separatists in Donbas (Mearsheimer, 2014). Snyder (2018) says that the fear of democracy and a desire to restore its sphere of influence were the motives behind the actions of Russia. The invasion became an international war of significant importance in 2022 (Freedman, 2022). Wars in both instances occurred due to a loss of political legitimacy, economic stress, and identity playing by leaders. This is greed and resentment, lust and bitterness in one (economic aspiration and social retaliation) and Kaldor New Wars, in which the state is feeble, and violence enters the political calculus (Kaldor, 2012). Nevertheless, although Yugoslavia failed internally, Ukraine became a victim of an aggressive neighbour who was more powerful than itself (Heletiy, 2017).
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In Yugoslavia, identity was both political and ethnic. Under socialism, different groups lived together under one system, but when that system broke down, leaders used old divisions to gain political control (Judah, 1997). The war became a way to build new states and protect political power. Religion was used symbolically the Serbian Orthodox Church supported the idea of a “Greater Serbia,” and national myths became political tools. Gagnon (2004) explains that Milošević and others used ethnic fear not only to divide people but also to replace communist ideology with nationalism. The wars were therefore about who controls the state and who has the right to rule, not only about faith or language. In Ukraine, identity is also political but in a different way. For many years, the Soviet Union tried to erase national differences and replace them with one Soviet identity (Heletiy, 2017). After independence, Ukraine tried to build democracy and join European institutions, while Russia wanted to keep it in its own political orbit (Toal, 2017). The conflict shows a struggle between two political systems: democracy and authoritarianism. Religion plays a smaller role, though the separation of the Ukrainian Orthodox Church from Moscow in 2018 became another symbol of independence (Bianchini and Minakov, 2018). In both countries, identity was used by political elites to justify war and protect their authority. In that sense, ethnic and political nationalism became weapons of power, supporting both Kaldor’s and Collier & Hoeffler’s arguments that modern wars are driven by a mix of identity, politics, and economic interests.
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Even if these wars happened in different times, they have many things in common.
First, they both concern identity politics. In Yugoslavia, people fought each other by being manipulated by ethnicity and nationalism. Identity is also important in Ukraine since Russia asserts that it is defending the Russian world, and it refuses to grant Ukraine independence (Zhurzhenko, 2014). Secondly, the two reveal the vulnerability of the state. In the case of the Yugoslavia, militia and local leaders seized power in case of the breakdown of the federal government (Kaldor, 2012). At the time of the 2014 crisis in Ukraine, the government lost control over certain areas of the eastern region where separatists formed new governments with Russian assistance (Galeotti, 2019). Third, the two wars were turned into international conflicts. The UN, NATO and numerous NGOs were introduced by the Yugoslav wars. 
The conflict in Ukraine is also international due to the involvement of NATO, EU and the US in the war (Duffield, 2001; Buzan and Waever, 2003). Fourth, civilians were the greatest victims of both wars. This was genocide in Bosnia and destruction of many cities in Ukraine (Freedman, 2022). According to Kaldor (2012), civilians tend to be the primary target population in new wars since they use violence to control populations and not necessarily to win battles. Lastly, the two wars are dependent on information and propaganda. In Yugoslavia, the hate and the lies were propagated through state television (Silber and Little, 1997). Digital propaganda and manipulation of social media became a significant portion of the war in Ukraine (Bronk et al., 2023). According to Nordstrom (2004), in the new conflicts, the power of control is the power of perception rather than the military control.
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The first key distinction lies in the person that fights. The Yugoslav wars were primarily domestic civil wars in collapsing federation, whereas the war in Ukraine is an inter-interstate conflict due to the invasion of a sovereign state (Toal, 2017). It is also a hybrid war, which involves the use of military, disinformation, and cyberattacks (Keen, 2012). The other difference is motivation. The wars in Yugoslavia were concerned with the power in the area and the construction of the new states after the defeat of the communism (Woodward, 1995). In Ukraine, it is because of geopolitics: Russia does not want to give NATO too much power, and restore its dominance in the region (Mearsheimer, 2014).
The economic aspects are also various. Local militias and elites were making money in black markets and looting in Yugoslavia (Collier and Hoeffler, 2004). This depicts the greed aspect of the theory in which business turns into a business of war. Economics in Ukraine is globalised: energy, sanctions, and reconstruction help are at the centre stage (Bergmann and Romanyshyn, 2022). Russia has employed gas exports as a political weapon and the Western states have employed sanctions as a new warfare weapon (Stegen, 2011). The world response was different. NATO has directly intervened in Bosnia and Kosovo by airstrikes in Yugoslavia (Judah, 1997). In Ukraine, NATO does not go to war, only offering weapons, intelligence, and economic support (Freedman, 2022). Lastly, there is the difference between the media and technology. During the 1990s, there was a slow passage of propaganda via the television and newspapers. The Ukrainian war nowadays is fought on the battlefield and online, where news is exposed in real-time (Bronk et al., 2023).
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The war in Yugoslavia left the entire federation and gave birth to several new states. It caused the death of about 130,000 persons and millions of people lost their homes. The horror of the genocide in Srebrenica turned into the icon of the failure of the international community. The former Yugoslavia also formed the international criminal tribunal (ICTY) that was meant to administer justice on war crimes because of the war (Silber and Little, 1997). As Judah (1997) adds the war resulted in some profound trauma, but it also transformed the European thinking on the issue of peacekeeping and intervention (Duffield, 2001).
The outcomes remain unpredictable in Ukraine. Thousands of people, millions of people and shifting of the global political order are the results of the war. Nevertheless, it has provided strength to the Ukrainian national identity and the cohesion of the West as well (Freedman, 2022; Galeotti, 2019). The war re-defined NATO and its intention and it questioned international security institutions. According to Bekkers et al., (2019), the conflict is the beginning of the new wave of the war in Europe characterized by new elements economic sanctions, media war, and hybrid tactics.
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The conflicts in Yugoslavia and Ukraine reveal the development of modern war. They both began with political crises, economic disparity, and measures to rival concepts of statehood (Bianchini and Minakov, 2018). They are similar in characteristics such as nationalism, propaganda and civilian sufferings, yet vary in their organization and purpose. The wars that Yugoslavia had to fight were internal and national self-determination, whereas the war in Ukraine is international and is fueled by global power politics (Toal, 2017). The two cases support the fact that there are new and old wars coexisting together. The article by Collier and Hoeffler titled Greed and Grievance can be used to clarify the economic and political causes of conflicts whereas the article by Kaldor titled New Wars shows the social, identity based and globalised character of contemporary violence (Kaldor, 2012). Theories cannot be used to explain the complexity of war, but a combination of the two would help in the realization of why wars are still taking place in the 21 st century.
In both wars, there is also the presence of globalisation and media that globalize local wars. They remind us that peace is not merely the end of violence, but also a solution to injustice, corruption and lack of faith in political institutions. Lastly, Yugoslavia and Ukraine show how the delimiting line between the old and the new wars is gray and that regardless of the change of causes, human sufferings are the same (Galtung, 1990). These conflicts are significant to understand in its role to demonstrate that war is not only about armies or borders. It is concerning the failure of societies to cope with diversity, share power and defend a democracy. These examples can be used to learn and avoid future conflicts and create a more just and cooperative global system.
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