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LETTER FROM THE EXECUTIVE BOARD 

  

Dear Delegates, Congratulations on getting the opportunity to participate in CENMUN 

2018. To the veterans of MUN, we promise you a very enriching debate that you’ve 

never experienced before and to the newcomers, we are really excited to be a part of 

your maiden voyage.   

 What we desire from the delegates is not how experienced or articulate they are. 

Rather, we want to see how they can respect disparities and differences of opinion, work 

around these, while extending their policy so that it encompasses more of the others 

without compromising their own stand, thereby reaching a unanimously acceptable 

practical solution.    

The following pages intend to guide you with the nuances of the agenda as well as the 

Committee. The Guide chronologically touches upon all the different aspects that are 

relevant and will lead to fruitful debate in the committee. It will provide you with a bird’s 

eye view of the gist of the issue.   

However, it has to be noted that the background guide only contains certain basic 

information which may form the basis for the debate and your research.  You are the 

representative of your allotted Country and it is our hope that you put in wholehearted 

efforts to research and comprehensively grasp all important facets of the diverse 

agenda.   

We encourage you to go beyond this background guide and delve into the extremities of 

the agenda to further enhance your knowledge of the agenda.  

  

  

  AKSHAY RAJE                                                 RAUNAK KURANI 

(CHAIRPERSON)                                                (VICE- CHAIRPERSON) 

 

 

 

 



 

 

MANDATE OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Forum for multilateral negotiation 

Established in 1945 under the Charter of the United Nations, the General Assembly occupies 

a central position as the chief deliberative, policymaking and representative organ of the 

United Nations. Comprising all 193 Members of the United Nations, it provides a unique 

forum for multilateral discussion of the full spectrum of international issues covered by the 

Charter. It also plays a significant role in the process of standard-setting and the codification 

of international law. 

The Assembly meets from September to December each year, and thereafter from January 

to August, as required, including to take up outstanding reports from the Fourth and Fifth 

Committees. Also during the resumed part of the session, the Assembly considers current 

issues of critical importance to the international community in the form of High-level 

Thematic Debates organized by the President of the General Assembly in consultation with 

the membership. During that period, the Assembly traditionally also conducts informal 

consultations on a wide range of substantive topics, including on UN reform-related 

matters. 

Functions and powers of the General Assembly 

The Assembly may take action in cases of a threat to the peace, breach of peace or act of 

aggression, when the Security Council has failed to act owing to the negative vote of a 

permanent member. In such instances, according to its “Uniting for peace” resolution of 3 

November 1950, the Assembly may consider the matter immediately and recommend to its 

Members collective measures to maintain or restore international peace and security. (See 

“Special sessions" and "Emergency special sessions”.) 

The search for consensus 

Each of the 193 Member States in the Assembly has one vote. Votes taken on designated 

important issues— such as recommendations on peace and security, the election of Security 

Council and Economic and Social Council members, and budgetary questions—require a 

two-thirds majority of Member States, but other questions are decided by a simple majority. 

In recent years, an effort has been made to achieve consensus on issues, rather than 

deciding by a formal vote, thus strengthening support for the Assembly’s decisions. The 

President, after having consulted and reached agreement with delegations, can propose 

that a resolution be adopted without a vote. 

Revitalization of the work of the General Assembly 

There has been a sustained effort to make the work of the General Assembly more focused 

and relevant. This was identified as a priority during the fiftyeighth session, and efforts 

http://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-iv/index.html
http://www.un.org/fr/member-states/index.html
http://undocs.org/en/A/RES/377(V)
http://www.un.org/en/ga/sessions/special.shtml
http://www.un.org/en/ga/sessions/emergency.shtml


 

 

continued at subsequent sessions to streamline the agenda, improve the practices and 

working methods of the Main Committees, enhance the role of the General Committee, 

strengthen the role and authority of the President and examine the Assembly’s role in the 

process of selecting the Secretary-General. 

During the 69th, 70th and 71st sessions, the Assembly adopted three landmark resolutions 

on the revitalization of the work of the General Assembly 

(resolutions 69/321, 70/305 and 71/323), which inter alia provided for informal dialogues to 

be held with candidates for the position of Secretary-General of the United Nations, 

established an oath of office and a code of ethics for the Presidents of the General 

Assembly, and provided for informal interactive dialogues with candidates for the position 

of President of the General Assembly. 

The practice of convening high-level thematic interactive debates is also a direct outcome of 

the revitalization process. 

It has become an established practice for the Secretary-General to brief Member States 

periodically, in informal meetings of the General Assembly, on his recent activities and 

travels. These briefings have provided a well-received opportunity for exchange between 

the Secretary-General and Member States. 
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KEY HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS 

 For centuries the South Slav lands were under the control of two contending 

empires, the Ottomans and Hapsburgs. The Turks took control of Bosnia and Serbia, 

while Croatia and Slovenia became part of the Hapsburg (and later the Austro-

Hungarian) empire.  

 The Yugoslav state was created after World War I. However, the state was 

dominated by the Serbs, and a major source of tension was the Croatian wish for 

greater independence.  

 In 1941 Yugoslavia was quickly taken over by German forces, and a bitter conflict 

ensued between an oppressive Nazi-supported Croat state and resistance 

movements, the two most significant of which were the Chetnik guerrilla movement, 

consisting of Serbian freedom-fighters, and the communist Partisan movement, 

under the control of Tito. 

  After World War II, Tito's communist party tried to unite the six republics - Croatia, 

Slovenia, Serbia, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina - and balance the 

competing claims of the Different ethnic groups. While a degree of harmony and 

group interaction was achieved under Tito, underlying antagonisms and tensions 

remained as a very used tool for any leader who wished to stir up nationalist 

sentiment, and historical bitterness has been used by all sides in the present conflict 

as a weapon in their quest for power.  

 At Tito's death in 1980, there were three fundamental problems: the divergent 

ethnic interests remained, the economy was inefficient, and the country's 

institutional structure was incapable of retaining Yugoslav unity. 

 During the 1980s, Yugoslavia was destabilised by a severe economic and political 

crisis. It seemed ethnic violence could erupt in the autonomous region of Kosovo, 

with its large Albanian majority. 

  A key political development was the appointment of Slobodan Milosevic, first as 

communist party chief and then as President of Serbia in 1989. Milosevic stimulated 

and exploited Serbian nationalism to gain political support. 

  Serbia's growing power in the central government in Belgrade and its harsh 

treatment of Albanian protesters caused a strengthening of nationalist movements 

in the other republics, especially in Croatia and Slovenia. This was aided by the 

collapse of communism across Eastern Europe in 1989-90 and the move to multi-

party elections, which brought nationalist parties to power in most republics.  

 The key dispute was between, on the one hand, Slovenia and Croatia, both of which 

wanted more independence, and, on the other, Serbia, which wanted to unite the 

eight million Serbs, 25 per cent of whom lived in republics other than Serbia, into a 

position of power within Yugoslavia. Croatia, especially, was a problem with its 600 

000 Serbs, and the harsh policies of President Tudjman only added to the Croatian 

Serbs' fears. 



 

 

 

THE COURSE OF WARS 

On 25 June 1991, Slovenia and Croatia unilaterally declared independence. In Slovenia the 

attempt by Yugoslavian army troops to seize control was unsuccessful, but in Croatia a much 

more intense fight developed as the Yugoslavian army assisted the local Serbs to defend the 

Serb-populated areas. A peace agreement was accepted in January 1992. However, the 

worst fighting came in Bosnia. The international recognition of Croatia in January 1992 was 

unfortunate in that it forced Bosnia-Herzegovina to decide between remaining in a Serb-

dominated Yugoslavia and choosing independence - and thus taking 1.3 million Serbs out of 

Yugoslavia against their will. Both Croatia and Serbia had ambitions that Bosnia should be 

divided between them. Widespread fighting broke out in Bosnia in early April 1992, and by 

July the Serbs controlled about 70 per cent of Bosnia. Both the Bush and Clinton 

administrations were reluctant to become involved, seeing too few interests at stake. The 

European Corn unity viewed the problem as an opportunity to assert itself, but entered the 

situation too late to play an effective part and by late 1991 was handing its tasks over to the 

United Nations. By the second half of 1992, Western policy had settled into several limited 

aims: 

 Contain the crisis i.e. prevent it spreading to involve states outside the former 

Yugoslavia 

 Use the UN to provide humanitarian relief for the Moslems; 

  Avoid becoming entangled in a prolonged military conflict.  

At this stage only compromise solutions were possible; the passage of time had put the 

only satisfactory outcomes, the provision of durable solutions to the core problems, 

progressively beyond reach. The influx of UN forces into Bosnia in November made the 

British and French even more nervous about any provocation, such as peace 

enforcement measures. Their UNPROFOR contingents, dispersed in the Bosnian 

countryside in order to carry out their humanitarian duties, were highly vulnerable to 

potential Serbian attack, and became virtual hostages. However, in 1995 several 

developments led to a breakthrough in the military situation, and allowed the peace 

talks. The Croatian military began to assist the Bosnian government troops, and the 

Bosnian Serbs were forced into widespread withdrawal i.e. The Croatian forces regained 

all but one of the Serb-controlled areas of Croatia after a series of massive attacks i.e.  

Most important, the Clinton administration, with an election looming, began to take 

decisive steps to end the protracted war. First, a new diplomatic initiative was 

launched. Second, British-French objections to air strikes were resolved, and NATO 

planes launched a series of attacks on key Bosnian Serb targets. 

           



 

 

       THE CAUSE OF WARS 

Certainly Yugoslavia was lacking in many of the cohesive features that characterise 

more stable societies, but conflict based on ethnic nationalism was only one of a 

number of possibilities for Yugoslavia.  

 The central factor in the Yugoslav crisis is the relationship between the two 

biggest ethnic groups, the Serbs and the Croats. Croatia was eager to secede 

from a Yugoslav state dominated by Serbia, but 1 1.3 per cent of Croatia's 

population were Serbs.  

 A key aspect of the above relationship is their differing perceptions of the 

common state: while Serbs basically opted for the unitarist goal, i.e. the creation 

of a strong federal state of Yugoslavia, Croatian leaders tended to see Yugoslavia 

merely as a necessary step towards a fully independent Croat nation-state.  

 A more immediate cause of the conflict was the assertion of Serbian 

nationalism, the revival of the Greater Serbia ideal. This was very much a 

nationalism manipulated and stimulated by President Milosevic in his quest for 

power, particularly as communism began to fall apart in Yugoslavia. A prime 

early example of this occurred during the Kosovo issue with his emphasis on the 

Serbian role over the centuries as victim of a variety of aggressors.  

 Yugoslavia has been most unfortunate in the leadership of the two main 

republics. Tudjman's obsessive nationalism was seen at its worst both in his 

harsh treatment of the Serb minority, and in his decision to leave Yugoslavia 

without taking into account the needs and fears of this minority. Tudjman and 

Milosevic initially provided the dynamics of the war, an unchecked nationalism.  

 Some commentators claim a key leadership failure was seen in Slovenia's, and 

later Croatia's, reluctance to cooperate with the federal government in an 

attempt to find a more modern structure of federation that would 

accommodate the interests of all three republics. Prime Minister Malkovich was 

sincere in his wish to find a more satisfactory system, and both Bosnia-

Herzegovina and Macedonia regarded a compromise framework as essential to 

their survival. Ironically, one matter on which Serbia and Croatia held similar 

views was Bosnia-Herzegovina. Serb and Croat nationalists view the Bosnian 

Moslems as, at best; Serbs or Croats forcibly converted to Islam under the 

Ottoman Empire, and at worst as a bridgehead of Islamic fundamentalism in 

Europe. There have been several accounts of Serb and Croat agreement at a 

senior level to carve up Bosnia between them at the expense of the Moslems. 

And the Bosnian war is seen as an historic crusade for many Bosnian Serbs, who 

refer to Bosnian government troops as 'the Turkish army'.  

 Bosnia-Herzegovina's general aim was to avoid war, but one crucial mistake was 

made by their leaders in February 1992 when they alone rejected the plan put 

forward at the Lisbon conference. This would have organised Bosnia-



 

 

Herzegovina into three territorial units and provided for Moslem-Serb-Croat 

power sharing, probably as reasonable a scheme. 

 The quarrelsome leaders of the Yugoslav republics must bear prime 

responsibility for the war, but the international community was inept in its 

response to the problem. The chief failure was that of the European Community 

in not diagnosing the problem sufficiently early, or at least in not realising its 

seriousness. Also, having failed to set up in. 1990-91 a new set of institutions 

suitable for conflict resolution in a post-Cold War world, it lacked the 

organisation to handle the task.  

 In 1991, with conflict threatening, the European Community failed to persist in 

negotiations for a comprehensive settlement for the entire country. The EC held 

enormous leverage from 1989 to 1991 if it wished to use it, as the Yugoslavian 

politicians were critically intent on finding the right path to European 

membership.  

 The one consistency in international actions toward the conflict in Bosnia has 

been that interests at stake did not justify military action except in support of 

humanitarian goals. Thus, while it resorted to building a 'piecemeal peace' on 

the basis of ceasefires, the West's main objective was to do as much as possible 

to aid the war's victims by assisting the UNHCR, utilising UNPROFOR for this 

purpose. It focused on relieving symptoms rather than resolving underlying 

causes.  

 Germany bears some responsibility for the crisis with its support for the 

secessionist goals of Slovenia and Croatia, especially with its pressure on the 

other Western powers for too-early recognition of the independence of the two 

states. As has been seen, this brought to a head the issue of the territorial rights 

of the Serb minority in Croatia, and forced Bosnia to choose an independence in 

which it could not survive. 

 

Tito's Yugoslavia  

The new communist leaders of the second Yugoslavia tried hard to unite state, 

capital and labour and put an end to the divisive competition between ethnic 

groups. A federal structure was developed of six republics and two autonomous 

provinces. In an attempt to balance the competing claims of the different ethnic 

groups, the internal boundaries were arbitrarily redrawn in a way which 

favoured Croats and Slovenes territorially. Much to the disappointment of both 

Croats and Serbs, Bosnia-Herzegovina, with its heterogeneous population of 

Moslems, Serbs and Croats, regained its identity as a separate republic, and in 

the 1974 constitution achieved its goal of recognition as a Moslem nation. 

Another initiative by Tito aimed at ethnic balance was the development of 

Macedonia, an attempt to dilute the influence of Serbs and Croats in Yugoslavia.' 

Certainly the people generally lived in peace under Tito, and there was a degree 



 

 

of intermarriage between the different groups, especially in the cities. However, 

at Tito's death in 1980, three fundamental problems remained.  

 The economy remained inefficient, without a workable public finance system, 

and with disparities worsening in levels of economic development and standards 

of living between the different parts of Yugoslavia. For example, in the 1980s the 

per capita GNP of Slovenia was more than twice the average for Yugoslavia, 

while that of Kosovo (with its large and restive Albanian majority) was less than 

a third of the average. 

  Despite efforts under Tito to soothe the different groups, the divergent 

interests had not been reconciled; the 'national problem' had not been resolved.  

 Yugoslavia lacked an institutional structure capable of resolving the destabilising 

economic and international problems which were to arise in the 1980s and 

capable of retaining Yugoslav unity in the face of nationalist forces. For example, 

the eight-member Collective Presidency, with the post of President rotated 

every 12 months, was too cumbersome an instrument to deal with the 

multiplying problems. This Collective Presidency was typical of the unusual 

institutions introduced by Tito in an endeavour to achieve a balance between 

the ethnic groups. 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

  



 

  



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

Thus by the second half of 1992,Western policy had proceeded several measures to prevent  the 

crisis spreading humanitarian relief and avoid becoming entangled in a prolonged military c only 

compromise solutions were possible; the passage of time had put outcomes, the provision of 

durable solutions to the core problems, progressively beyond reach. The influx of UN forces into 

Bosnia in November made the British and French even more nervous about any provocation, such as 

peace enforcement measures. Their contingents, dispersed in the Bosnian countryside in order to 

carry out their humanitarian duties, were highly vulnerable to potential Serbian attack, and became 

virtual hostages.  

 

 


