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Hoare, Marko Attila. The Bosnian Muslims in the Second World War: A History. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013. Pp. 478, illus.
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Marko Attila Hoare’s newest publication, The Bosnian Muslims in the SecondWorld War, is the final
part of a kind of trilogy of his current studies. To complete this book he visited a plenitude
of archives (where he was not always well received) and interviewed survivors of World War II.
The book aims to contribute to a more differentiated view of Bosnia-Herzegovina during World
War II and to fill the gaps in the historiography regarding Yugoslavia in this period. Hoare
demonstrates how the Bosnian Muslims contributed to Tito’s partisans, and he succeeds in
explaining the occasionally very complex interferences and overlaps between Bosnian Muslims
and both the partisan movement and quisling forces. Even if Serbia was the dominant country of
pre-war Yugoslavia, Bosnia-Herzegovina was the headquarters of the Tito partisans from 1941 to
1944 (with only a short interruption). Twenty-three of the ninety-seven partisan brigades were
built of Bosnians, including Muslim Bosnians. Even if the early partisan movement in Bosnia
consisted mostly of Bosnian Serbs, for its further existence the Muslims played a vital role.

One of the most important aspects of the newer historiographical research on Southeastern
Europe during World War II, as Hoare points out, is the fact that there were not clearly defined
camps of Ustashas, Chetniks, and partisans. Even among the partisan groups in Bosnia, there
were three principal domestic factions that were not rigidly distinct, and it often happened that
someone served in different camps during the entire war and that family members were spread
over all three. Hoare states, “The historian is faced with the conceptual dilemma in writing about
the resistance among Muslims and Croats, for whereas, in one sense, the Muslim and Croat
experiences were closely linked to each other and to that of the Serbs, in another sense each was
specific” (27).

Furthermore, Hoare claims that the Yugoslavian revolution was not a top-down process but a
genuine revolution from below. This circumstance is what the book wants to explain: that the
revolution embraced the whole of Bosnia. It cannot be seen as a homogenous Communist-led
resistance movement; the Ustasha faced dual resistance movements. When the Axis powers
occupied Yugoslavia in April 1941, Muslims were not really included in the new Croatian-led
state, the Nezavisna Država Hrvatska (NDH). The occupation forces instrumentalized the
ethnically motivated hatred between the different inhabitants of Bosnia-Herzegovina, whereas the
Communist Party—aware of that intention—called upon all the peoples of Bosnia-Herzegovina
to end the fighting among them. However, with a memorandum to Hitler, which contained
traditional Muslim autonomist demands, and with the setup of the 13th SS “Handžar”-Division,
Muslims became part of the quisling forces. In 1943 the German military leaders committed the
mistake of sending the “Handžar” recruits to France for training, leaving the Muslim people
prone to the attacks of other ethnic groups.

For the postwar period, Hoare analyzes the problem of how a country could be governed when
the new leaders, the Communists, had only limited support of the population or were even actively
opposed by Bosnian anti-Communist gangs. Furthermore, he illustrates the growing problems of
the new political elite in dealing with ethnic and religious minorities such as the Poles or the
Ukrainians. After the order to intern NCOs and military officials of quisling units—Home
Guard, Ustashas, militias, and Chetniks—in POW camps on 1 August 1945, even the former
symbiotic relationship between those units and the Yugoslav Army eventually came to an end.

The example of Bosnia-Herzegovina demonstrates the complexity of the system of building and
breaking alliances in World War II, and Hoare highlights this complexity with a multitude of
examples. He ends with the recognition of Muslims as the sixth Yugoslav constituent nation in
1968 and with Bosnian Serbs’ beginning hostilities against them until the Yugoslav Wars in the
1990s. He concludes his book with the statement that the Communist leadership was indeed able
to build up a Bosnian nation-state for more than forty years, but not a Bosnian nation.
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As promised in the introduction, Hoare does offer a different view of Bosnia’s past during World
War II, illustrating convincingly the highly delicate situation in which the Bosnian Muslims found
themselves and setting the path that would eventually lead to the 1990s. All in all, Hoare’s book is a
well-researched study, offering a plenitude of new insights into the complex history of Bosnia-
Herzegovina in World War II.

Franziska Zaugg
University of Bern

Kozuchowski, Adam. The Afterlife of Austria-Hungary: The Image of the Habsburg Monarchy in
Interwar Europe. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 2013. Pp. 232.
doi:10.1017/S006723781400054X

There is certainly no shortage of writing on Austria-Hungary and its legacy. But although tangible
evidence of the Habsburg monarchy remains crystallized in Central European art and architecture,
as well as in its cafés and antique stores, most of our knowledge of its history, writes Adam
Kozuchowski, emerges from a vast array of books, essays, and other texts written after it ceased
to exist. Still, few could have surmised that the much-prophesized dissolution of the Dual
Monarchy in 1918, along with the death in 1916 of its esteemed leader, Emperor Francis Joseph,
would have resonated in such deep and lasting ways with a diverse range of Central Europeans,
among them some of its best-known and celebrated writers and historians. That a country widely
acknowledged to have been both doomed and backward nevertheless managed to capture the
minds and imaginations of Austrian, Hungarian, Polish, and Czech authors alike is the central
paradox examined in Kozuchowski’s 2013 study, originally published in Polish in 2009. His
revised, translated English version offers a fresh perspective on the development of what the
author calls Austria-Hungary’s surprising “afterlife.” Kozuchowski seeks to find who, exactly,
perpetuated the image of the Dual Monarchy in the first two decades after its demise, and why
they chose to immortalize a state whose demise was predicted by so many and, at the time,
mourned by so few.

Although conceding that interest in the Habsburg monarchy has only grown with time,
Kozuchowski wisely limits the scope of his study to former citizens who wrote about its legacy
relatively soon after its demise, but before the cataclysm of World War II. It was during the
tumultuous interwar years, claims Kozuchowski, that Austria-Hungary should have been
forgotten rather than remembered; it was far too conservative and aristocratic for advocates of
Western-style democracy, much too liberal and tolerant for adherents of Hitler and Mussolini,
and all of the above for followers of Lenin and Stalin. Nevertheless, some of the most emotional,
passionate, and popular writing about Austria-Hungary stems from a diverse array of interwar
authors of history, political writing, and literature.

To be sure, the most well-known, popular writings about the Dual Monarchy stem from fiction by
illustrious writers such as Robert Musil, Joseph Roth, Hermann Broch, and Stefan Zweig, a point
conceded by Kozuchowski: “Disappointed with history, disgusted with politics, and frustrated
with the economy, many post-Austro-Hungarian writers located their lost motherland outside of
these spheres, refusing to view it as an ordinary state like so many others, and imagining it as a
model country, whose existence was primarily spiritual” (117). But one of this book’s strengths is
its interdisciplinary approach to addressing its own central paradox. Instead of remaining on
only one side of the line typically dividing reality-based history from imagination-inspired
literature, Kozuchowski recognizes the constructed nature of both genres and successfully places
them in dialogue with each other, asserting that historians, political theorists, and fiction writers
alike all share responsibility for the image of the Habsburg monarchy. As he aptly notes, “As far
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