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The Role of Croatia in Bosnia
and Herzegovina: Antemurale
Christianitatis as a Policy of Choice

EMIR SULJAGIC

ABSTRACT The commentary deals with the history of Croatian inter-
ference in BiH in the context of the place that BiH and its Muslims
hold in the development of the Croatian national narrative. The
pattern based on the myth of Croatia as the “bulwark of Christi-
anity” and “nesting Orientalism” can be identified as underpin-
ning Croatian national and foreign policy in BiH. Croatia is still
pursuing its ambitions in BiH under the guise of membership in
the EU and NATO and is likely to continue to do so, especially in
the absence of a comprehensive political strategy of both organiza-
tions for BiH and the region of former Yugoslavia in general.

since the dissolution of Yugoslavia

in the early 1990s, the central plank
of the Republic of Croatia’s foreign
policy towards Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina (hereafter “BiH” or “Bosnia”) has
been a consistent and systematic “ori-
entalisation” of BiH and its Muslim
population on the part of the political
class of Croatia. The article looks at
the Croatian policy towards Bosnia,
focusing on the origins of the Croa-
tian project in BiH that started in the
early 1990s —and still lasts, albeit by
different means- as well as its histor-
ical and cultural roots.

In this commentary, I argue that

From the moment the Republic of
Croatia gained independence in 1992,

its political elites sought to re-arrange
BiH in line with their view of Bosnia
as a mere sum of three ethnic groups
(Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs). Sub-
sequently, they used different instru-
ments to that end. Whereas in the
1990s Croatia was instrumental in
the establishment of a proxy-state in
BiH called “Herceg Bosna,” which
orchestrated a campaign of mass
violence to claim a third of Bosnia’s
territory and change its ethnic fab-
ric, presently Croatia is pursuing
a diplomatic, political, and media
campaign tantamount to a hybrid
warfare towards BiH with the ulti-
mate goal to undermine the Bosnian
statehood. Croatia’s current strategy
hinges on the skillful manipulation of
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The “othering” of Bosnia’s
Muslim population has a long
history in Croatia; so long,

in fact, that one could argue

that important elements of
Croatian identity have been
formed in a binary opposition
to Islam and Muslims of BiH

BiH’s sizable ethnic Croat population
in BiH.!

While the notion of orientalisation
is rooted in Edward Said’s concept
of “orientalism” as “a tradition of
thought, imagery and vocabulary™
used to create a reality in BiH that
does not exist, or otherwise would
not exist, the “othering” of Bosnia’s
Muslim population has a long history
in Croatia; so long, in fact, that one
could argue that important elements
of Croatian identity have been formed
in a binary opposition to Islam and
Muslims of BiH. The idea of Croa-
tia as a “bulwark” of European and
Christian civilization towers above all
other ideas in contemporary main-
stream Croatian nationalism. More-
over, Croatian nationalism has also
remained substantially trans-sover-
eign, i.e. based on the assumption that
Croatia’s national center “is the center
of life on both sides of the border™
and “historicist™ Croat nationalism
remained “trans-sovereign” through
the 1990s to this day: “Although Mo-
star increasingly became the center
of Croats in BiH during the 1990s,

especially during the existence of
Herceg Bosna, Zagreb was and still
remains the trans-sovereign center’”
“Historicity” is ingrained in the very
foundations of the Croat national ide-
ology, tracing its roots in Pavao Ritter
Vitezovi€’s ideas in the 17" century.
Vitezovi¢ was the first Croatian na-
tional ideologue to extend the Croat
name to all South Slavs but also based
his vision of Croatia on the so-called
“historical and state right”

From the dissolution of Yugoslavia,
Croatian policy towards BiH has
been based on both the idea of civ-
ilizational distinction from (and, by
extension, supremacy) and the belief
that the Croatian state is responsible
for the well-being and political sit-
uation of its co-ethnics in BiH and
therefore within its rights to inter-
vene in its sovereign affairs.

From the moment BiH gained inter-
national recognition as a sovereign
and independent state in April 1992,
Croatia —using the state instruments
under the leadership of President
Franjo Tudman- has sought to re-
define it from a civic republic into a
confederation of ethnic groups, at
best. In other words, parallel to the
Serbian project during the wars of
dissolution of Yugoslavia, there was
also an independent and correspond-
ing one for Croats. Whereas the Ser-
bian project was more ambitious in
scope and more brazen in the exe-
cution, it shared with its Croat coun-
terpart the common goal of dividing
and removing from the political map
the BiH state.” In ideological terms,
the Croatian project was at the in-
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tersection of several different strands
of thinking within the mainstream
Croat national ideology that have in
common territorial claims on Bosnia
and Herzegovina and consider Bos-
nian Muslims either as lost brothers
to be redeemed or the eternal enemy
representing the Asiatic other.

The decision to recognize BiH was
spelled out clearly in a letter sent to
Alija Izetbegovi¢, President of the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and signed by his Croatian counter-
part Tudman on April 7, 1992. The
letter stated that the Republic of Cro-
atia recognizes —rather than under its
constitutional name of the Republic
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, a former
Yugoslav socialist republic- BiH as
“the community of three constitu-
ent peoples,” simultaneously seeking
guarantees for “the sovereign rights
of the Croat people” and includes an
offer of Croatian citizenship to mem-
bers of the Croat community in BiH.*

Throughout his political career,
Tudman maintained that a sovereign
Bosnia and Herzegovina was not an
acceptable “solution for the Croat
people” because it “was created by the
colonial conquest of an Asiatic power
(...) from the 15 to 18™ centuries, at
the expense of Croat people, at the ex-
pense of Croat territory.” Elsewhere,
Tudman further elaborated his posi-
tion on BiH and its Muslims: “Person-
ally, as a man who has thought of his-
tory, [I] never had illusions as far as
Muslims are concerned and their rela-
tionship to Croatdom, because I knew
that Croats fought Muslims for three
centuries, not Turks, but Muslims

from Bosnia and that they pushed
Croatia to the verge of doom (...) No
politician, Radi¢, Macek or Paveli¢,
and now me, have managed to es-
tablish a working relationship with
Muslims.”"® He said this in a meeting
with a delegation of Bosnian Croats
trapped in the besieged Bosnian capi-
tal of Sarajevo in December 1993.

In fact, Tudman was echoing two dif-
ferent strands in the Croat national
tradition: one that considered the
Bosnian Muslim population the en-
emy of Christendom and therefore
Croats as its shield bearers, and the
other of Muslims as a part of the Croat
nation that needed to be redeemed
and emancipated. In Hajdarpasic’s
words, Bosnian Muslims played
within both Serb and Croat national
imagery the “liminal figure (...) that
could appear both as a fanatical, re-
lentless oppressor and a strayed but
redeemable co-national™"!

In unpacking Tudman’s statements
-some of them meticulously recorded
in closed meetings with the leader-
ship of the Republic of Croatia and
separatist leadership of Bosnian Cro-
ats, as well as in his pre-war publica-
tions'*- it is important to understand
two related concepts. One is antemu-
rale Christianitatis —the notion that
Croatia is the shield and bulwark of
Christianity and Europe- and the
other that of “nesting Orientalisms,’
elaborated by Milica Baki¢-Hayden.

Baki¢-Hayden places “nesting Ori-
entalisms”** within the context of ap-
propriation and manipulation of the
designation of the “other” in former
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Newly elected
members of
Bosnia and
Herzegovina's
tripartite
presidency,
Bosnian Croat
member Komsic
(L), Bosnian Serb
member Dodik
(C), and Bosnian
Muslim member
Dzaferovic (R)
attend their
inauguration
ceremony on
November 20,
2018.
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Getty Images

Yugoslavia: “Thus, while Europe as
a whole has disparaged not only the
orient ‘proper’ but also the parts of
Europe that were under oriental Otto-
man rule, Yugoslavs who reside in ar-
eas that were formerly the Habsburg
monarchy distinguish themselves
from those in areas formerly ruled
by the Ottoman Empire, hence ‘im-
proper.”** Furthermore, she notes,
“the legacy of Islamic culture and the
Muslim population left behind after
the collapse of the Ottoman Empire
presented Europe with the problem
of Muslim integration, particularly in
those areas that had been under Otto-
man rule (...)"

Similarly, during the Muslim-Croat
confrontation in Bosnia, in 1993, a
Bosnian Croat official warned that
it is necessary “to distinguish the es-

sentially different mental make-up
and value system of the writer of the
Islamic Declaration [an allusion to
Bosnian President Alija Izetbegovi¢]
and his followers from those of the
European-oriented Christians, even
if the latter are on the margins of civ-
ilization” [an allusion to Orthodox
Serbs].'¢ But, more importantly: “The
implication is that the ‘real’ identity
of persons or groups is to be found
in the pre-Yugoslav past. Another
striking feature of this process has
been a characterization of the na-
tional ‘other’ in, for the most part,
reductionist terms and simple con-
ceptions juxtaposed to complexity
of self-characterization. What con-
stitutes ‘real’ identity in this context
and is most often invoked, both in
domestic debates and foreign reports,
are the religious/cultural ‘essences.”"’
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Further clarification is required in
order to understand the Croatian po-
litical equation in Bosnia and Herze-
govina, that of the importance of the
antemurale myth for the Croat na-
tional identity and narrative. The an-
temurale myth, as Pal Kolsto argues,
rather than on the uniqueness of the
group posits that “the group is now
included in some larger and allegedly
superior cultural entity that enhances
its status vis-a-vis other groups who
do not belong”*® More to the point,
the antemurale myth “stresses not
only that the group is an integral part
of the true civilization, but also that
it represents its very outpost” sacrific-
ing itself “in order to save the larger
civilization of which it is a part”"’

The notion of antemurale Christian-
itatis has deeper roots, but it became
particularly salient in Croatia to-
wards the end of the 15 century in
the context of Croatian defeats under
the weight of the expanding Ottoman
Empire.” Croatian aristocracy ap-
pealed for aid to the diet of the Ger-
man states assembled at Nuremberg
in 1522 reminding that “Croatia is
the shield and the door of Christian-
ity” The same characterization can be
found the following year in a letter to
Pope Adrian VI.*! The strength of the
myth remained so pervasive that, ac-
cording to Ivo Zani¢, “the concept of
‘bulwark’ was the basis for the devel-
opment of modern patriotic ideology

and the vision of national space”?

The following section of the com-
mentary deals with major thinkers
and ideologues of Croat nationalism
starting in the 16™ century all the way

The notion of antemurale
Christianitatis has deeper
roots, but it became
particularly salient in Croatia

towards the end of the 15t

century in the context of

Croatian defeats under the

weight of the expanding
Ottoman Empire

up to the end of the 20" century; it is
not an exhaustive overview of Croat
nationalism, but rather a historical
overview of some of its key features
in relation to Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina and its Muslim population. I ar-
gue that the idea, notion, and actual
shape and size of Croatia evolved over
the centuries, but an obsession with
Bosnia and Herzegovina continued to
permeate Croat national thinking.

From the very beginning, the vision
of Croatian national space included
parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Al-
ready in 1699, Pavao Ritter Vitezovié,
a Croatian nobleman protesting
the demarcation between the Aus-
tro-Hungarian and the Ottoman Em-
pire following the Vienna siege, pro-
duced a document delineating “the
frontiers of the whole Croatia”* His
vision of Greater Croatia —called Cro-
atia Rediviva— was based on the so-
called historic right and included the
whole of Bosnia and Herzegovina.**
It is impossible to underestimate the
importance of Vitezovi¢s program-
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The notion of this self-
proclaimed historic claim
over Bosnia and Herzegovina
permeated the mainstream
of Croatian national program

until after World War | and into
the inter-war period of the
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and
Slovenes, which was renamed
the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in

1931

matic text for the development of
Croat national ideology; in fact, “the
influence of Vitezovi¢ helped shape
Croat historical thinking well into
the nineteenth century”” In fact,
“Sigi¢ was remarkably accurate when
he claimed that ‘in the nineteenth
century, Croatia Rediviva became the
Bible of Croat national policy. Ljude-
vit Gaj [1809-1872], Ante Starcevic
[1823-1896], and Eugen Kvaternik
[1825-1871], all of whom were quite
familiar with Ritter’s work, learned
from him far more for their respec-
tive Illyrianist and Pan-Croatianist

ideas than is usually thought”*

As is the case with Said’s Oriental-
ism, antemurale Christianitatis is not
only a political, but a cultural fact.
Croatian national narrative equated
the outcome of the Battle of Krbava,
where in September 1493 the flower
of Croatian aristocracy died facing
the forces of Hadum Jakub-Pasha

returning from the raid reaching as
far as present-day Slovenia as “a ca-
tastrophe that shaped the historical
development of not only southern,
but the whole of Croatia.”*’ The battle
quickly became the subject of both
folk and “high” poetry and gradually
part of the Croatian culture and na-
tional identity.”® The memory of the
battle found its way into an entire
literary genre aptly called antiturcica
that developed in Croatia —as well
as elsewhere in Europe- in the 16"
century.”

The idea of Croatia’s historical claim
over Bosnia and Herzegovina was
picked up in the 19" century by Ante
Starcevi¢, frequently referred to in
Croatian historiography as the “fa-
ther of the country” Starcevi¢ had
different ideas about Muslims of Bos-
nia and Herzegovina and considered
them to be not just Croats, but “the
purest, the least corrupt part of our
people [Croats].”*® The notion of this
self-proclaimed historic claim over
Bosnia and Herzegovina permeated
the mainstream of Croatian national
program until after World War I and
into the inter-war period of the King-
dom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes,
which was renamed the Kingdom of
Yugoslavia in 1931.

It is worth noting that the Croat na-
tional policy towards Bosnian Mus-
lims at the end of the 19" and the
beginning of 20" century was tak-
ing place within the larger context
of “struggles around Muslim’s status
as potential co-nationals” between
the Serb and Croat national camp.”!
The division within the Croat camp
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between 1878 and 1914 went beyond
the issue of conversions to Catholi-
cism which agitated the non-Catho-
lic public in BiH under Austro-Hun-
garian occupation —so much so that
some authors take a particular con-
version crisis in May 1899 as the
beginning of political organizing
among Muslims*- and centered on
the key question in the battle between
Croat lay intelligentsia and the Cath-
olic church hierarchy, that of whether
Muslims could be considered to be
Croats, as well as Catholics.*

Stjepan Radi¢, an ideologue and key
figure in the Croat Peasant Party
(Hrvatska Seljacka Stranka, HSS) in
the inter-war period, who opposed
the establishment of the Kingdom
of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes under
the Serbian Karadordevi¢ dynasty,
continued to employ the tactics of
trying to co-opt Bosnian Muslims
and claim a historical right to Bosnia
and Herzegovina.* Following Radi¢’s
assassination in the Yugoslav parlia-
ment by Punisa Raci¢, a Serbian Rad-
ical deputy, in June 1928, the HSS
party —which by then had become
the centerpiece of the Croatian na-
tional movement- was taken over by
Vladko Macek.

The tensions between the Serbs and
the Croats reached a climax in the
late 1930s. In August 1939, in order
to resolve them, Serb Prime Min-
ister Dragi$a Cvetkovi¢ and Macek
reached a deal whereby Bosnia and
Herzegovina ceased to exist as a dis-
tinct political and administrative
entity. Under the Cvetkovi¢-Macek
Agreement, they split BiH between

Serbia and Croatia, with the autono-
mous region of Croatia (also known
as Banovina Hrvatska) annexing
roughly one-third, while the Serbian
region kept the remainder.

When, after World War II, Macek
was asked about the status accorded
to the Muslim population of Bosnia
and Herzegovina in the deal, he -who
is lionized in present-day Croatia as
a great statesman- responded: “We
agreed [that] when it comes to Bos-
nia and Muslims, to regard Muslims
as if they don’t exist. And that is how
we acted.”* The initiative for the divi-
sion of Bosnia came at the initiative
of a Croatian political establishment
that continued to view the arrange-
ment as a way of accommodating the
dispute with the Serb-dominated re-
gime in Belgrade.”’

After the Axis powers attacked Yugo-
slavia in April 1941, Bosnia and Her-
zegovina was occupied by the Nazi
satellite Independent State of Croatia
(Nezavisna DrZava Hrvatska, NDH)
under the leadership of the Ustasha
Poglavnik Ante Paveli¢, a notorious
right wing politician and self-styled
fascist.”® However, the antemurale
myth remained salient even after its
establishment and throughout the
existence of NDH, whose genocidal
regime systematically targeted Jews,
Roma, Serbs, and Communists be-
tween 1941 and 1945. Whilst the new
regime adopted Starcevi¢’s views on
Muslims officially designating them
as “Croats of Islamic faith,” the an-
temurale myth continued to under-
pin the official ideology of Croatian
nationalism as not only “local patrio-
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The Catholic Church, including
its senior clergy, has not
stayed away from contributing

to the stigmatization of the
Muslim population of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, building
upon the antemurale myth

tism, but loyal service to the whole of
[the] white West*

Kisi¢-Kolanovi¢ argues that the basis
for the Greater Croatian obsession
with Bosnia and Herzegovina rests
in its geography and the view that
without the incorporation of Bos-
nia and Herzegovina in the Croatian
state, it would be considered as “spa-
tially incomplete”* Tudman echoes
this argument almost verbatim in
the meeting with the Bosnian Croat
leadership in December 1991. He lit-
erally stated: “Therefore, we should
not count Bosnia and Herzegovina as
God-given (...) the establishment of
Bosnia and Herzegovina has placed
Croatia in an impossible situation
in the territorial sense. We cannot
organize an independent Croatia in
the administrative sense like this, let

alone defense-wise”*

On this occasion, Tudman was
merely repeating his public and long-
held views on Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina. In 1990, Tudman wrote in his
book National Question in Contem-
porary Europe that: “Granting Bosnia
and Herzegovina the status of a sep-

arate federal state made the territory
and geographic position of Croatia in
the sense of economy and traffic ul-
timately unnatural and very adverse
in the widest national and political
sense.” As far as Bosnian Muslims
are concerned, Tudman wrote that
“the Muslim population in a large
majority, in terms of ethnic composi-
tion and language, is indisputably of
Croat origin”* Whereas it is tempt-
ing to dismiss Tudman’s writings to-
day, it should be kept in mind in the
words of Ivo Banac that he “legiti-
mated himself in his various writings
in which it is important to recognize
his entirely original contributions to
the Croat national policy”* and that
he was in a unique position to act on
his beliefs with the full might of the
Croatian state.

Asaresult, at the beginning of the dis-
solution of Yugoslavia, three distinct
but interrelated positions emerged
within the Croatian national main-
stream politics in regards to Bosnia
and Herzegovina by the beginning of
the dissolution of Yugoslavia: (i) Cro-
atia historically acted as a bulwark of
Christianity in opposition to the Ori-
ent represented by Bosnian Muslim
population; (ii) Croatian state, and in
fact, Croatian statehood itself, was un-
tenable without incorporating whole
or parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina;
and (iii) the Muslims continued to be
represented as either Oriental aliens
or long-lost brethren who needed to
be emancipated and embraced within
the Croat nation.

During the early 1990s and after the
signing of the Dayton Peace Accords
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in 1995, both the key instrument in
the execution of the policy based on
the political and cultural pattern of
incorporation of Bosnian territory
and cooptation -or, alternatively,
ethnic cleansing- of Bosnian Mus-
lim population was the main political
platform of the leading Croat ethnic
party in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the Croat Democratic Community
of Bosnia and Herzegovina (HDZ
BiH), a sister and proxy party of its
namesake in Croatia. With the sole
exception of the president of HDZ
BiH Mate Boban (who died in 1997),
the entire political and military lead-
ership of HDZ was tried before the
International Criminal Tribunal for
the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and
found guilty of crimes against hu-
manity. Nonetheless, Croatia still
continues to use HDZ BiH in its pur-
suit of the strategy of undermining
the sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The Head of the
Catholic Churchin
Bosnia, Cardinal
Vinko Pulji¢, has
contributed to the

. stigmatization

of the Muslim
population of Bosnia
and Herzegovina,
building upon the

(FONIRREEES  antemurale myth.
g \ : \ 7 ELVIS BARUKCIC/ AFP /
@ i\ / Getty Images

Meanwhile, the Catholic Church,
including its senior clergy, has not
stayed away from contributing to the
stigmatization of the Muslim pop-
ulation of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
building upon the antemurale myth.
For instance, the archbishop of Sara-
jevo, Cardinal Vinko Pulji¢, the top
figure of the Catholic Church in Bos-
nia and Herzegovina, commented re-
cently in an interview with the Italian
Religious Information Service: “Un-
fortunately, Europe does not know
Islam well and does not understand
what it means to live side by side with
Islamic radicalism.™*

The approach the Republic of Cro-
atia has adopted in undermining
Bosnian sovereignty is multifaceted.
First, Croatia continues to covet Bos-
nia and Herzegovina. The preamble
of the Croatian Constitution views
the Cvetkovi¢-Macek agreement and
the establishment of Banovina Hr-
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Croatia is now pursuing its
ambitions in Bosnia and
Herzegovina under the guise of

membership of the European
Union and NATO and is likely to
continue to do so

vatska as one of the sources of Cro-
atian statehood. In addition, Article
10 guarantees “special care and pro-
tection” to “parts of Croatian people
in other states,*® which serves as a
“legal” argument for blatant Croatian
interference in the internal affairs of
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The second prong of the Croatian
strategy towards BiH is the system-
atic denial of political and legal re-
sponsibility for Croatia’s actions, or
actions on its behalf, in Bosnia and
Herzegovina during the 1992-1995
war. In 2000, the Croatian parlia-
ment adopted the Declaration on the
Homeland War, claiming that Croa-
tia conducted a “just and legitimate,
defensive and liberation war*” Most
recently, the Croatian parliament
adopted a highly controversial dec-
laration on the position of the Croat
people in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
which not only attempts to re-inter-
pret the history of the country, but
also seeks to re-arrange the country
in line with the official Croatian posi-
tion; i.e. that Bosnia and Herzegovina
may only exist as a sum of the three
ethnic communities, which in itself
represents an attempt to re-establish

the millet system.* In the meantime,
Croatia’s political elite, led by Presi-
dent Kolinda Grabar-Kitarovi¢ and
Prime Minister Andrej Plenkovi¢,
has intensified its campaign of med-
dling in the political process in BiH,
using its membership in the EU and
NATO to further undermine the
standing and sovereignty of Bosnia
and Herzegovina.*

The third and final prong is the use
of HDZ BiH to pursue war-time goals
of transforming the constitutional
and political system of Bosnia and
Herzegovina along the lines defined
by Franjo Tudman in the early 1990s.
To this end —following the December
2016 decision of the Constitutional
Court of BiH that ruled partially in
favor of a complaint lodged by for-
mer HDZ politician Bozo Ljubi¢,
essentially arguing that Croats from
Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Biha¢ should
be legally banned from becoming
members of the House of Peoples of
the Federation of Bosnia and Her-
zegovina- HDZ BiH has hijacked
the political process in the country.”
Presently, HDZ BiH is threatening
a total political shutdown following
the general elections held in October
2018 in which its candidate for the
tripartite Presidency of BiH lost to
the civic-minded ethnic Croat Zeljko
Komsi¢. Most recently, the Central
Election Commission of BiH devised
a formula for the election of delegates
to the House of Peoples of Bosnia and
Herzegovina that Bosnian political
scientist Jasmin Mujanovi¢ described
as “virtual coup.””! The country’s po-
litical system now has reached the
stage of complete gridlock as a result
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of the policy pursued by Croatia and
its proxy HDZ BiH.

In conclusion, as this commentary
has attempted to demonstrate, there
is a long history of Croatian preten-
sions on Bosnia and Herzegovina,
underpinned by a political and cul-
tural pattern that sees the country
and its Muslim population as less
equal and less European. That pat-
tern is likely to continue playing a
central place in Croatias policies
towards Bosnia and Herzegovina.
In fact, Croatia is now pursuing its
ambitions in Bosnia and Herzegov-
ina under the guise of membership
of the European Union and NATO
and is likely to continue to do so, es-
pecially in the absence of a compre-
hensive political strategy for BiH and
the region of the former Yugoslavia
in general on the part of both the EU
and NATO. In other words, Franjo
Tudman may be dead, but his legacy
of racial ideas about Bosnia and Her-
zegovina and the Bosnian Muslims is
still very much alive. @
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