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FIGURE 9-4, The "Contact Group” Plan
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1992, the cochairmen proposed to set up a negotiating group of the major
powers—a Contact Group composed of representatives from the EE.H&
States, Britain, France, Germany, and Russia—to work out the missing
ingredient to a general peace, of an agreement between the new Bosniac-
Croat federation and the Bosnian Serbs. The UNPROFOR-ICFY mo-
mentum of February—March then went on hold until July, while yet another
peace proposal was constructed (see figure 9-4).

Conclusion

This chapter began by identifying two sets of problems that ,n_za_.mum
from the international approach to the war in Bosnia-Herzegovind (an
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m_o_um_ mnn.:_‘:x on the one _S.:m. and those which only _..Enm& humani-
tarian assistance, on mﬁ o&nb and H.:n Tnx wm :ummnmss&am of the pursuit
of national self-determination and its implications for international inter-
vention, which resulted in a constant tension between the view that the
war in Bosnia-Herzegovina was a civil war among ethnic groups and the
view that this was a war of mmmn.nmwmo: by its neighboring republics of
Serbia and Montencgro (neither view being correct). These problems re-
fect above all the application of instruments designed for a different set of
problems and a different nB]nrm. cold war, in brief—that were not appro-
priate to this conflict. The paucity of ideas about how to approach the
problem and the inadequacy of those first applied out of habit or availa-
bility were demonstrated in the increasingly ad hoc character of the inter-
national response—trying out elements lifted from other engagements that
were considered successful and repeating in one part of the country ap-
proaches that were used in another, regardless of the difference or similar-
ity between them and of the success or failure of the first instance.

The experience of attempts to stop the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina in
its first two years, from April 1992 to April 1994, suggests three conclu-
sions in particular. One is that the current distinction between humanitar-
ian concerns and security interests and the form of intervention appropriate
to each is unsustainable in such wars. At a minimum, such conflicts require
an understanding of threats to international security that is different from
that which dominated thinking during the cold war. The second is that
political negotiations over conflicts of national sovereignty can only pro-
duce a complex Cyprusization, when the major powers behind those ne-
gotiations are unwilling to define and agree on a policy concerning the
right to a state and perceive no vital interest to do anything more than to
contain the conflict. The third is the fallacy of containment. Let us examine
cach briefly,

The Misplaced Distinction between Humanitarian
and Security Interests

The one consistency in international action toward the conflict in
Na-Herzegovina was that the interests at stake did not justify a%rawwﬁ
Pt in support of humanitarian goals; this included the refus

the Uniteq States to send any soldiers to the ground at all. The overriding
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menting its global mandate, but ﬁ.ﬁ.‘u:h WOWBSW ﬂ.mwm& in t
itself. This suited the majority convictio y SUEGpE that this wa
war in which Europeans should not mix, m:_. it suited the Unite
which remained guided throughout its po M< _mrmmm by n.ra p
upholding ?Q»:Sm. norms of mcnovnwu.wh. g o, al mo..QEQ that Yugo-
slavs should obey (primarily ﬂ.ro% embodied in the Ie_!:_.c Accords cop.
cerning borders and human rights) rather than address ?Gq problem. By,
even the interventionists used moral arguments, %38&5@ military actigy,
to defend a system of values and a class of :Sncim.: No more than their
governments, they never argued the more compelling motives of €conomic
or national interest because that would have required substantiaj rethink-
ing on all sides to recognize the ?:&.NBQS_ security interests for nations,
Europe, and the international order in the type of conflict represented by
the Bosnian war.

The humanitarian mission undertaken by the thousands of brave
peacekeeping forces and staff workers of UNHCR and other humanitarian
organizations such as the International Committee of the Red Cross and
nongovernmental charities clearly saved lives and assisted in innumerable
ways the right to asylum, safc transit, and food and shclter necessary to
winter survival of the populations at risk. The question remains, however,
whether there was an alternative. Would there have been such a need for
this assistance and could even more deaths have been prevented if the
political and security issues had been confronted more directly? The course
of the war itself was influenced by the presence of a humanitarian mission
and this international approach, which makes the counterfactual question
even more difficult to answer. But was this the most cffective way to
approach this conflict?

Whereas the UN peacckeeping forces did not enter Croatia until 2
cease-fire had been signed and had held for nearly three months, the hu-
manitarian organizations and peacckeeping forces sent to protect %&:
entered Bosnia-Herzegovina in the midst of a war. The very organization
that had opposed action during 1991 as interference in the internal affairs
of 2 sovercign state was introduced into the conflict when that state had
ceased 1o exist. The organization most constrained by the norms of sov-
ereignty and neutrality was chosen to deal most immediately with s.s:.sm
parties who were fighting to achieve separate recognition of their OW9
soveraignty and its rights of non-interference within their claimed borders.
Wxargﬂam principles require neutrality, consent of the partics, and :.j

Shigagement that allow the use of force only in self-definse. These P

nvr.—iﬁnw:n&:‘_zn resources for nationalist leaders aiming to create ?
state and 1o

#ain international recognition. fn implementing these princ”
M”.m.” UN organizations on the ground became vehicles of their stater
 effect not obscrvers but integral parts of the political struggles
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that included war. This in turn constantly interfered in the abil;
implement the C.Z a.:uummg. . ability to
Any humanitarian operation is based on the distinction bet :

yilians and warriors, but civilians in this war were e &<§§s_63 cie
ped by fighting: they were its intended subject. The humanitarian w,\ trap-
and the UN force providing them essential protection and assist, gencies
inadvertently trapped into a Hobson’s choice between protest "Nnn were
international attention and acting the accomplice. Because th ﬁ“&ﬁ
obliged to ensurc refugees” right of asylum, for example, oy iﬂnawn ncmo_‘m
of facilitating the combatants’ policies of population transfer or expul se
to create national states that excluded from their peion

i territory all those of the
wrong cthnicity or those who opposed the policy of cthnically pure areas
The obligation (and prudence) to request consent of a warring party mop

passage of relief convoys through the territory it controlled left the relief
forces little choice but to accept the terms of passage, such as what they
could and could not transport and when. Seen as concessions to their
opponent, however, this then risked compromising their appearance of
neutrality to the other side. Government forces criticized them harshly for
assisting the aggressors and war criminals. Others accused them of co-
vertly delivering arms and ammunition to Government forces. In a war to
define the populations as well as the territories of new states, any aid to
those populations was perccived by the other sides as aiding their enemy.
The rule of consent was at the same time a golden opportunity for
Sn,:.s\uqa:m party to have its authority over a territory recognized as
legitimatc. Bosnian Serbs, in part because they had the fewest alternative
sources of recognition from an international community that labeed them
the aggressors, were particularly inclined to subject UNHCR and
UNPROFOR convoys to endless inspections and restrictions on their free-
dom of movement. More than half of all humanitarian aid went to support
mﬁ%ﬁ em@: by feeding and supplying soldiers. Control over the distri-
ac:o: of aid was a primary basis of local power; rivals deprived of this
source of patronage (not only across ethnonational lincs but especially
Mw_ﬁ_v“mﬁwsn QME.& could not survive for long. .wnnucmn supply routes _A-S&.
o g an :é@ were among the most important strategic oe..nn:._.ﬁ
military offensives, there was a necessary conflict between warring
m“”“_ﬂ“:a the UN organizations over the control of routes, a conflict
the war and the humanitarian goals.
kinds of nq.m ctermination 5.5 made this UN mission <=~W§u e :w %
princigle m icism moq‘_sm%nnnzgaa_ On the onc hand, 1 wcspn »n» s
could mar ¢ Qw:,nga _:‘::& the frecdom of aggn_ix E%..a n:.u.
tiona] no=<c:m=o=|..8 deliver aid and to report on violations of mnte
entions, signed ceasc-fire agreements, and mandated weapons-
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exchusion zones. Major powers were not .sw:m:m to create a peace-enforce.
ment mission, so the mandate could be implemented only to the extent
that the parties gave their consent. On the other hand, the Bosnian goy.
ernment and its SDA leadership expected, gnwﬁww Bosnia was 3 recog-
nized member state, that the UN should protect its sovereignty against
the Bosnian Serbs. Many Bosnians and Bosnian supporters believed that
the principle of neutrality was 68:«. inappropriate because it assumed 3
legal, military, and moral equality wngﬁna them and the heavily armeq
Bosnian Serbs that they did not accept. Simple logic told them that the
UN'’s neutrality meant it was in fact siding with the Serbs. Explaining the
distinction between a humanitarian mission and one aimed at the defense
of a nation’s borders and sovereignty only brought out the Incongruity of
such 2 mission under the circumstances and a cynical response about
fattening lambs for the slaughter.

In responding, through the Security Council, to the real and the
perceived ineffectiveness of the UN mission, the major powers in effece
admitted that part of the problem was their own unwillingness to commit
sufficient military force to implement the principles they proclaimed, for
they added more and more peacekeeping troops and more and more mil-
itary assets. But this ratcheting up of the meaning of “‘all necessary means”
applied to the humanitarian goals. It did not alter the other source of the
problem—the major powers’ unwillingness to state an objective other than
containment with charity. Their response did nothing to remove the con-
tradictions in the mandate or between the mandate and the nature of the
conflict. Instead, they expressed dissatisfaction by adding more and more
tasks to the original mandate and making it ever more difficult to fulfill.

The most blatant case of the contradiction embedded in most Security
Council resolutions on the conflict was the concept of safe areas. This was
the quintessential humanitarian task in motivation: to protect civilians in
six Muslim-majority towns that were largely within Serbian-held territory
and encircled by Serbian artillery by declaring them demilitarized and
threatening the use of air strikes against those heavy weapons if they fired
into the town. In two cities, Sarajevo and GoraZde, this protection was
extended to the creation of weapons-exclusion zones, activating the prin-
ciple of demilitarization with commitments of NATO air power and op-
erating procedures that delegated to the UNPROFOR commander and
civilian head the authority to call in close air support to defend UN
personnel or air strikes on weapons in violation.

An additional tactic of warfare was thus encouraged. The Bosnian
government turned the safe areas into bases for rest, recuperation, and
resupply of troops within “enemy” territory that it hoped to regain and
for bases from which to fire out of their enclave into Serbian-claimed
territory. The aim of the latter was to provoke Serbian artillery fire O
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invoke the use of air power umas.m..nro Serbs and to us
and test of UN and 2>HO. credibility that safe areas
other cities and towns m,:_.:_mlu\ at risk from shelling
Mostar) to reinforce ,r.ﬂn vﬁm»mpzmu strategy of bein
umm:..mm._on and deserving military wmm_mgnn. To Bo
pose of these enclaves was not wsq:.mu.:m:»: but strategic, a tactic of the
Bosnian Muslim government to gain international

: / : protection for pocke
of land that would break up into an indefensible patchwork the nonmmco.m

territory Serbs claimed in order to deprive them of a viable state. In
targeting the safe areas, however, they found an excuse within the human-
itarian concept—that if a safe area was not in fact demilitarized but rather
an active Bosnian government military installation, they could attack it to
provoke international attention. Even if they risked being bombed, they
could thereby exert pressure on the UN to create an exclusion zone that
would be more likely to demilitarize the area in fact; they could hope to
force movement on the diplomatic front to obtain not only a local but a
general cease-fire and pressure for a political settlement to end the war that
would give thermn recognition of their statehood; and in the worst case, that
of no international attention, they might succeed in expelling the Muslim
civilians and taking the territory.

The creation of safe areas, motivated largely by the humanitarian
objective, thus made possible an escalation of the war and further exposure
of civilians to bombardment. Because the safe areas were created explicitly
as havens for Muslim-majority towns and against Bosnian Serb attack,
protecting them with air strikes risked compromising the neutrality of the
UN mission. The more that air power was used, the more it moved the
UN mission toward war against the Bosnian Serbs, risking not only
retaliation against its personnel but also a fundamental change in the man-
date from a humanitarian to an offensive or enforcement operation that
required different rules of engagement and statement of mission. This view
was reinforced by the fact that the primary proponent of assertive use of
ar power, the United States, had no troops on the ground i Bosnia-
Herzegovina and held to the view that this was not a civil war but a war
of Serbian aggression. But the result was also constant pressure on
UNPROFOR officials to activate air power, threatening a shift from de-
cisions that carefully weighed the costs and benefits of a particular air
action in relation to the humanitarian tasks throughout the republic and
the efforts to bring the war to an end by negotiation and cooperation
mong the parties to a contest of wills and relative power between NATO

and the UN and between the United States and its allies with troops on
the ground, e+
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He The humanitarian objective of international intervention in Bosnia-
feegovina also included upholding international and European conven-
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1 humanitarian norms. This goal was a priority for the
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ency: monitoring violations nm international law an Z Rwo_c:oi 50 ag
to shame the parties by public attention, or its threat, into ocmn_é_:m the
norms. But fighting interrupted the freedom of movement necessary for
UN military observers or :.ﬁ ICRC S.vnnmonﬁ.&_m task, whereas ng
warring party preparing a EH.__SQ offensive or activities Hrw..ﬁ violated the
norms would be likely to give consent to observe violations of those
norms—expulsions, massacres, Smmw.l:s.‘_mmw they &SE& to be seen,
Those parties who already had widespread international support were
more vulnerable to international opinion but less likely to be exposed,
whereas those who were most accused of such atrocities and on whom
media attention focused—the Bosnian Serbs in the case of Bosnia-
Herzegovina—were far less susceptible because they had little internationa]
support to lose or to try to maintain. In fact, the conditions in which
publicity and shaming were most likely to have their desired effect (stop-
ping such violation) were those that promoted the outcome the United
States and the Bosnian government supporters also opposed—the further
creation of states on ethnic bases and the consolidation of power for na-
tionalist leaders, such as when it gave leaders an excuse to dismiss local
rivals (as occurred with the exposure of the Bosnian Serb detention camps
in summer—fall 1992 and their eventual closing).

The problem lay not in the goals but in the methods. The primary
policy was to declare that warring parties and regional leaders obey exist-
ing norms regardless of their actual effect on civilian lives or the contin-
uation of war and with little attention to the means necessary to enforce.
The recording of numbers of atrocities, artillery and mortar rounds, flights
of soldiers and supplies, and deaths was of no use without external action,
for the observers themselves did not have the mandate or the rules of
engagement to prevent them. The U.S. government pressed for an inter-
national war crimes tribunal on the model of Nuremburg, apparently
intending that this would deter violations of the Geneva conventions on
conduct in war and against genocide by holding leaders accountable for
“serious violations of humanitarian law™ and would force leaders to ne-
gotiate.*> Many argued that it was one thing to look the other way at 2
Pol Pot or an Idi Amin, but when the threat of genocide reached Europé,
the Ednwa:nm had to be revived. Otherwise, the world community would
lose the instrument itself for lack of legitimacy.

e
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But threats that pushed warriors further into a corner and that in-
— ed Ennsa,.\mm to createc a mwﬁun:n state and the sanctuary inherent in
national sovereignty were ::.rrm.:\ to stop the war, Investigations into
abuses caused by ethnic &nmsmim in both O.S»a» and Bosnia-Herzegovina
were taking place at the same time as new, intensified campaigns of forced
expulsion and Garmamn of von:_p.cc:m, under cover of cease-fire and mil-
itary peace. >nnc.mwno:m of war crimes and threats of prosecution after the
war against political leaders who claimed to be acting to protect the nation
tended to induce fiercer loyalty among their followers rather than rejection.
By ignoring this counterproductive result—encouraging the conditions
that led to <womwno=ml|m.=wﬁo22m of the War Crimes Tribunal appeared
to give priority to mnmn:&:m.arw norms rather than to preventing conditions
that would result in more victims.

A threat depends on its credibility. The fact that the war was in part the
result of a process of political disintegration and the destruction of one state
and creation of others meant that the conditions for upholding norms without
external force did not exist.*” Political and military leaders unaccountable to a
stable legal order are unlikely to have the “paper trail” necessary for legal pro-
ceedings.®® Moreover, because the procedure was pushed largely by the United
States, the accusations became a servant of American policy toward the conflict
itself, which required a conspiracy of silence about atrocities committed by
parties who were not considered aggressors. Such atrocities by Bosnian Croats
were acknowledged at Mostar, Stupni Do, and Ahmié. Timed when Bosnian
Serb forces were pressing in August 1992 for a political settlement and again
in December 1992 when opposition forces in Serbia had realistic hopes of de-
feating President Miloevic in Yagoslav elections, a war crimes prosecution was
given priority over the goal of a political settlement. UN envoy Madeleine Al-
bright intensified pressure for the tribunal and its financing during 1993, ar-
guing that the U.S. policy was following two separate tracks, one seeking
negotiations and one aiming toward a tribunal. The British insisted that the
two were in conflict. The original proponents of a war crimes tribunal, in fact,
were antiwar activists within the country (particularly from Belgrade but also
from Sarajevo) who believed that a tribunal would wnterrupt the cycle of revenge
that kept the conflict going. It would take the obligation of vengeance out of
the hands of local communities and citizens and hand the task of judging and
punishing to an international body of neutral, respected professionals, enabling
all victims to begin the healing process.

The humanitarian focus was also seriously constrained by its reliance
on n._uo. categories of victims and victimization. Focusing on the defense of
vicims instead of on the military or constitutional protections necessary
to prevent their victimization created more victims. This was most no-
ticeable, as discussed above, in the American defense of Muslim victims
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multicthnic state and to no_;:ﬁ:wn.:s.‘._iuz .::nm._‘:.x One conld noy defing
Muslims without consistently %:.ﬁ#::m Bosnta as a concept, Whep the
Bosnian army went on the c&.%fcn to control or to retake fand, ma_.am:
support for the Bosnian KE_..:; EE,&. .&:w: EQ L) erc.q acted fike
victims, the basis for defending ::.._: wis 932: Lo sustain, Indeed,
reports of atracitics and ethnic a._m.m:.ﬁ_.._w by Z:.v._:: militia as well secmed
to affirm the judgment that military intervention was not wisc and that
this was in fact a civil war after all.

The most problematic consequence of the focus on bumanitarigy
needs, moral arguiments, and the _dc&. to uphold universal normg instead
of arguments based on vital security interests was the role it gave to the
mmass media, the most sophisticated weapon of the late twenticth century,
Monitoring and recording abuscs of norms depended on publicity and
media attention. The image of victim, pasticularly within Europe, wag
unusually telegenic and was well suited to the “human interest” and (per-
versely) “entertainment” approach of television news in the 19905 thar
abhors complexitics and emphasizes the fast-moving “sound bite"” mea-
sured in seconds. The country was far more accessible to journalists and
to their audiences than many other places. Twenty-two journalists were
killed in the first nine months of the war; four more were missing and
presumed dead.” The traditional Balkan portrait is of backward peopies,
but they are not only fully Europeans but also highly cducated in com-
munications technology and sophisticated in its manipulation. Just as na-
tionalist intcllectuals and politicians had used the mass media to encourage
war at home, they also built it into their external strategics.” It was the
most successful weapon of the Bosnian government. Whenever attention
to Bosnia’s plight lagged, the government provoked incidents around Sa-
rajevo and other safe areas. These incidents were immediately reported live
by ham radio operators employed by the government. The resulting public
pressure was so persistent that cven the Bosnian government’s most con-
sistent supporters began to complain. In the fall of 1993, for example,
members of the U.S. administration berated the dangerous role of the
global media in stimulating humanitarian impulses for action that was not
in the interest of the United States. The administration referred to nE.m.
phenomenon as the “CNN curve” of public opinion.” *“Television images,
Secretary of State Warren Christopher told the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, ““cannot be the North Star of America’s foreign policy. ™
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Classifying unh_dd toward Yogoslavia as “humanitarian” did nys ha
By denying any polirical or strategic objective, Western m@ﬂaaﬂma ;
their publics no other option ,gn. to pressure policymakers op rcasgﬂm
cthical grounds. But ?.5»:;».:»:53 is rardy sufficient motive for sy
wained political action or cffective policy. When the Bosnian war was n:mu
rering its second winter and citizens had far fewer reserves of fuel and fat
than the previous ycar, European donors had committed only 20 percent
of the food and funds necessary for UNHCR to sustain the population—
even though UNHCR was there to protect European states from an even
greater refugee flow by assisting displaced persons within Yugoslav bor-
ders. Because moral outrage is organized within individyal countries
cultures, and media networks, it cven exacerbated the tendency om&mﬂn:p
Jeaders to address their policies on the Yugoslav crisis toward the attention
span of domestic audiences and a voting cycle,

Morcover, this was a false humanitarianism. Channeling moral con-
cerns into humanitarian relief while refusing to confront the political causes
of the conflict (both within the country and among foreign powers) was
creating more war, morc casualtics, and more need for humanitarian as-
sistance. The humanitarian approach was only a way for the EC and the
United States to avoid defending the choices they had made and defining 2
political objective in intervening. There was a particular irony, in fact, in the
offer of humanitarian aid after Western creditors and leaders had demanded
welfare cuts, unemployment, an end to socialist securities, and an absence of
safcty nets other than land ownership and family protection in the austerity to
repay forcign debt and implement economic reform in the 1980s. The cost to
the United States alone of military operations to enforce the no-fly zone and
economic embargo and to drop aid packages from the air during 1993 was far
in excess of $300 million.” Bosnian medical doctors criticized UNHCR in
the m._.ﬂ year of the war for delivering medicines appropriate to diseases and
conditions in a third world setting but not to those in Europe. But the orga-
nization was transformed by the magnitude of the conflict, and it managed to
n_ds.n_n supplies such as orange juice and toiletries that would never be delivered
to third world populations.™ European governments spent fabulous sums on
the spectacular evacuations of children for medical care in their capitals when

the medical skills were available locall and the repair of d i
would be far less costly, ”s ! P S

Cyprusization?

. The mn:caQ of humanitarian assistance was meant to last only as long
rw it took to achieve a political agreement that would justify a true peace-
€PIng operation and permit reconstruction, UNHCR depended on vol-
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contributions from donor governments for which the high com.
untary eal. After its first twelve-month mapg
missioner often had to app . - ndate, the
UNPROFOR mandate was _.ﬁ,.an S:ni,nr or longer than six BQE; ata
time. But the political negotiations, é?n operated E.E.Hn_ to this inter.
vention (the original division o.m Hm.wo, @wnimns negotiations and pegge.
keeping had survived the onmn_:nm::.u:m_ __:r.:m ﬁ.Omzwﬁ of the EU and
the UN), suffered from the unsustainable distinctions in the approach g
that intervention. The consequence was to prolong the end of the wa and
to fill the vacaum with cease-fires that threatened a complex form of
Cyprusization. N .

The primary problem was ;m: the political negotiations were based
on the principle of “good offices”—Western leaders repeated frequenty
that it was up to the people of Bosnia to decide their fate—but that they
also intended an outcome (as a principle of European security) that wag
not neutral. Commitment to the sanctity of the republican borders and to
a minority-rights concept of national rights m.Eoﬂna some warring parties
(in Croatia, the Croatian government, and in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the
SDA leadership) over others. Negotiations were also based, however, on
the goal of avoiding military action, including peace n:m..onnognzﬁ. .minn
Western powers refused to enforce these :osnozq.& n:ounw? hegotiators
had to obtain a voluntary agreement among warring parties to commit
them to enforce it themselves.” The EC and CSCE idea of good offices
presumed that the parties could compromise through Snmn.uauao? but the
negotiators refused to entertain the compromuises that might ru<.n n:an@
the war in Bosnia sooner and prevented its spread, compromises with their
own positions such as exerting pressure on the SDA leadership to negotiate
when they did not militarily control land they claimed, redrawing repub-
lican borders, or permitting special relations among Serbs caught on dif-
ferent sides of international borders as a guarantee of the security and
national rights they sought (the same applies to Croats, but that was
conceded by the Washington Agreement in March 1994). . .

Europeans declared that they would not accept an outcome in Bosnia-
Herzegovina that was not coincident with their commitment to E:S,_-
ism.” At the same time, however, they encouraged ethnic partition to avoid
military commitment in March 1992 and to obtain a cease-fire—any cease-
fire—in the fall and winter of 1993-94. U.S. President Clinton declared
for more than a year beginning in January 1993 that the United States
would only accept a political agreement that was fair and that the wo%_u.:
government considered just. Even though he continued his predecessors
msistence that no U.S. ground troops be deployed to enforce such 2“
agreement, his policy delayed a settlement because the Bosnian m.oﬁ.BBBm
had no incentive to negotiate any compromise, when the United St
offered air strikes against Bosnian Serbs, a lifting of the arms embargo,
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and covert—and eventually overt—military aid to win back contr.
Bosnian territory. o

One result of this contradiction between the declare
negotiations and the E.UE.& choice about w%.Emm_In and
comes was that negotiations went Eo::a.E endless circles. Political ne-
gotiations no.c.E not question the recognized republican borders, while
warring parties Ennoum_:m.? created a reality of national territories, includ-
ing their resident populations. The On_.z.gmn. policy of recognition to legi-
timize the republican borders for Croatia in place of interposing troops
?né:nmm unr:os.\_namansn that states were not yet fully sovereign, that
their fates were linked, and that a more rapid end to the war might be
reached if territories were negotiable or compensations were re
where they were not.

By treating Bosnia-Herzegovina as separable from the rest of the
former country, not only were negotiators limited aBS»sn&_«. in their
options, but proposals alternated between those that acknowledged the
emerging partition on the ground by recognizing three ethnonational en-
tities and those that insisted on denying such entities (at least to the Bos-
nian Serbs) to recreate an integral Bosnia-Herzegovina. Recognition of
the Bosnian Muslim leadership gave it the public relations advantage in its
media strategy, but this meant that political negotiations became a part of
the media war to put pressure on international public opinion and from
there on foreign governments. Geneva negotiators found frequently that
the Bosnian government had reached the media with privileged informa-
tion even before it had briefed the secretary general and the Security Coun-
cil—making serious negotiating extremely difficult. But all leaders used
the negotiations to erhance their own visibility, stature, and authority in
power struggles at home, to gain time for military advances, and to con-
solidate their national political entities rather than a Bosnian state. Signa-
tures were not commitments so much as ways to delay while military
mu_.wn,w regrouped and built up their strength and to sway international
OPInions to one’s own side as peacemakers and against one's opponents
who did not sign. Since the momentum of negotiations lagged behind the
Mmomentum of the military situation, the maps and the constitutional
Proposals within peace packages were also inevitably behind, based on
government goals and the relative bargaining position of the various sides
that had prevajled months before. All this made the Geneva process appear
Wneffectual and undermined the authority of the cochairmen.

The same contradiction undermined the authority of the UN forces
MMnMMnm ground. Two aspects of this oon.ﬁu&nc.o: generated the dominant

m. One was the result of sovereignty norms: was the UN there to
Protect Croatian and Bosnian sovereignty or to protect the norm ﬁ.;. sov-
ereignty through neutrality and consent? The other was the conflict be-

ol of all

d neutrality of the
w:waamwzu_n out-

quired

s b iy { & )

2

d
4




e

328 STOPPING THE BOSNIAN WAR

T ——

ds and means arising from the norm of mwé:mms@_ that the UN
tween mn:nmoa:m (or equipped to enforce) the particular outcome approveg
Mwmﬁwnn. mnunnn:»a.o:a community. But M_..am“ﬁ%m_n mwmmn of mnrn .%&.EEW
authority of UN forces was the contradictio _: b mandate itself asa
result of conflicts among Western powers on the am.# policy. In Croatia,
nnunn_aaﬂzm forces were sent to Eo_:m_mm a nnwmn.. ire »man..uin.: befire
Croatia became a member of the .CZ. at subsequent anEos. granted
Croatia sovereignty over the territory protected by UN forces in direct
contradiction to their mandate in .nrn Vance n_mm to protect the peace
“without prejudice to the final wo::nm_ mnﬂ.am«:n_:.. Although TEEES?
jan assistance and UN protection arrived in Bosnia-Herzegovina .uman its
admission as a UN member state, the Bm:mmﬂ also was not to ,.Eﬂmna
in the political and military no:Eom but H.o.vaoﬁmm JE..:»ESEH_ aid to all
civilians regardless of ethnicity while political negotiations ﬁ.oor place else-
where. Until those political negotiations came to a conclusion or Western
powers chose to intervene militarily, the UN would be trapped in contra-
dictory requirements: to give preference to the government ofa Bﬂw&ﬁ
state in all political dealings (in practice, the m.U> leadership of wnnmama
Izetbegovié) and to give preference to neutrality among the three parties
of that government (SDA, HDZ, and SDS). . . .

The contradiction was embedded in all Security Council resolutions
after May 20, 1992, which reemphasized the humanitarian mission and
principle of consent while simultaneously attempting to support the mﬁ.,m-
nian government leadership’s fight for sovereignty. It invaded the entire
peace process at Geneva under ICFY beginning in September 1992. It led
to conflicts and tensions between UNPROFOR and the different mon.zn.:
of major power engagement—the Security Council, the UN Secretariat in
New York, and ICEY. Many of the tasks assigned UNPROFOR nosE not
be implemented, in part or in full, because they were contradictory. Limits
wer¢ imposed on what UNPROFOR could do to promote peace .oﬁ.ﬂ_ﬁ
ground while political negotiations stalled. Persistent and harsh criticism
from the political authorities in Zagreb and Sarajevo for not implementing
their expectations of the UN presence combined with popular anger &.
citizens who were told that the UN forces were there to guarantee their
sovereign borders against aggressors contributed to the image of ineffec-
tiveness emanating from the difficulties in Geneva.

Since both these contradictions and the similar ones v_pm:m:w.%n
negotiating process contained within them the conflict in interpretations
of the war and possible outcomes between the United States and Europt:
the repeated attempts of major powers to present a united front toward all
warting parties was not in fact able to reduce the tensions between thed
over a permissible political solution, the best means to terminate the m\m:_
and the vulnerability of troops on the ground to the U.S. policy of ft
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.nd strike”” The growing frustration of the leaderships in Sarajevo and
Zagreb with the presence of UNPROFOR was matched by that of their
strongest patron, the United States. The C..:.no& States, responding to its
frustration umaz.mﬁ CZE»OmO.w for not QWEW 2 more assertive posture
against the Bosnian ?na Croatian) Serbs, Sn._.nmﬂnm_w criticized its civil-
ian head, Yasushi Akashi, and UN peacekeeping in general.

Outsiders insisted that they could do little other than assist civilian
victims while the conflict played itself out. Yet the continuing delays at the
bargaining table and :Eu.BE.Em on the ability of UNPROFOR to imple-
ment cease-fire and demilitarization agreements to the letter led to a grow-
ing impatience at the cost of ﬁrn. UN operation. This was the costliest
ﬁmunannE:m on@&s.o_w in UN history, as well as the largest—its annual
pbudget of $1.6-1.9 billion was almost half the entire peacekeeping budget
of the UN.” The priority on containment also encouraged impatience
because it seemed that the longer the war continued, the greater was the
risk that it would spread. Impatience became the defining factor in nego-
tiations, rather than the goal of achieving a realizable outcome. The war-
ring parties were increasingly under pressure to sign a peace agreement—
by July 1994, the Contact Group peace proposal made a take-it-or-leave-it
demand of the Bosnian Serbs—rather than to change their approach.
Moreover, this toughened bargaining stance on the part of the international
community conveyed a lingering doubt about U.S. support, since that
would require President Clinton to follow through on his commitment to
send ground troops to implement a true peace agreement.

As a result of the various limitations on a political settlement, nego-
tiators from ICFY and in UNPROFOR returned time and again to the
more limited objective of achieving cease-fires. They made the reasonable
assumption that as long as there were active hostilities, the conditions for
a settlement would continue to deteriorate, Bilateral agreements were far
easier to negotiate than the multilateral deals necessary for the republic, as
were cease-fires that froze territorial gains without acknowledging political
rights. Localized cease-fires in particular did not have to prejudice the
overall outcome, and local security interests were not always the same as
those of the republican or federal government.

UNPROFOR officials thus began to focus on building a peace, piece-
meal, “from the bottom up,” which created stalemates on the political
1ssues and allowed each side to buy time to further its goals, but which
also provided conditions in which murual interests might redevelop. But
for all their benefits, such cease-fires are bought at the price of frozen lines
of confrontation, partial but unlegitimized autonomics, and a continuing
sense of personal insecurity that the absence of a comprehensive political
agreement on territory and sovereignty would bring a resumption of hos-

tilities and the use of military force to hold, take, or regain territory if the
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chairmen Cyrus Vance Eﬁ David O,.zd: were hopeful that signatures on
their peace plan for Bosnia-Herzegovina were only a matter of days away,
These expectations were precipitously dashed when the negotiations ::p
raveled as a result of the military incursion at Maslenica, Zemunik, Perug,
and the surrounding area in Croatia on January 22. The response of ﬂrm
SDA leadership, particularly President Izetbegovic, to the July 1993 pro-
posal to partition Bosnia-Herzegovina into three states was to seek o
expand. Having lost their project of a Bosnian state and concerned about
the strategic n._,& mno:cwun viability of their “piece,” they began to assert
that the Muslim-majority area of the SandZak in Serbia and Montenegro
had originally been part of Bosnia and that they would seck, either mili-
tarily or politically, to link up with it.

If the principles of transparency and internationally declared borders,
implemented by unarmed or lightly armed monitors, were insufficient to
prevent the war from spreading to Croatia and then to Bosnia-Herzego-
vina, what would make them work in Kosovo and Macedonia? The official
answer was that these warnings were accompanied by economic and dip-
lomatic sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro and that, although they
had not seemed to stop the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, this
was because the sanctions had needed time to work. By July 1994, the
diplomatic efforts of the newly created Contact Group to end the war in
Bosnia-Herzegovina by imposing a peace proposal on the Bosnian Serbs
came to depend entirely on the ability of President MiloSevic to isolate the
Bosnian Serbs in exchange for a gradual lifting of the sanctions.* Act one,
in the Washington Agreement between the Bosnian government and Bos-
nian Croats, similarly centered on support from President Tudjman to
exert pressure on Bosnian Croats. The question remained whether this
diplomatic strategy to use the leverage of the two presidents would bring
a settlement or whether it would only keep alive the national bases of
political formations that were being created in the Balkans. Accepting that
there was no legitimate reason to deny to the Bosnian Serbs the same nm_._n
granted Bosnian Croats to confederate with Croatia, French foreign min-
ister Alain Juppé publicly contradicted the U.S. policy in early Seprember
1994. The result, however, was an immediate announcement by the elected
president of the Kosovo Albanians, Ibrahim Rugova, that they too, there-
fore, had the right to confederate with Albania.” .

The policy of containment had allowed the major powers to 1gnore
the political questions at stake, but if they did not confront these issues
directly and seck solutions that transformed incompatible mo»._m into ac-
ceptable compromises and provided security guarantees for individuals
and nations instead of for states, the conflict could not be contained.

s — i d—

Chapter 10

The Dynamic of
Disintegration and
Nationalist Wayr

m ew .m:maw or outside <=.mom_u5u had believed the dire pre-
dictions in 1990 or earlier that the country would disinte-
grate in bloodshed, or even the forecasts in 1991 that violence would spread
The European Community mediators and foreign ministers from the Sowm
active states such as Germany and Austria assumed that they could :ew...v.-
tiate Slovene and Croatian independence with minimal violence, leaving
the rest of the country to form a rump Yugoslavia. There would thus be
three states where there had been one. In July 1991 many people in Yugo-
slavia also believed this would happen.

Even in February 1992 many in Sarajevo could not conceive of war in
Bosnia-Herzegovina. They saw no will to war, and they felt protected by
the complete intertwining of the lives of individuals from different national
communities and by the multicultural tradition that defined Bosnian cul-
ture. The same refrain—*“it can’t happen here; we've lived together for-
ever”—could be heard during 1992-93 among leaders of multiethnic states
in the former Soviet Union. The Soviet Union had also dissolved in spite
of the conviction in Western capitals during 1991 that the policy signals
that they were sending from the Yugoslav case would be enough to prevent
the breakup.

This failure to predict and to prevent was 2 failure to understand the
real causes of the wars. The views underlying Western policy 82.»&
Bosnia-Herzegovina, as discussed in chapter 9, made this worse. One Ve
was that this was a civil war, ingrained in the history and temperament of
the Balkans, particularly Bosnia, and inclining its populations inevitably
toward ethnic conflict and war over territory whenever an imperial of
dictatorial protection collapsed. The other mxv_mnwaozl..nxv»:msgwﬂ
2ggression by a revanchist Serbia—accused Jeaders in Serbia {often onfy
President Slobodan Milogevi¢) of having 2 deliberate plan to annex tersitory

333




