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FOREWORD

The continuing warfare in the former Yugoslavia looms as one
of the most intractable problems in contemporary world politics.
For four years the international community has struggled merely
to contain this fire and prevent it from inflaming a general
European crisis. Only now does there seem a real chance of
extinguishing it. By late 1994, it was apparent that the danger
of continued fighting could fracture the NATO Alliance and lead
to the spread of the wars in the former Yugoslavia. Bearing this
possibility in mind, the Strategic Studies Institute (SSI), U.S.
Army War College, convened its second annual roundtable on the
subject on January 30, 1995. SSI asked the specialists published
in this volume to assess how we have gotten to the present
situation, to define its parameters, and, finally, to suggest
where we should and might be going in the future.

Because of the continuing urgency and intensity of the
crisis these wars have caused, SSI offers the analysis and
information herein to specialists, policymakers, and laymen alike
with a goal of helping to clarify the issues at stake in former
Yugoslavia.

RICHARD H. WITHERSPOON
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, Strategic Studies Institute



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Stephen J. Blank

By the summer of 1995 it appeared possible that the wars in
the former Yugoslavia had reached a climactic point. During that
summer Croatia's army revealed itself as a professional,
competent force and recaptured the Krajina territory lost to
Serbia in 1991. Though this campaign led to thousands of Serb
refugees, neither the UN nor the West did anything and, indeed,
it was clear that this offensive enjoyed tacit Western support.

In August 1995, immediately following this campaign, the United
States launched its own diplomatic offensive that combined its
political standing, Croatia's military prowess, and NATO bombing
of Bosnian Serb positions due to Serb shelling of Sarajevo and
other safe havens. While the outline of an accord was signed in
Geneva on September 8, 1995, stating that Bosnia would be a state
within its internationally recognized borders and would contain a
Serbian entity (Respublika Srpska) that could have ties abroad,
the bombing continued as the Bosnian Serb military leadership
refused to bow to NATO demands for withdrawal of its artillery
from the exclusion zone around Sarajevo.

Thus, although a peace accord, or the outline of one exists,
the wars are hardly over and most, if not all, political issues,
remain to be settled. This most recent turn of events, described
above, reflects the fact that already by June 1995 United States
and its allies stood at a dangerous fork in the road in
confronting the wars in the former Yugoslavia. The truce
negotiated in December 1994 never was really effective and by
April it had broken down totally. In May, Croatia launched a new
offensive to regain Serbian-inhabited territories lost when
Serbia invaded in 1991. By doing this Zagreb further exposed the
inadequacy of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), the
UN mission in Yugoslavia, as a force for peacekeeping.

Since Croatia, Bosnia, and the Bosnian Serbs were all
willing to go on fighting because they believed that they had
more to gain from war than they did from any negotiation, these
events made the position of the UN's forces even more precarious.
These events, by June, had led to increased shelling by both
sides in the vicinity of Sarajevo and other major Bosnian cities.
These truce violations further dramatized the helplessness of the
UN's forces and once again revealed that they were ultimately
hostages to the belligerents' intentions. When General Rupert
Smith of the United Kingdom, UNPROFOR's CINC, called for NATO air
strikes on the Bosnian Serbs on May 25-26, 1995, the Serbs
retaliated by making hostages out of the UN soldiers. Thus, for
the second time, UNPROFOR found itself in danger of exposure as



an ineffective military force. Worse yet, until the Croatian Army
swung into action, it seemed as if the Bosnian Serbs would be
able to go on defying the world, seizing cities, conducting
massacres and ethnic cleansing, and so on with impunity.

As this chronicle of events through the summer of 1995
shows, apart from the consequences to the UN, the consequences
for the West have been enormous. NATO and the European Union
have, until now, shown themselves unable to devise any workable
responses to the crisis, leading many to doubt their competence
or relevance in dealing with future European crises. After
meetings in the Hague on May 29-30, 1995, the only response was
to send more troops, and to concentrate UNPROFOR in fewer towns.
Ultimately, the cities which UNPROFOR leaves will be abandoned to
the fates of war, and the probable result will be a partition of
Bosnia by default. Meanwhile, the members of these organizations
who have troops in Yugoslavia, mainly France and Great Britain,
ever more insistently demand that unless the fighting is
terminated, or the UN mandate and response toughened up, they
will remove their troops. Because these are NATO allies, the
United States has promised to take the lead in providing up to
25,000 troops in a much larger NATO force (the exact number
remains to be determined) to undertake an extrication of UNPROFOR
from Yugoslavia. Since such an operation will, at best, take
several months, the Clinton administration faces the prospect of
a prolonged military operation. At present this operation has no
discernible political goal and will take place against the
opposition of Bosnia, and perhaps the other belligerents (who do
not want to lose their hostages and risk NATO's direct attacks).
Should the new Jacques Chirac regime in France and the British
Government decide to withdraw, the United States may then be
challenged to live up to its commitment to use force on behalf of
its allies.

These considerations perhaps explain the timing of the U.S.
diplomatic intervention and the Croatian offensive. Without such
actions, and NATO's takeover of the campaign from the UN, Serb
humiliation and defiance of the world community would probably
have taken stronger forms. As it was, in the summer of 1995, the
Bosnian Serbs had demanded a pledge of no more NATO air strikes,
intensified their shelling of cities, and conducted massacres of
those captured in these cities. They also enjoyed the protection
of Russia, who had refused to allow the Contact Group of the
United States, Germany, France, Great Britain and itself to use
violence against the Serbs, forcing a temporizing response. Both
the Bosnian Serbs and the Serbian government in Belgrade had also
refused to accept a political solution drafted by the Western
powers that would recognize Bosnia in return for a gradual end to
UN sanctions. In other words, while fighting escalated and the
number of belligerents could easily widen, the United States and
NATO had not gotten closer to a true political solution. Thus any



further intervention could well trigger a pan-European crisis by
increasing the tensions already inherent between Russia, Serbia's
patron, and the involved Western forces. At the same time,

failure to arrive at a Western political consensus over

objectives was continuing to erode the cohesion of the alliance.

Many of these dilemmas were already visible in late 1994
when it was clear that the belligerents still saw war as their
best alternative and had good reason not to accept proposals
brokered by the West or the Contact Group. For this reason, the
Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College convened
a roundtable in Washington, DC, on January 30, 1995, to examine
all the aspects of these wars and their likely developments.

The complexity and intractability of these wars, with their
multiple intransigent combatants and issues, have stymied efforts
at a resolution and led Secretary of State Warren Christopher to
call Yugoslavia "the problem from hell." That complexity obliged
SSI to try to provide a synoptic view of the many ramifications
of these wars so that our audience could gain a broader
appreciation of the issues at stake and the magnitude of the
repercussions of any further decisive action. Accordingly, the
scholars at the roundtable analyzed the problem from military,
political, and diplomatic perspectives, and speculated on its
implications for European security.

The sequence of the papers presented here follows this
outline and suggests how difficult it has been and will be to
bring these wars to termination. These difficulties do not by any
means exhaust all the problems, real and potential, that have
emerged in the wake of the breakup of the former Yugoslav state.
Thus it proved impossible to provide a detailed examination of
the Macedonian and Albanian issues that are themselves microcosms
of these ongoing wars. This work is by no means definitive.
Nevertheless, we hope it will be useful to our readers in helping
understand the importance of the issues, the problems raised by
these wars, and the urgency of finding a way to terminate the
suffering before these conflagrations expand geographically.



CHAPTER 2

THE CRISIS IN BOSNIA HERZEGOVINA:
PAST, PRESENT AND FUTURE

Paul Shoup

The Bosnian crisis—the "problem from hell" as Secretary of
State Warren Christopher has called it—is now about to enter its
fourth year. The conflict, which began in April 1992, has been a
humanitarian disaster and has seriously strained relations
between the United States and Europe. The spring of 1995 brought
renewed fighting, and some significant gains by the Bosnian
Muslim forces. Whether these gains will be only temporary remains
to be seen. Meanwhile, there is a glimmer of hope, not evident
earlier, that negotiations for a political settlement will
recommence, if only both sides are willing to forgo the effort to
score a decisive victory over the other.

The course of the war can be quickly summarized. The front
lines stabilized after the initial gains of the Serbs in 1992.
The United Nations launched an unprecedented relief effort in
Bosnia and actively, if unsuccessfully, attempted to mediate the
conflict. NATO assumed new responsibilities in respect to the
protection of civilians within Total Exclusion Zones (TEZs) and
Safe areas. Although UNPROFOR came under sharp criticism for
allowing the Serbs to violate UN resolutions dealing with Bosnia,
UN commanders and their troops achieved near miracles in keeping
the population fed and civilian casualties down. The efforts to
find a political solution nevertheless failed. By the spring of
1995 there was still a slight hope that the Serbs might be won
over to the Contact Group plan, but the prospects were for a
protracted conflict and possibly a withdrawal of UN forces.

The account to follow will elaborate on these points and
comment on the options open to the United States and its NATO
allies in dealing with the Bosnian crisis. So far, the United
States has wavered between throwing its support behind the
Bosnian government and backing the Europeans in the search for a
political settlement which would, by its very nature, involve
concessions to the Serbs. Both American and European policies
toward the crisis have been marked by uncertainty and confusion,
compounded by the glare of publicity surrounding ethnic cleansing
and atrocities committed against the civilian population.

The stage was set for international intervention in the
conflict in the spring of 1992, when it appeared that Sarajevo,
under siege by the Serbs, was on the verge of starvation. In
June, after difficult negotiations with the Serbs and the
Bosnians, UNPROFOR took over responsibility for the Sarajevo
airport, and humanitarian aid began flowing into the city. Aid



convoys were organized to bring assistance to the rest of Bosnia
as well. The aid kept the civilian population alive but also,
unfortunately, created an artificial economy which sustained the
contending parties—and fed their armies—through the first 3 years
of war.

In retrospect, the West could have acted more decisively at
this stage of the crisis. The destruction of Sarajevo might have
been halted by a NATO ultimatum to the Serbs to withdraw heavy
weapons as soon as the siege began, rather than 2 years later.
The Muslim-Croat conflict in 1993 might have been avoided if the
United States had taken forceful action—as it did in the spring
of 1994—to end the fighting between the Croats and the Muslims.
It is also perhaps true—if more problematical-that the embargo on
arms to Bosnia could have been lifted in the first months of the
war without jeopardizing the role of the UN in Bosnia, or placing
strains on relations between the United States and her allies.

Yet it is also the case that from the beginning the United
States and Europe faced a dilemma: they could work through the
United Nations to reach a solution to the crisis, which meant
trying to mediate between the parties; or they could come to the
aid of the Bosnian Muslims, as victims of aggression, which would
mean taking sides, antagonizing the Russians, and endangering
humanitarian aid to the victims of the war.

The Vance-Owen plan, introduced in the fall of 1993, sought
to reconcile these underlying contradictions by proposing a
quasi-protectorate for Bosnia under UN auspices. The plan, if
implemented, would have rolled back Serbian territorial gains.
The proposal was ambitious, and hinged on American support, which
was given only grudgingly. The American alternative to Vance-
Owen, "lift and strike," was nevertheless of dubious merit. Lift
and strike promised an open-ended and perhaps futile war to roll
back Serb gains, and if implemented would have encouraged the
partitioning of Bosnia, an outcome which the United States
adamantly opposed.

In any event, the Vance-Owen plan collapsed in the spring of
1993, rejected by the Bosnian Serb parliament of the Republic of
Serbs (RS). Lift and strike was opposed from the outset by the
Europeans, who viewed the proposal as a threat to the UN
operation in Bosnia. The two mediators representing the
International Conference on Former Yugoslavia (ICFY), Owen and
Stoltenberg, then proposed a plan under which the borders of
Bosnia would remain, but the country would be divided among the
Serbs, Muslims and Croats. The three ethnic regions would be tied
together in a loose confederation. In effect, this meant the
partitioning of Bosnia. The Owen-Stoltenberg plan would have
required the RS to return certain areas to the Bosnians, but most
of the territory which had been subject to ethnic cleansing by



the Serbs after the conflict broke out—Eastern Bosnia, Bosanska
Krajina and the Posavina—would have remained in Serb hands.
Negotiations over the Owen-Stoltenberg proposal consumed most of
the second half of 1993. In the end, the international mediators

were unable to gain the consent of the Bosnian government to a
plan which did not return lost territories and denied the

Bosnians access to the Adriatic sea in the south and to the Sava
river in the north.

The military situation remained largely unchanged during
1993. The Serbs consolidated their positions by widening the
corridor linking Bosnian Krajina in the west and Semberija in the
east, and by seizing the strategic town of Trnovo, which had
linked Muslim territory in central Bosnia with Gorazde and Muslim
enclaves in eastern Bosnia. In August of 1993 the Serbs also
managed to push the Bosnian Muslims off Mt. Bjelasnica and Mt.
Igman, raising fears that the siege of Sarajevo would be
intensified. American pressure—the first significant intervention
of the United States in the conflict—lead the Serbs to agree to
the positioning of UN peacekeepers on Mt. Igman, and the threat
to Sarajevo was averted. Earlier, in April, Serb forces launched
an attack on the Eastern enclaves of Srebrenica and Zepa. A last-
minute agreement with the UN created a safe area around
Srebrenica. This was followed by a UN Security Council resolution
which established a total of six safe areas: Sarajevo,
Srebrenica, Tuzla, Gorazde, Bihac and Zepa. (See Figure 1.)

Fighting between the Muslims and the Croats broke out in
central and southern Bosnia in the spring of 1993 and continued
into early the following year. The confrontation was a serious
setback to the principles of multiculturalism and ethnic
tolerance in Bosnia, and revealed underlying tensions in the
Croat-Muslim relationship hitherto overlooked by the
international community. The fighting was marked by ethnic
cleansing and atrocities similar to those that had taken place in
areas seized by the Serbs. The siege of Mostar by the Croat HVO,
which began in June and was not lifted until the following
February, was particularly devastating. Outside of the Croat
strongholds in the south, the fighting favored the Muslim forces.
The Croats were finally compelled to bring in Croat regulars (HV)
to stop Muslim advances in central Bosnia. The international
community in turn demanded the withdrawal of Croat troops and
raised the prospect of sanctions against Croatia. By early 1994
the Croats were threatened with international isolation, a factor
which undoubtedly eased the task of the Americans in persuading
the two parties to end their conflict in February.

The fighting in 1994 brought no major changes in the battle
lines outside eastern Bosnia and the Bihac pocket. Muslim forces
launched several major offensives in central Bosnia during the
summer. After initial successes, the Bosnians suffered a severe
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setback when, on July 6, Bosnian units fell into a trap in the

vicinity of Mt. Ozren and were decimated by Serb artillery.

Bosnian offensive against Trnovo fell short in the beginning of
November. The Bosnian army was initially successful when it
launched an attack southward out of the Bihac pocket in early
November, but the Serbs responded with a counterattack which had,
by mid-November, succeeded in encircling Bihac. These attacks put
the Serbs on the defensive for the first time, but did not

achieve lasting gains for the Bosnian forces.

The Muslims and Croats were able to score limited, but
significant, victories when they joined forces against the Serbs.




The siege of Maglaj was lifted in the spring when Croat units
besieging the city withdrew. In November the Bosnians and Croats
collaborated in the capture of Caprice, a strategically located

town in southern Bosnia which had changed hands twice in the
course of the fighting. On the other hand, the Croats failed to
come to the assistance of the beleaguered Fifth corps in Bihac in
November. Nor did the Croats support the Bosnian drive on Doni
Vakuf at about the same time, instead launching an attack from
the Croat stronghold of Livho against neighboring Serb towns
(Glamoc and Bosansko Grahovo).

The most serious crises in 1994 resulted from Serb attacks
on the civilians in Sarajevo and the Muslim enclaves in eastern
Bosnia. The UN and NATO responded to this danger by threatening
air strikes against the Serbs, and by establishing safe areas. On
February 5, over 60 persons were killed by the explosion of a
mortar shell in a market in Sarajevo. NATO responded by issuing
an ultimatum to the Serbs on February 9. The ultimatum gave the
Serbs 10 days to remove their heavy weapons from the area around
the city, or turn the weapons over to the UN peacekeepers. A
NATO strike against the Serbs was narrowly averted the next day.
Finally, amid rising tensions, the Serbs turned over the bulk of
their heavy weapons to UN peacekeepers, and removed the rest from
the total exclusion zone (TEZ). A ceasefire negotiated by the UN
commander in Sarajevo, General Michael Rose, ended the fighting
and prevented a Bosnian break-out under cover of the NATO
ultimatum, and Russian troops were inserted along the
confrontation line. Later an agreement was reached for limited
movement of civilians in and out of Sarajevo and the opening of
access routes to civilian traffic. °

For a brief period in the spring of 1994, the international
community seemed to have the upper hand in Bosnia. The
improvement of the situation in Sarajevo created a feeling of
optimism and the hope that the war in Bosnia had entered a new
and less violent phase. There was talk of extending a NATO
guarantee to other cities in Bosnia which had already been
declared safe areas.

The Serb attack on Gorazde showed just how difficult the
defense of the safe areas would be. The unexpected Serb offensive
began at the end of March. Within a week, the Serbs appeared to
be on the verge of overrunning the city. Serb artillery began
shelling the city center. Several NATO air strikes followed, ® but
the Serb offensive showed no signs of abating. Finally, on April
22, NATO issued an ultimatum. Serb forces were to withdraw three
kilometers from the center of Gorazde and Serb heavy weapons were
to be removed from a 20 kilometer TEZ around the city. "The
following day the Serbs ceased their attack and several days
later withdrew their forces. On April 23, NATO, still convinced
that the Serbs would not let up and fearful that NATO's continued



inaction would undermine the credibility of the alliance, decided

to launch a major air strike at Serb positions around the city.

Yasushi Akashi, the UN's civilian representative in Yugoslavia,

refused to give his consent to the operation. Akashi's decision

was unpopular in NATO and lay the UN open to charges of being

soft on the Serbs, but may well have prevented a Serb backlash

against UNPROFOR which could have had disastrous consequences for
the humanitarian effort in Bosnia.

The crisis over Bihac in the summer and winter of 1994 was
precipitated by the defeat of the forces of Fikret Abdic, who had
broken with Sarajevo the previous fall. The Bosnian government's
Fifth Corps defeated Abdic's rebellious units in July. The Serbs
countered with an offensive launched from Krajina, in Croatia, in
September, which was repulsed by the Bosnians in an action in
which General Mladic barely escaped capture by Bosnian troops. On
October 26 the Bosnians launched an offensive southward from
Bihac which overran several Serb villages. On November 6 the
Serbs launched a counterattack and within a week Bihac was under
siege by Serb forces. Once again NATO was drawn into the conflict
when the Serbs began to penetrate into the city proper, following
a number of unsuccessful efforts by Akashi to arrange a
ceasefire.

The situation was exceptionally delicate. The Croat Serbs
had joined the conflict in July, and the Croat Defense Minister,
Gojko Susak, had warned that Croatia would enter the fray if the
city was at risk of falling into Serb hands. Serb planes based in
Krajina (that is, in Croatia) attacked Bihac on November 18,
leading to a NATO strike on the airfield at Udbina, located on
Croat soil, on November 21. The Bosnian Serbs seemed determined
to take Bihac, oblivious to warnings from NATO and accusations of
adventurism by the Milosevic regime in Belgrade. On November 24
NATO met but failed to issue an ultimatum to the Serbs to
withdraw from Bihac due to disagreements within the alliance. °On
November 26 a NATO raid on SAM missile sites was vetoed by
Akashi and General Rose, ending NATO involvement in the Bihac
crisis. Serb forces, for their part, halted their advance into
the city on the 26th, and the crisis passed.

NATO's failure to launch air strikes against the Serbs
attacking Bihac was widely criticized as a blow to the
credibility of the international community and NATO, and a signal
that the Serbs could "do as they wished" in Bosnia. ** This would
appear to be an oversimplification. NATO was ready to launch air
strikes if the civilian population was seriously endangered, and
this fact served as a deterrent to Serb forces at Bihac, who were
careful, it appears, not to target civilians when shelling the
city. ™ Gorazde, it later proved, suffered less damage than first
reported. ** This suggested at least a degree of Serb concern over
the effects of the fighting on the civilian population and over



the possibility of a NATO attack if the shelling of either
Gorazde or Bihac continued.

In any case, the Serbs had not had a great deal of success
in attacking well-defended Bosnian positions. The stalemate in
the battle lines since 1992 lent credence to the charge that Serb
tactics, which featured massed artillery fire against urban
targets, were not effective without a WeII trained and motivated
infantry to finish the job. ® The Serb army was also probably
concerned not to suffer any more casualties than were absolutely
necessary, both because the army was short of manpower and
because it had close ties with the Serb people, who would object
to young men losing their lives fighting for purely Muslim
territory, no matter what the strategic importance of the
objective.

The Bosnian Muslim forces, for their part, proved to be able
successors to Tito's Partisans, moving through enemy lines to
launch surprise attacks from the rear and arming themselves with
weapons seized from the enemy. In frontal attacks against Serb
artillery the Bosnian forces were ineffective, as the battle in
the vicinity of Mt. Ozren demonstrated. (The Partisans
encountered a similar setback when they launched an ill-
considered infantry attack against the Germans north of Belgrade
in the closing days of World War Il.) In sum, the fighting during
the first 3 years of the conflict gave no indication that the
Bosnian army could seize and hold territory unless it was up
against an ill-equipped force of irregulars, as was the case in
the conflict with the Croats in central Bosnia in 1993.

Above all, the events of 1994 demonstrated the difficulties
of employing air strikes in support of safe areas and TEZs. NATO
and the UN, both of whom had to approve air strikes, could never
agree on purpose of these operations—to punish the Serbs, or to
send a warning to the Serbs that they should show restraint when
attacking civilian targets. The absence of additional UN
contingents to police the safe areas meant that both sides could
violate the UN resolutions on protected zones with impunity. This
was evident in Bihac, where, after the pull-out of French troops,
the UN was left with a small force of poorly armed Bangladeshi
troops. The Bosnian Fifth Corps used Bihac as a staging area for
its offensive against the Serbs in early November, making it
difficult to argue that the city and its environs should be
turned into a TEZ, as the Americans suggested at the NATO meeting
of November 24. When the fighting for Bihac began, the UN did not
even have a map of the Bihac safe area.

This did not mean that the policy of creating safe areas
was wrong. But the events of 1994 suggested that it was not
enough for the UN Security Council to adopt resolutions creating
safe areas without assuring the presence of a sizable UN force to
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police these zones, and before gaining agreement between NATO and
the UN over the circumstances under which air power could be used
to defend these protected zones if they came under attack.

By the end of 1994 the situation in Bosnia appeared to have
reached a stalemate. The Serbs had seized most ethnically mixed
Serb-Muslim areas in eastern and central Bosnia and the Posavina
region of mixed Serb, Croat and Muslim population in the north.

The Croats were ensconced in Western Herzegovina, and the Muslims
in central Bosnia. None of the participants in the conflict

appeared to have the military means to take and hold territory

outside their own ethnic strongholds, or to invest cities without

risking civilian casualties that could bring a response from

NATO.

The creation of a federation between the Croats and Muslims
in Bosnia could have had an impact on the military situation,
judging by the success of joint operations carried out by the
Croats and Muslims in 1994 and the successful defense of the
corridor by a mixed Croat Muslim force. But the federation
remained stillborn, and military cooperation between the Croats
and the Muslims was limited. ' Consultation with an American
military team lead by General Galvin in October 1994 failed to
produce an agreement for a joint command which would coordinate
and direct the Muslim and Croat war effort. Mostar remained a
divided city (even after being put under EU administration) and
the provinces where fighting occurred during 1993 remained under
the control of the local paramilitary forces, despite efforts to
create local government organs in which both Croats and Muslims
would be represented.

On the policy front, 1994 was marked by growing agreement
between the Americans and the Europeans on the need to find a
political settlement to the Bosnian conflict. The catalyst for
this change was the NATO ultimatum of February 9, following the
market massacre of February 5. The American position remained
faithful to its original premise that the Bosnian Muslims were
the aggrieved party. But for the first time, the Americans were
seized with a sense of urgency about the Bosnian situation, and
became actively involved in finding ways to end the fighting.

Under pressure from the Americans, the Croats and Muslims
signed a ceasefire on February 23. On March 1, at a meeting in
Washington, the Muslims and the Croats created the Bosnian
federation. The Americans then agreed to participate in the work
of the Contact Group of 5 nations (Germany, France, Britain,
Russia and the United States) which held its first meeting on
April 25, in London. With this step, the United States became
directly involved in crafting a peace settlement for Bosnia.

The deliberations of the Contact Group marked the third
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major effort of the international community to mediate the

Bosnian conflict. The group's proposal for a settlement was

leaked to the press in June and formally presented on a take-it-
or-leave-it basis to the conflicting parties on July 5. The plan

was rejected outright by the Serbs, and adopted only with great
reluctance, on July 18, by the Bosnian government. Although both
the Serbs and the Bosnian Muslims were unhappy with the plan, it
was clear that the Contact Group had crafted a proposal which the
Bosnians would find easier to accept than the Serbs would. Above
all, the plan left the constitutional status of the Republic of

Serbs (RS) in limbo. The RS was not recognized as an independent
state, nor was it allowed to confederate with Yugoslavia, as the
new Bosnian federation had already done with Croatia.

The Bosnian Muslims were also upset, for the map of Bosnia
proposed by the Contact Group gave a number of Muslim cities—
Zvornik, Vlasenica, and Rogatica—to the Serbs. Bosnian approval
of the plan, President Izetbegovic made clear, was a purely
tactical maneuver, designed to bring the opprobrium of the
international community down on the Serbs.

The parties to the agreement were to be induced to sign by
the prospect of rewards for agreeing to the plan or punishments
if the plan was rejected. If the Bosnian Serbs rejected the plan,
tighter sanctions were to be imposed on Serbia, and consideration
was to be given to lifting the arms embargo against the Bosnian
federation. A meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the Contact
Group held on July 30, following Serb rejection of the Contact
Group plan, proposed tighter sanctions against Yugoslavia.
Several days later, in a change of position, the United States
signaled Belgrade that sanctions might be eased if Yugoslavia
imposed its own embargo on the RS. The Yugoslav government
reacted promptly, imposing an embargo on goods flowing to the
Bosnian Serbs. The turnabout was complete when, six weeks later,
the United Nations adopted Resolution 943 relaxmg certain
sanctions against Yugoslavia.

The result of the aforementioned steps was the isolation of
the Bosnian Serbs. The Yugoslav and Serb governments threw their
weight behind the Contact Group plan, attacking Radovan Karadzic,
the President of the RS, for refusing to agree to the settlement.
Karadzic, for his part, undertook a purge of army and
intelligence officers deemed to be loyal to Belgrade. While this
was going on, General Ratko Mladic, the commander of the Bosnian
Serb army, dropped from sight, leading to speculation that he had
switched loyalties, and was now backing Belgrade. (His
reappearance in the battle for the Bihac pocket ended these
rumors.)

The continued refusal of the Bosnian Serbs to bow to
pressure left the international community in a quandary. The only

12



beneficiary of the steps taken to gain Serb consent to the

Contact Group plan had been the Milosevic regime in Belgrade.
Instead of harsher sanctions, the burden on Yugoslavia was eased
by concessions, which, although largely symbolic, appeared to
take the bite out of the sanctions policy.

The American response to this dilemma was to fall back on
air strikes as a means of "focusing the mind" of the Serbs on the
negotiations. The use of air strikes against the Serbs was
authorized under UN Security Council Resolutions only when it was
necessary to protect safe areas. The American position was that
air strikes could nevertheless be employed in defense of these
safe areas in such a way as to enhance NATO credibility and
impress the Serbs with the danger of their isolated position as
long as they refused to accept the will of the international
community.

There was widespread skepticism in the U.S. defense and
intelligence communities that a strategy based on air power could
work; one NATO officer was reported in the press to have wryly
remarked that "the last guy that tried that [Nixon] just died."

In defense of the policy of relying on air strikes to bring the

Serbs back to the bargaining table, it was possible to point to

the U.S. and NATO ultimatums of August 1993, and of February and
April 1994, which appeared to have moderated aggressive Serb
behavior.

18

The Bihac crisis brought home to the Americans the fact that
they could not impose their policy of punishing the Serbs on the
Europeans and the UN. The result was another reassessment of U.S.
policy at the end of November.  The United States decided it had
to negotiate directly with the Bosnian Serb leadership. In a
series of concessions, the Contact Group, with U.S. support,
suggested that the Bosnian Serbs might be granted the right to
confederate with Yugoslavia, and could seek changes in the map in
direct negotiations with the Bosnian Muslims. But these offers
were linked to Serb acceptance of the Contact Group map.
Furthermore, the Contact Group's concessions to the Serbs brought
an immediate response from the Bosnian government, which made it
clear that it would not accept any modification in the plan which
would allow the RS to enter into a confederal union with
Yugoslavia.

Thus, by the end of 1994 efforts to find a political
solution to the Bosnian crisis had ground to a halt. The tactic
of producing a plan designed to fit most, if not all, of the
demands of the Bosnian government had produced a backlash among
the Bosnian Serbs. The position of the Bosnian government was
also unclear. By approving the Contact Group proposal, the
Bosnian government had apparently bowed to the inevitable and
accepted the fact that Bosnia was to be partitioned. Yet, in all
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its pronouncements on the subject, the Bosnians insisted on the
integrity of the state of Bosnia. And even when it was
acknowledged that the Serbs were not apt to join the new Bosnian
federation, the Bosnians insisted that the Serbs could not be
permitted to form a confederation with Serbia proper.

By the beginning of 1995 the options open to the
international community in dealing with the Bosnian crisis seemed
limited. The controversy over whether to arm the Bosnian Muslims
or to try to reach a political solution to the crisis remained
unresolved. While American policymakers came to accept the
necessity of a political solution to which both parties would
agree, the United States was also wedded to the argument that the
Bosnians, as victims of aggression, had the right to defend
themselves and to recover territory lost to the Serbs. The United
States vigorously opposed attempts of the UN command in Sarajevo
to punish the Bosnians for violations of the TEZ in the summer of
1994, and rejected the notion that Bosnian use of the Bihac safe
area to launch an attack against the Serbs relieved the UN and
NATO of the obligation to come to the Bosnians' defense when the
Serbs counterattacked in November.

Options for the United States and the International Community

It remains, then, to examine the options open to the United
States and international community in seeking an end to the
conflict.

The first alternative would be to press ahead with the
search for a political solution. The Serbs may now be willing to
negotiate, following the recent Bosnian government offensive in
central Bosnia. But negotiations will be difficult because both
sides are fighting in a restricted space over territory,
possession of which determines whether one or the other will
emerge as a viable state with a compact territory and access to
the sea. The fate of the city of Sarajevo remains unresolved, and
perhaps unresolvable. Meanwhile, the continuing flow of
humanitarian aid to Bosnia makes it possible to continue fighting
without a total collapse of the societies and the economies of
the three state entities presently engaged in the conflict.

At the same time, the proposals for a settlement produced by
the international community lack credibility because of their
complexity and the extraordinary difficulties that would arise in
implementing the Contact Group plan, even assuming the good will
of the parties involved. Demilitarizing Sarajevo province would
be an immensely difficult task, while monitoring the maze of
choke points and ethnic enclaves contained in the Contact Group
map would be a peacekeeper's nightmare.
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If a political solution as presently envisaged may be
difficult to achieve and even more difficult to enforce, what are
the alternatives?

One is to support the Bosnian Muslims in their effort to
regain territory lost to the Serbs with the expectation that at
some point a true "balance of forces" will come into effect in
Bosnia, creating the conditions for a more equitable peace
settlement. Lifting the arms embargo, it is claimed by Bosnian
supporters in the U.S. Congress, would be a step in this
direction. A more sophisticated version of this argument opposes
lifting the arms embargo and opts for a war of attrition against
the Serbs, arguing that with time, and given the numerical
superiority of the Muslims, the Bosnian federation could regain
territory or at least wear the Serbs down to the point where they
would be willing to make a settlement on terms more acceptable to
the Bosnians and Croatians. In this view, air strikes are
counterproductive because they endanger the UN operation, which
serves as a shield for the Bosnians untll they can fight on more
equal terms with the Serbs.

There are a number of problems with this argument. Even with
its recent military build-up, the Bosnian army seems most adept
at guerrilla tactics. So far, these tactics have backfired when
it comes time to consolidate Muslim gains. The Serbs, for their
part, have not launched a serious offensive of their own since
the summer of 1993, choosing instead to mass their forces against
isolated enclaves such as Gorazde, Srebrenica, and most recently,
Bihac, in this way keeping losses to a minimum. Properly
speaking, the Bosnian conflict is not therefore a war of
attrition, but of thrust and counterthrust, often in areas which
are not of central concern to the combatants. (The battle for the
corridor illustrates this point; since 1993, the Serbs have
largely given up trying to broaden this strategically vital
front, and the Muslims have not repeated earlier efforts to cut
this vital east-west link for the Serbs.)

The Bosnian government can undoubtedly call on more young
men of fighting age than the Serbs, who clearly suffer from a
shortage of manpower. Over the long run this could prove to be a
decisive advantage to the Bosnians, who in any case now occupy
only 13-14 percent of the territory of Bosnia and do not have to
disperse their troops as widely as do the Serbs. Still one must
not assume that the discrepancy in numbers is that great. The
Bosnian claim that over half the population of the RS has fled
overlooks the presence in the RS of Serb refugees from other
parts of Bosnia. 2 UNHCR estimates for the spring of 1994 put the
population of the areas under the control of the Bosnian
federation at 1.6 million (both Muslims and Croats), and the RS,
at 1.17 million, not a decisive difference if one takes into
account the fact that the Croats living in the Bosnian federation
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have yet to be integrated into the Bosnian army.

Still, of all the alternatives offered here, a Bosnian
strategy which would put pressure on the Serbs to sign a peace
agreement would seem preferable. The question is whether the
Bosnian government is committed to such a strategy, that is,
whether it is really willing to implement the Contact Group plan
if the Serbs should finally decide to accept it.

The third alternative is to push ahead with efforts to
arrange a permanent ceasefire along the present line separating
the Muslims and Serbs. If a cessation of hostilities could be
arranged, UN peacekeepers could be interposed between the two
sides, artillery drawn back out of range, and a prisoner exchange
arranged, much as occurred after the ceasefire between the Croats
and the Muslims in February of 1994. Akashi, with the backing of
the UN commanders in Bosnia, has repeatedly sought to effect such
a ceasefire, most notably in June of 1994.

Unfortunately, the idea of a permanent ceasefire is an
anathema to the Bosnian government. It sees this as an effort to
impose the Cyprus model on Bosnia, freezing Serb gains. Such an
outcome also works against the Bosnian strategy of involving the
West in the struggle on the Bosnian side. The only situation
which might lead the Bosnians to accept a permanent ceasefire
would be a withdrawal of the UN peacekeepers from Bosnia. This
development does not seem likely for the moment, but could occur
if the United States unilaterally lifted the arms embargo against
the Bosnian federation, or if the French or British, under
domestic political pressure, decided to remove their peacekeeping
forces.

The Bosnian Serbs have from the start urged a ceasefire of
longer duration. Their interest in freezing the battlefield
confrontation lines is obvious. This explains the Serbs' interest
in getting former President Carter involved in the ceasefire
negotiations; Carter, along with Akashi, was patrtial to the idea
of a permanent ceasefire as a prelude to renewed political
negotiations. Carter's efforts produced a compromise ceasefire
agreement of four months, the maximum to which the Bosnian
government would agree.

The best prospect for peace, for the moment, lies in putting
continuing pressure on the Serbs to accept the Contact Group
Plan. The defeat of Serb forces on Vlasic appears to have
occasioned a confrontation between General Mladic and Karadzic.
General Mladic is said to have attributed his defeat to a lack of
munitions and fuel. If so, the embargo which the Milosevic regime
imposed on Bosnian Serbia is having its effect. Of the two
options—launching a major offensive, with possible high Serb
casualties, or trying to make the best settlement possible, the
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Serbs may now have to choose the latter.

But even if the Serbs should agree to the Contact Group
plan, a real settlement could be some time away. Repeatedly,
Milosevic has urged the Bosnian Serbs to agree to the political
settlements offered by the international community and then to
string out the negotiations. Thus, negotiations could continue
over the "details" of the plan for quite some time, accompanied
by low-level conflict.

In this situation, there is always the chance that one side
or the other, detecting what it thinks is a weakness in its foe,
will seek to gain a decisive advantage. The history of the
Bosnian conflict reminds us to expect the unexpected. Most
analysts failed to predict the Srebrenica crisis, or the Serb
attack on Gorazde. The market massacre of February 5 caught the
world by surprise. The UN did not even have a map of the Bihac
safe area prior to October 1994, #

Up to now, the policy of the international community on
Bosnia has been crisis-driven, each successive crisis serving to
"focus the mind" of the West on the Bosnian issue. This has
proven especially true in the case of the United States, which
has undertaken a policy reassessment after each of the major
crises of the last three years. In the most recent case, that of
Bihac, the United States was forced to reassess its policy of
using air strikes to bring the Serbs to the bargaining table, and
instead decided to offer the Bosnian Serbs the possibility of
eventually forming a confederation with Serbia. This step was a
major concession in light of the distaste of the American
policymakers for a "Greater Serbia."

So far, the adjustments in Bosnian policy made by the United
States have brought her closer to the European position. But this
need not be the case if another humanitarian disaster strikes
Bosnia. A war between Croatia and Serbia following the withdrawal
and restructuring of the UNPROFOR force in Croatia could bring
about another such reassessment. So could the collapse of the TEZ
around Sarajevo if the Bosnians were to attempt to break the
siege of the city.

The question is whether the United States would then opt for
lifting the arms embargo against Bosnia, or make further
concessions to the Serbs to win their support for a peace
settlement.

The fact is that certain steps can be taken which are
politically unpopular in the United States, but could encourage
the Bosnian Serbs to reconsider their stand on the Contact Group
map. If the international community were to give up its
insistence on sanctity of Bosnia's present borders, there would
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be nothing to prevent Serbia from absorbing the RS. The advantage
of this solution, from the point of view of the international
community, would be two-fold: it would make the Bosnian Serbs
less opposed to the Contact Group map-since it would mean the
realization of the Serbs dream of a "Greater Serbia"—and it would
vastly simplify the now-impossible task of implementing the peace
agreement, since the Yugoslav army could take over responsibility
for policing the new border with the Bosnian federation, while UN
peacekeepers could be concentrated in Sarajevo.

This is perhaps an extreme example of how a crisis situation
might lead the United States to accept a settlement which it now
rejects out of hand. For the foreseeable future, the efforts of
the international community, with the support of the United
States, will be focused on gaining Serb acceptance of the Contact
Group plan.

There is nevertheless the risk that if a new humanitarian
crisis arises the United States and her European allies will feel
compelled to punish the Bosnian Serbs by unleashing NATO. (As
this account has noted, NATO strikes against the Serbs were
narrowly averted on February 10 and on April 23 of 1994, the odds
are that the third time around, NATO will not allow Akashi to
stand in its way.) This would lead to an escalation of the
conflict, and UN personnel would be exposed to retribution from
the Serb side as well as provocations from the Bosnian Muslim
forces. The result could be the withdrawal of UN forces from
Bosnia. American ground forces might then be needed to help
extricate the UN contingents.

At this point, paradoxically, the United States might be
compelled to turn to Belgrade for assistance. Faced with the
prospect of U.S. troops engaged in fighting Serbs in the
mountains of Bosnia, the United States might agree to the
creation of a greater Serbia, providing its borders did not
deviate greatly from the Contact Group map.

The most likely scenario is that a low-intensity war will
drag on for some time to come. Under these circumstances the
prospects of American troops becoming involved in Bosnia would be
minimal. On the other hand, it is possible that the Bosnian Serbs
will decide to adopt Milosevic's strategy and accept the Contact
Group plan. This would not mean the end of the crisis, but would
put the issue of an American troop presence in Bosnia on the
front burner. By the same token, pressure for a UN pullout, or an
unexpected humanitarian crisis such as the collapse of the TEZ
around Sarajevo, could bring renewed American involvement in
Bosnia.

If this is the case, then the United States will very likely
have to confront the question of a troop presence in Bosnia in
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the years ahead, as well as the political alternatives to such a
policy. Perhaps the best outcome, from the U.S. point of view,
would be a no-war no-peace situation, a tailing-off of the

fighting which would not involve a formal political settlement

and a call for U.S. forces to implement a peace plan. But this is
not up to the policymakers to decide. In the meantime, one can
only hope that the parties to the conflict will decide that it is

in their own best interest to reach agreement among themselves.
Most nationally-inspired conflicts end only when this happens.

Perhaps, then, the best approach is to downplay the notion
of a political settlement, and emphasize to all parties that the
UN and the West will in the future play the role of facilitating
contacts among the parties, but no more, leaving the settlement
to the parties themselves. Unfortunately, the war in Bosnia has
become too close to all of us to permit this kind of calculated
indifference. We are, truly, prisoners of the Bosnian war, and no
clear solution offers itself. We can only hope that the parties
to the conflict show restraint, and that a peace settlement when
it comes, is a reflection of the real will of all the parties
involved, so that the U.S. role can be kept to a minimum.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 2

1. Under the plan, 52 percent of Bosnia would go to the
Serbs, 30 percent to the Muslims, and 17 percent to the Croats.
Both Karadzic and Milosevic approved the offer.

2. The Washington Post, November 3, 1994, p. A31.

3. A radius of 20 kilometers from the city, from which Pale,
the headquarters of the Serbs besieging Sarajevo, was excluded.

4. According to reports of the incident, the first
intelligence reports of the Serb reaction to the NATO ultimatum
suggested that the Serbs had launched a full-scale attack on the
city. The request for a strike never reached the UN, and bad
weather intervened. The Washington Post  , February 12, 1994, p.
A15.

5. The ceasefire agreement was reached on February 9-10, and
the agreement on civilian passage in and out of the city on March
23.

6. The first strike took place on April 10; F-16s, after
trying to locate Serb tanks, bombed what they thought was a
communications center. The second strike took place the following
day, when F-18s claimed to have destroyed a Serb tank. The third
and final strike was launched on April 15 and included A-10s and
British Harrier aircraft. One of the British Harrier craft was
shot down without loss of life.
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7. The April 22 ultimatum creating the TEZ around Gorazde
was extended to four other safe areas on the morning of April 23
(Tuzla, Zepa, Srebrenica and Bihac).

8. See  The Washington Post  , April 26, 1994, p. A8, for the
plan to "bomb the crap out of the Serbs."” This account also
suggests a political goal for such a move, to "force them [the
Serbs] back to the bargaining table."

9. The French blocked an American proposal to issue an
ultimatum requiring the Serbs to leave the city and create a TEZ,
arguing that the United States should supply the troops necessary
to police the agreement.

10. The Washington Post  , December 12, 1994, p. A31.

11. The New York Times , November 21, 1994, p. 1, quoted UN
officials as saying that for the most part the Serbs were
honoring the safe area, and that "the odd shells fall in the safe
area."

12. The Washington Post  , April 30, 1994, p. A18.

13. See The Washington Post  , March 7, 1993, p. C3, for the
report of Captain J.P. Mackley. He notes that there was not much
large scale combat in Bosnia. The Serbs depended heavily on tanks
and artillery and did not have the stomach for infantry warfare,
according to this account.

14. See note 24.

15. The New York Times , October 21, 1994, p. A8, notes the
failure of the Croats to halt the Serb bombardment of Bosnian
supply lines north of Mostar as an example of this lack of
cooperation.

16. On July 20 Izetbegovic almost rejected the plan upon
hearing that the Assembly of the Republic of Serbs had turned it
down. Radio Bosnia July 21 as reported in BBC Summary of World
Broadcasts (SWB) July 23 1994, quotes Izetbegovic: "l asked
myself whether we made a mistake in this case, whether our
positive reply was a good thing. Yes, yes, that was a good reply
because, by opting for peace, we scored all these political
points, and they lost them."

17. Civilian air flights, participation in international
sports events, and the opening of the ferry to Italy from Bar
were the principal-largely symbolic—steps taken. The resolution
also froze the assets of the Republic of Serbs and forbad their
leaders to travel abroad. The New York Times , September 24, 1994,
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p. 1.
18. The Washington Post  , April 26 1994, p. A8.

19. The New York Times , December 4, 1994, p. 1.

20. The third mini-state, in addition to the RS and the
Republic of Bosnia is Herzeg-Bosna, formerly Western Herzegovina.
Herzeg-Bosna has ceased to exist under the constitution of the
Bosnian federation, but in fact continues to function as a state.

21. See Martin Woollacott, The Guardian , December 7, 1994,
p. 22.

22. Oslobodjenje  [European edition], April 1-8, 1994, p. 32.
23. War Report , December 1994/January 1995.

24. On November 11, UN officials indicated that they
considered the safe area to be restricted to the town of Bihac,
and that there was no map of the area ( The New York Times
November 12, 1994, p. 7). On November 14 the UN produced a map of
the safe area but said they did not know when it had been drawn
( The New York Times , November 15, 1994, p. A12).
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CHAPTER 3

THE CONFLICTS OF BOSNIA:
ASSESSING THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

James A. Schear
Introduction

In the months—now years—since the break-up of Yugoslavia,
Bosnia and Herzegovina has become the stage for a vast UN field
operation. ' This operation has a very uncertain future. The
fragile ceasefire put into place in December 1994 is falling prey
to a deadlock in negotiations on a political settlement, and a
new round of fighting could well lead to the withdrawal of UN
personnel from Bosnia. The questions addressed by this chapter,
however, are more retrospective than prospective: How did this
controversial operation come into existence? How has it evolved
to date? And how should we evaluate its performance and impact?

The work performed by UN personnel in Bosnia is
extraordinarily wide-ranging. Indeed, from the peace operations
standpoint, practically every kind of mission that has ever been
performed by a UN field operation anywhere is being undertaken
somewhere in Bosnia: humanitarian relief, the care of refugees
and displaced persons, human rights monitoring, peacekeeping,
ceasefire verification, weapons supervision and control, mine
clearance, safe area protection, civil police monitoring,
reconstruction, preventive deploy- ments, and even, to a small
degree, enforcement. ? Although a number of different agencies and
programs are engaged in this effort—most notably the office of
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the World Food
Programme (WFP)-by far its largest and most visible field element
is the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), whose
deployments in Bosnia include roughly 23,000 soldiers and
civilians drawn from seventeen countries.

In other settings, the large scope and diversity of an
operation might be regarded as a positive attribute, even a
source of strength. In Bosnia, alas, it is a definite weakness.
UNPROFOR in its present form is underfunded, understaffed and
stretched far too thin. It does some jobs well, others poorly;
but its fundamental problem is that it has too many tasks to
perform. What is worse, it is being pulled in competing
directions. Some of its assigned tasks are in serious tension, if
not outright conflict, with each other.

Why UNPROFOR?

Why peacekeepers are in Bosnia at all is a good question.
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When local Serbs rebelled against the Muslim-dominated government
of a newly independent Boshia-Herzegovina, the most efficacious
response would have been a conflict suppression campaign aimed at
qguelling the revolt, apprehending the ethnic cleansers,

protecting innocents from reprisal, and prodding all the Bosnian
parties to settle their differences. Whether this strategy could

have worked is unclear; it was never tried.

The Western powers faced no easy options on Bosnia. To do
nothing would have been morally unacceptable and strategically
unwise. On the other hand, a partisan intervention with troops on
the ground, or even throwing increments of weapons and aircraft
into the fray, raised the specter of a proxy war, one in which
the United States, the European allies and Russia would be drawn
into the quagmire on opposing sides. No state was prepared to
contemplate such an option or to sell that to a domestic
audience. The option of impartial conflict suppression, though
never really examined, probably would have failed the test of
political resolve. Apart from the neo-imperialistic character of
such an operation, the tactics and technology to perform this
task on a large scale and without enormous bloodshed are not yet
available.

Thus, the major powers settled upon a strategy of
indirection. Working through the UN, they kept in place the
existing arms embargo on all the former Yugoslav states to limit
the potential for competitive interventions, imposed an economic
embargo to punish Serbia for its involvement in the fighting,
established a war crimes tribunal to exact justice for victims,
and agreed to a no-fly zone, safe areas and other steps in order
to limit the intensity of the fighting. The major powers in the
Security Council also prevailed upon a reluctant UN secretariat
to dispatch elements of UNPROFOR into Bosnia from neighboring
Croatia as an impartial, noncombatant operation, initially to do
only things that all the Bosnian parties could agree upon, mainly
sustaining civilians trapped in the fighting.

These measures, it should be stressed, were not the result
of any grand design. Indeed, the strategy took shape
incrementally, as the product of crisis-generated actions by hard
pressed governments over the long course of Bosnia's brutal war.
It is, above all, the abiding desire of the major powers not to
break ranks on Bosnia that drives this "lowest-common-
denominator" strategy forward. Very few have defended this
approach on the grounds that it is optimal, only that the
alternatives to it are worse.

Conflict Dynamics in Bosnia

Having been launched into Bosnia and Herzegovina by factors
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largely external to the conflict, the UN has faced

extraordinarily difficult challenges stemming from the pattern of
violence evident within the country. On the one hand, Bosnia is
not a "failed" state in the sense of being afflicted by all the
familiar symptoms of chronic poverty and underdevelopment. If
peace broke out, Bosnia's economic and civic institutions could
be restored rather quickly. Yet it is a society fractured along
ethnic and cultural lines, and these cleavages impart to the
fighting three characteristics that make outside involvement
exceptionally difficult.

First, the dynamics of conflict tend to be highly localized.
It is hard to exaggerate this point. Both in terms of its
intensity and tactics, the fighting can vary considerably from
village to village, or valley to valley. This is not to say that
the warfare itself is impervious to strategic direction; it
clearly is not. But local commanders do enjoy, and tend to
utilize, a good deal of flexibility and initiative. The
discipline of command and control that we take for granted in
modern warfare is not always apparent in Bosnia. There have been
occasions in the fighting when the general officers of one or
another faction have had to go to the front lines themselves to
ensure that their orders were being carried out.

Second, the "grassroots" character of the conflict gives
prominence to paramilitary groups and criminal elements, both in
the initial stages of fighting, before military organizations can
take over and impose a degree of order, and then during the
latter stages of conflict, as the armies demobilize. This
phenomenon has occurred in the newly established Federation
between the Bosniac (Muslim) and Croat communities of the central
and southern parts of the country. Criminal activity has returned
in areas where the two armies have disengaged but local police
have been slow or unable to reassert authority.

Third, ethnic communities embroiled in the fighting tend to
become internally polarized as between the indigenous population
and the displaced people of the same ethnic group who flow into
that region. Within the UN protected areas in Croatia, for
example, observers have witnessed a sharp rise in Serb-on-Serb
crime during the past year. Crime within the Croat regions of the
Bosnian federation has risen as well. Regrettably, the polarizing
effects of this phenomenon tend to strengthen the hands of
political extremists and hard liners. It also makes it very
difficult to engage in local mediation or reconstructive work on
any other basis than "separate but equal” local administrations
and municipalities. ¢

All of these attributes—the grassroots character of the

fighting, the presence of paramilitary and criminal
organizations, and the polarization both within and between
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communities—pose substantial challenges to conflict management by
outsiders. They place a premium on precisely those kinds of
instruments that are not yet well-developed elements in

international field operations—tactical communications with

factions, civil policing, grass roots mediation, and economic
inducements to forge cooperation among erstwhile enemies.

The Evolution of UN Operations

The conflicts of Bosnia to date have unfolded in three
phases, and the UN-led operation has expanded and diversified in
each phase.

Phase one played out between April 1992 and June 1993. This
was the period of the Serb offensive. Bosnian Serbs withdraw
their government representatives to the town of Pale, east of
Sarajevo. They fomented revolt and, with outside support from
Belgrade, their militia fighters laid siege to a number of cities
and towns, brutally cleansing hundreds of thousands of non-Serb
civilians out of large areas of the north and east of the
country. The Bosniacs, meanwhile, were in disarray, falling back
into urban areas. The Croats, for their part, were sitting on the
sidelines, having declared their independence, but generally
staying out of the fighting except within parts of southern
Herzegovina where they cleansed local Serb populations south of
Mostar.

At this stage, the UN's role was primarily that of
humanitarian relief, control and operation of Sarajevo airport,
support and protection of the land convoys, and monitoring the
no-fly zone from the ground. °

Phase two of the conflict unfolded between June 1993 and
February 1994. During this period, the Croats launched their
attack against the Bosniacs, a reaction in part to the large
influx of displaced Muslim people into areas of Croat
predominance in the central and southern parts of the country.
The Serbs, meanwhile, intensified their sieges around the
enclaves, but otherwise consolidated their positions in more or
less of a defensive posture. Despite its desperate situation,
however, the Bosnian government was able to recoup and, to its
great credit, turn a rag-tag group of fighters into a
professional army.

During this period, the UN operation stepped up its
humanitarian efforts, providing aid to roughly 2.7 million
people. It also took on the job of safe area protection, under a
mandate established in Security Council Resolutions 824 and 836.
To this end, UNPROFOR augmented its presence within the six
designated safe areas—Sarajevo, Srebrenica, Zepa, Gorazde, Tuzla,
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and Bihac—and worked out procedures with NATO for the use of air
power in support of ground operations.

Phase three  of the conflict played out between February and
October 1994. The Bosniacs slowly began to turn the tide of the
war. The Bosnian Serbs stopped their bombardment, initially in
Sarajevo and subsequently in Gorazde, under the threat of NATO
air strikes and accepted UN-brokered arrangements on local
ceasefires as well as the interpositioning of UNPROFOR troops in
certain areas, heavy weapons controls, anti-sniping restrictions,
and greater freedom of movement for civilians in Sarajevo.

Meanwhile, peace broke out between Croats and Bosniacs in
the wake of the UN-brokered ceasefire agreement of February 23,
1994 and the U.S.-brokered federation agreement signed in
Washington on March 1, 1994. " Generally, the situation was
characterized by a military equilibrium throughout the country
with comparatively low levels of fighting. The Bosniacs were
gaining strength, however, and were unwilling to accept a
cessation of hostilities agreement in June.

During this third phase, the UN became not only a provider
of aid and a protector of safe areas, but in more traditional
terms, a peacekeeper and a peace-builder between Bosniac and
Croat communities at the grassroots level. UNPROFOR also picked
up, rather more tenuously, the heavy weapons control function in
the exclusion zones, anti-sniping enforcement, and a host of
other postures in high risk areas.

The third phase of this conflict is over. It ended with the
Bosniac military campaign of October-November 1994, the Serb
counteraction against Bihac, and the ceasefire brokered at the
end of the year with the diplomatic intervention of former
President Jimmy Carter. Notwithstanding their advances in western
Bosnia, the Pale Serbs continue to be politically isolated,
overextended, and vulnerable in spots. Their behavior would
suggest that they are looking for military levers that would
pressure the Sarajevo government into a peace settlement, albeit
on Pale's terms. Meanwhile, the Bosniacs continue to gain
strength slowly, and their reversal at Bihac has not changed that
very much. (Indeed, as of March 1995, they have pushed Bosnian
Serb forces out of the Bihac safe area entirely.)

As for the Croats, they are nervous and internally
conflicted. Their interests are best served by a quick end to the
war that preserves a breathing space for them amid the larger
Serbian and Muslim communities of Bosnia. A long war that
radicalizes the Muslim population, or the precipitous loss by one
side or another, would not work to the Croats' advantage and
would undermine further their already tentative support for the
Bosnian Federation.

26



Evaluating UNPROFOR's Performance

In the midst of all this stands UNPROFOR. In Bosnia, itis a
large operation, difficult to manage, and most of the countries
contributing troops have a low tolerance for casualties. Its
morale, to be candid, is not good. Its deficiencies are intensely
magnified, while its accomplishments are ignored or
unappreciated. It operates in many high-risk areas where there is
no peace to keep. And, increasingly, it is being manipulated and
abused by all sides for various purposes.

How should one assess UNPROFOR's performance in such a
difficult situation? To answer this question, we should look
closely at UNPROFOR's three basic missions in Bosnia:
humanitarian relief, peacekeeping/peace-building, and safe area
protection.

Humanitarian Relief . From a field operations perspective,
UNPROFOR has done a very good job, under exceptionally difficult
circumstances, in supporting the provision of humanitarian
assistance. Despite the daily drumbeat of harassment, blockages,
theft and occasional violence against the operation, humanitarian
aid more often than not has gotten through, and it has been
sufficient, thus far, to ward off life-threatening food
shortages.

A critical issue in this effort has been UNPROFOR's evolving
relationship with UNHCR, the lead agency on the relief side.
Initial efforts at cooperation were slow, high level coordination
was lacking, and the effort was hampered by suspicion and
occasional friction between civilians and military personnel
unaccustomed to working together. ° Yet, there was an underlying
complementarity between the two organizations. When fighting
spread to Bosnia in early 1992, UNHCR already possessed the
storage facilities, the distribution plans, and the analytical
skills. What it lacked was a large staff, field experience in
active conflicts, and good access into high risk areas. UNPROFOR,
for its part, had equipment, logistics support, personnel, and
access to high risk areas, but not the right analytical skills.
Its corps of UN military observers, the so-called UNMOs, were
trained to report on military activity, not on humanitarian
needs.

Thus, UNHCR and UNPROFOR sought to offset each other's
weaknesses. UNHCR trained UNMOs and others in the methodology of
humanitarian needs assessment; it also used military personnel to
assist in monitoring food distribution. For its part, UNPROFOR
established a civil-military operations center (CMOC) to act as
an information sharing, planning and coordination body. Over
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time, this CMOC also attracted a large number of Nongovernmental
Organization (NGO) personnel. In Bosnia and elsewhere, NGO field
organizations tend to be repelled by efforts at centralized
coordination, yet in this case, they could not resist the lure of

good field intelligence.

As for convoy security, UNHCR and UNPROFOR generally have
agreed on when, and when not, to use force in the delivery of
relief supplies. At times, UNPROFOR's reliance upon armored
vehicles has been viewed as excessive by UNHCR, on the grounds
that they raise suspicions and hostility among local people in
areas through which convoys transit. Nonetheless, both
organizations generally have preferred negotiations over force in
getting through road-blocks, reserving force for instances of
direct attack on convoys. This preference reflects two factors:
first, the availability of inducements (i.e., the fact that
civilians on all sides are being serviced by the operation) as
well as disincentives (i.e., withholding aid to the side blocking
the convoy) in overcoming blockages; and second, the inherent
vulnerability to reprisal of convoy operations in the event that
UNPROFOR were to apply force tactically.

Peacekeeping/peace-building . UNPROFOR has invested
substantial assets in the forging of a fragile peace between the
Bosniac and Croat communities of Bosnia, and the results to date
have been highly successful. UN troops have interposed at
critical points along the former Bosniac-Croat confrontation
lines. These areas are being demilitarized and cleared of mines;
forces have been thinned out or removed entirely; extensive joint
patrolling has been conducted; most checkpoints are being
"civilianized" or in many cases removed altogether. Freedom of
movement is being restored. Generally, UNPROFOR units have sought
to establish a measured tempo for the demilitarization process—
fast enough to prevent the two sides from developing a Cyprus-
like dependency upon the UN's presence, but not so fast as to
trigger instability between the parties and a backsliding into
war.

UNPROFOR, UNHCR, and the European Union (EU) in Mostar are
also playing a vital role in brokering Bosniac-Croat agreements
at the local level on issues such as infrastructure repair,
freedom of movement, restoration of commercial activity, the
cross-employment of workers, and pilot programs for the return of
displaced people. This effort, in some cases, has included the
provision of financing for reconstruction (in the case of the EU)
as well as labor, materials, and engineering talent for the
repair of roads and bridges, schools and public utilities.
Throughout most parts of the federation, electrical power, water
and commercial traffic have been restored.

It is unfortunate that UNPROFOR and its partners get so
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little credit for their efforts at forging the federation—
"nation-building" by any other name—in the context of an
agreement that is widely regarded as a major achievement of
American diplomacy in Bosnia. Clearly, without an international
presence on the ground in central Bosnia, the federation itself
would be at risk.

One consequence of attempting to forge peace between two
parties in a three-way conflict has been to incur the opprobrium
of the third faction, in this case the Bosnian Serbs. Serb
commanders have complained bitterly that UNPROFOR's work in the
federation has strengthened the Bosniacs' military posture in a
variety of ways. ' There is an irony here. At the diplomatic
level, UNPROFOR has often been accused of showing excessive
sympathy toward the Bosnian Serbs. Whether or not this
proposition is true is a debatable point. What is not debatable
is that UNPROFOR's work within the federation is viewed with
hostility by the Pale Serbs.

Safe Area Protection and the Use of Force . UNPROFOR's third
role—safe area protection—has embroiled the operation in
controversy. Here, the performance of the force has been very
uneven. UNPROFOR lacks more than a symbolic presence in most of
the six designated safe areas. Its controls on Serb and Boshiac
heavy weapons in and around Sarajevo and Gorazde are unacceptably
loose. Most of all, its involvement in arrangements that tend on
balance to benefit only one side, the Bosniacs, have given both
sides certain incentives to abuse the force: the Serbs blatantly
play upon the inherent vulnerability of the UN's operations as a
way to inhibit UNPROFOR from calling in air strikes against them,
while the Bosniacs at times have sought to draw the UN into the
line of fire as a way of triggering air strikes against Serbs.

While UNPROFOR's qualms about resorting to air power are
well known, it is not nearly as timid about using its own deadly
force as its critics would suppose. In defending itself, UNPROFOR
in Bosnia has inflicted more casualties upon Serb fighters than
it has suffered at the hands of the Serbs. When UNPROFOR brokered
a no-sniping pledge among parties in Sarajevo, it chose to
enforce the deal with its own sharpshooters, forcing snipers to
take countermeasures. As a result, the effectiveness of sniping
against civilians has been cut (though not eliminated). When
several dozen Serb militia reneged on a promise to clear out of
Gorazde's outskirts last spring, UNPROFOR's units disarmed them
coercively.

None of these examples change the fact that UNPROFOR's
capacity to operate as an impartial, noncombatant entity in
Bosnia fundamentally depends upon its ability to induce the
restraint of the parties with whom it has to deal. The
application of deadly force beyond self-defense does not mix with
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this strategy of induced restraint. While some force may be
necessary to prompt harassers to back off, too much force risks
an overreaction. For this reason, UN personnel go to great
lengths to show their nonthreatening intentions: painting their
vehicles white to prevent being mistaken for a combatant;
submitting to searches to show that they are not gun-running; and
issuing warnings prior to opening fire so that fighters with

itchy trigger fingers will not preempt with force when UN

vehicles or personnel approach their positions.

Without question, actions such as these—absurd in
conventional war-fighting situations—leave UNPROFOR open to
abuse. They might not be necessary if deterrence were sufficient
to ensure that UNPROFOR would not be harassed. Look at post-war
Iraq: UN weapons inspectors are vulnerable to harassment and yet
they perform their tasks unhindered for the most part because
Baghdad is intensely vulnerable to coalition air strikes. This
formula might have worked in Bosnia—if anyone had bothered to
defeat the Serbs first.

But NATO has never been prepared to intervene as a partisan
in this conflict, and it knows that a strategic air campaign
would not sweep Bosnia's hillsides clear of fighters. The most
that NATO members have been able to agree upon is to project air
power into Bosnia in support of UNPROFOR and with UNPROFOR's
specific approval. And that is the rub. While the threat of air
strikes has helped to lower the level of violence, its actual use
is very problematic. "It is a blunt instrument, and efforts to
apply it in limited, proportionate way are hard to do without
inviting charges that one is engaging in "pinpricks."
Furthermore, the prospect of collateral damage to surrounding
villages and towns (where Serb heavy weapons tend to be deployed)
and the risks to NATO's aircrews are factors that weigh heavily
in UNPROFOR's calculations of the costs and benefits of using air
power for enforcement purposes.

UNPROFOR's limitations in applying deadly force represent
only one factor affecting its capacity to conduct safe area-
related missions. Three other issues are noteworthy. First,
UNPROFOR was never given adequate forces or equipment to mount an
effective defense. When the safe areas mandate was established,
UNPROFOR commanders sought an additional commitment of 34,000
troops to carry out their new responsibilities; what they got was
less than 7,000. * Even the Security Council conceded at the time
that UNPROFOR could do little more than provide a symbolic
deterrent within these safe areas, not enough to secure hundreds
of kilometers from armed attack or to mount an active defense
against incursions. ® A lack of manpower is also the critical
factor in UNPROFOR's difficulty in holding off Serb efforts to
raid designated weapons collection points around Sarajevo.
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Second, air power is only a limited offset to a lack of
military capacity on the ground, even if UNPROFOR were prepared
to use it as something other than a last resort option. In their
attack on Bihac, for example, the Bosnian Serbs changed their
tactics by stressing infantry assault over heavy weapons attack,
depriving lucrative targets to NATO and trying to avoid
situations where UNPROFOR could get caught in the cross fire.

Third, and perhaps most significantly, the safe area mission
has tended to cast UNPROFOR in a partisan light. These safe areas
are not demilitarized zones within the meaning of the protocols
to the 1949 Geneva Conventions. Some contain significant military
targets: munitions factories, armed combatants, command posts,
and weapons depots. Bihac's safe area, for example, includes the
headquarters of the Fifth Corps of the Bosnian Army. And the
Bosnian Serbs, by their recent behavior, have indicated that they
do not intend to respect safe areas when there are military costs
to them in doing so.

In short, while the impulse to establish specific safe areas
was quite understandable, and while they have helped to limit
harm to civilians in some cases, the concept has proved
extraordinarily difficult to apply and enforce in light of the
dynamics of this war and UNPROFOR's obvious limitations. In
retrospect, the idea of applying safe area concepts in situations
of active fighting without the consent of both sides has proved
inherently problematic.

Conclusions and Lessons

UNPROFOR has faced enormous problems in Bosnia and its
future prospects are unclear. An upsurge in fighting during the
coming months would certainly stretch the operation, possibly to
the breaking point. While the threat of renewed large-scale
fighting in Croatia receded somewhat in early March, after
President Franjo Tudjman chose not to expel all UN troops from
Croatia, the future of the UN presence in Serb-dominated areas of
Croatia remains cloudy. Continued pressure from Zagreb to trim or
remove UN peacekeepers from these areas could induce the Bosnian
Serbs to insist upon a corresponding reduction or removal of UN
troops in the Muslim enclaves of eastern Bosnia. 5

As for its performance, this analysis suggests that
UNPROFOR's actual record, though mixed, is much better than its
many critics generally acknowledge. Granted, the operation is
afflicted by numerous weaknesses, especially in performing its
safe area functions, and its assigned tasks are greatly in excess
of its troop strength and resource base. Moreover, the disparate
character of its national contingents, in terms of training,
equipment and discipline, has been a serious problem.
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it would be a mistake simply to dismiss UNPROFOR as a failure in
light of its valuable roles in supporting humanitarian relief
throughout Bosnia and in providing peacekeeping and "peace-
building" services within the Muslim-Croat Federation.

A criticism frequently leveled at UNPROFOR is that its
presence works largely to the benefit of the Bosnian Serbs by
freezing the current status-quo (in which the Serbs hold most of
the territory), inhibiting a lifting of the arms embargo, or
fending off NATO air strikes against Serb forces laying siege to
Muslim enclaves. To the extent that UNPROFOR's oft-cited
vulnerability is proffered as a reason for refraining from
forceful action, these criticisms have an element of validity.
Whether UNPROFOR itself is an appropriate target for these
criticisms is doubtful, however. Ultimately, what shelters the
Bosnian Serbs and indeed any of the factions from outside
pressure is the predisposition among the great powers to favor a
consensus-based strategy of indirection for dealing with the
conflicts of former Yugoslavia. In this sense, UNPROFOR is more a
symptom than a cause of the great powers' current approach toward
the conflict.

It would also be a mistake to argue that UNPROFOR's impact
is helpful only to the Serbs. Delivering aid to isolated Muslim
enclaves is siege breaking by any other name. Had UN personnel
not been on the ground delivering aid in 1993, while the Sarajevo
government was desperately turning its militia into professional
soldiers, the Bosnian Serbs might have achieved an early rout.
UNPROFOR's units, as noted earlier, also have been instrumental
in holding together the Bosniac-Croat Federation agreement, in
effect, freeing up government forces to fight the Pale Serbs,
using internal lines of communication (roads and bridges),
repaired mainly by UN engineering units.

Ultimately, where one stands on UNPROFOR depends in large
part on how one views the larger strategy of indirection adopted
by the major powers at the outset of Yugoslav crisis. The
operation's impact, for better or worse, must be viewed in light
of the likely results of other options that could have been
pursued as alternatives to UNPROFOR-namely, to do nothing, or to
mount a forceful intervention, with the attendant perceived risks
of quagmires and proxy wars.

What lessons should be drawn from this experience? For the
moment, two stand out. First, if Bosnia is any guide, UN member
states should be very careful about putting field personnel into
situations of active conflict unless these personnel are either
truly impartial or backed up by substantial military force,
ideally applied at the strategic level. The notion of enabling or
requiring nonpartisan peacekeepers to use deadly force in
tactical situations beyond the case of self-defense is fraught
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with risk.

A second lesson is that in UN field operations, as in life,
you get what you pay for. A weak and divided international
response to a conflict, such as the one in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, is going to breed a cautious, self-constrained field
operation. It is unrealistic to expect that an operation like
UNPROFOR could fill a void created by political disagreements
among UN member states on how to maneuver the Bosnian parties
toward a peace settlement. The operation was, and remains, a
stopgap measure, not a solution to the conflicts of Bosnia.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 3

1. This chapter draws in part upon the author's presentation
to a conference on "Managing Chaos: Coping with International
Conflict into the 21st Century" sponsored by the United States
Institute of Peace, Washington, DC, December 1, 1994. The views
presented here are the author's own and do not necessarily
reflect those of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
the United Nations or its specialized agencies.

2. UN personnel also are involved in a range of diplomatic
("peace-making") activities. These tasks include the mediation of
local ceasefires, cessation of hostilities accords, and prisoner
exchanges, as well as participation in negotiations on an overall
settlement of the conflict, in concert with key outside states
(e.g., Britain, France, Germany, Russia and the United States)
and organizations (e.g., the European Union). This chapter,
however, will focus on the field aspects.

3. In May 1992, the Secretary-General reported to the
Security Council that, in his view, conditions in Bosnia were not
ripe for deployment of a peacekeeping force, absent some kind of
agreement among the parties on a workable mandate. See the
Secretary-General, Further Report of the Secretary-General
Pursuant to Security Council Resolution 749 (1992)

12,1992, p. 8.

4. Within the Bosnian federation, for example, the Croats
seem very intent upon reconstructing Mostar as a twin
municipality. The UN and the European Union (EU) oppose this
arrangement for reasons of principle as well as cost efficiency,
and the Bosniacs clearly are against it. Their quandary is
simple. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that the Bosniacs were
open to the idea of a fairly harmonious "twin cities" arrangement
for East and West Mostar—a kind of Bosnian style "Minneapolis and
St. Paul," if you will, on the Neretva River. How could the
Bosniacs ever accept such an outcome without also ceding their
position that the Serbs in Bosnia should not be allowed to divide
Sarajevo and turn it into a Cold War version of East and West
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Berlin?

5. The relevant Security Council resolutions are S/RES/758,
June 8, 1992; S/IRES/761, June 29, 1992; S/IRES/764, July 13, 1992;
S/RES/776, September 19, 1992; S/IRES/786 (1992), November 10,
1992.

6. See Council resolutions S/RES/824 (1993), May 6, 1993,
and S/RES/836 (1993), June 3, 1993.

7. For the Camp Pleso ceasefire agreement, see annex to the

Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-General Pursuant to
Resolution 900 (1994) , S$/1994/291, March 11, 1994. For the
Washington agreement, see Security Council, Letter dated 3 March

1994 from the Permanent Representatives of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Croatia to the United Nations Addressed to the Secretary-
General , S/1994/255, March 4, 1994.

8. United States General Accounting Office (GAO),
Humanitarian Intervention: Effectiveness of UN Operations in
Bosnia , (GAO/NSIAD- 94-156BR), April 1994, p. 27. Nonetheless,
the shortfalls in food requirements have been severe in some
locations, and the average body weight of civilians in the war
zones has fallen dramatically.

9. See, for example, discussion in Ibid ., pp. 37-38.

10. In fact, the federation gives the Bosniac forces access
to the sea, strategic depth, internal lines of communication
(roads and bridges), repaired mainly by UNPROFOR's engineering
units. For a time, as a confidence-builder in the Bosniac-Croat
context, UNPROFOR also was present as an observer at so-called
"active" sites, where Bosniac forces could fire artillery at Serb
positions so long as they did not turn their weapons on Croat
positions. Serb commanders took a dark view of such a practice.

11. The problems are reminiscent of the hoary debates within
NATO during the Cold War on the use of tactical nuclear weapons
in support of conventional force operations in central Europe.

12. See the Secretary-General, Report of the Secretary-
General Pursuant to Resolution 844 (1993) , $/1994/555), p. 1.
Although 7,600 troops were authorized, less than this number
were actually deployed.

13. For discussion, see Major General John A. Maclnnis, "The
Rules of Engagement for UN Peacekeeping Forces in Former
Yugoslavia: A Response," Orbis , Vol. 39. No. 1, p. 99.

14. The weapons collection sites are controlled by French,
Russian and Ukrainian platoons. On several occasions, when Serbs

34



have surrounded these sites in an effort to raid them, UNPROFOR
has managed to move in other nearby units to prevent forced entry
and to negotiate a withdrawal of Serb units. In other instances,

UN forces have simply been faced with overwhelming force, too
much for the platoon leader to prudently resist, and the Serbs

have succeeded in removing their weapons. On one occasion, on
August 5, 1994, when Serbs successfully removed five weapons from
the llidza site, UNPROFOR authorized NATO air action, and the
weapons were returned. Both the Serbs and the Bosniacs are known
to retain heavy weapons hidden in the total exclusion zone.

15. General Ratko Mladic, of the Bosnian Serb Army,
reportedly has made this linkage very explicit. See "Croatia
Signs Anti-Serbia Military Pact with Bosnia," International
Herald Tribune , March 7, 1995, p. 1.

16. See GAO, Humanitarian Intervention , pp. 41-42.
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CHAPTER 4

NEGOTIATING A SETTLEMENT:
LESSONS OF THE DIPLOMATIC PROCESS

Steven L. Burg
Introduction

In this chapter | survey the efforts of international actors
to mediate a negotiated solution to the conflict in Bosnia
Herzegovina, and suggest some of the reasons why these efforts
have failed. | attribute failure to both the unwillingness of
international actors to be drawn into direct involvement in armed
conflict, and the lack of interest on the part of local leaders
in negotiating a mutually acceptable compromise. | also suggest
that this conflict, like the broader demise of the former
Yugoslavia as a whole, raised important questions of political
principle and practice for which there were few precedents and no
agreed answers. If international mediators were to succeed, they
would have had to have moved the warring parties, as well as the
states and multinational organizations that sponsored their
negotiations, away from old definitions of such principles as
sovereignty and self-determination, and toward the acceptance of
new definitions and innovative means by which to implement them,
while also mediating agreements among the warring parties as to
how such new definitions might be operationalized on the ground.
The difficulties of these tasks, and the unfavorable local and
international military and political conditions within which
negotiators were compelled to work, doomed their efforts to
failure. Current conditions offer no greater hope for a
negotiated settlement. But, by identifying some of the reasons
why past efforts have failed, | hope to provide both positive and
cautionary lessons for the negotiation of a settlement at some
time in the future.

Five Proposals for Peace

There have been five major proposals for overall settlement
of the conflict put forward by international actors: the
Carrington-Cutiliero plan of March 1992, negotiated under the
auspices of the European Community's Conference on Yugoslavia
(CoY); the Vance-Owen Plan negotiated in late 1992 and early
1993, under the auspices of the joint UN-EC International
Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY); the package
negotiated in September 1993 aboard the "HMS Invincible"; the
European Union Action Plan of October 1993; and, the Contact
Group plan submitted to the warring parties in July 1994. The
United States provided the impetus for the conclusion of a
separate, tri-partite agreement among the Bosnian Muslims, the
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Bosnian Croats, and Croatia to establish a Muslim-Croat
federation in Bosnia Herzegovina, and a confederation between
Croatia and the Bosnian federation in March 1994 (the Washington
agreement). This contributed to ending most of the fighting
between Bosnian Croats and Muslims, and effectively allied them
against the Bosnian Serbs. But it, too, failed to move the

overall conflict closer to a negotiated solution, and may even

have complicated efforts to do so.

The Conference on Yugoslavia and the Cutileiro Plan . The
proposed settlement brokered by Ambassador Jose Cutiliero of
Portugal on behalf of the European Community in negotiations in
Lisbon and Sarajevo in February and March 1992 arose out of the
principles articulated in the framework of the EC Conference on
Yugoslavia (EC CaoY), chaired by Lord Carrington. The EC
Conference was itself the continuation of EC efforts to mediate a
settlement of the Yugoslav conflicts that began with negotiations
to end the fighting in Slovenia in June and July 1991. The EC
approach involved direct assistance to the warring parties in the
negotiation of a ceasefire (mediation), the provision of
monitoring forces to oversee the ceasefire, and the facilitation
of follow-on peace talks. An EC mediation team dispatched to
Yugoslavia following the outbreak of fighting in Slovenia
mediated the difficult negotiations among Yugoslav leaders that
resulted in an agreement among all six Yugoslav republics signed
on the island of Brioni on July 7. The Brioni agreement ended the
fighting in Slovenia, provided for the withdrawal of Yugoslav
People's Army ( Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija , or JNA) troops and
equipment from the republic, delayed implementation of Slovenia's
declaration of independence, and initiated new talks on the
future structure of the federation.

The EC approach sought to apply internationally- recognized
principles of state sovereignty and territorial integrity, and
self-determination, to former Yugoslavia's internal and external
borders. This position was articulated to Yugoslav leaders by EC
leaders even before the outbreak of fighting. ' However,
conclusion of the Brioni agreement should not be seen as the
acceptance of these principles by the Yugoslavs, or at least not
by the Serbs. The ability of the EC to broker the Brioni
agreement reflected instead the convergence of interests between
the leaderships of Slovenia and Serbia on these issues.

Slovenian and Serbian leaders had been attempting on their
own to negotiate a settlement between their respective republics
for some time. Janez Drnovsek, the first popularly-elected
Slovenian representative to the collective Yugoslav presidency,
engaged in intensive negotiations with Serbian President Slobodan
Milosevic and representatives of the Yugoslav military. Slovenian
President Milan Kucan had held his own direct talks with
Milosevic and, in January 1991, he and Milosevic appear to have
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worked out an agreement permitting the secession of Slovenia
within its existing borders in exchange for Slovenian
acquiescence to Serb efforts to re-draw other borders. In a joint
statement, the two leaders noted that "Serbia acknowledged
Slovenia's interests to secure unhampered realization of the

right of the Slovenian people and the Republic of Slovenia to its
own path and its own commitments concerning the form of ties with
other Yugoslav nations" and that "Slovenia, on the other hand,
acknowledged the interest of the Serbian nation to live in one
state and that the future Yugoslav accord should respect this
interest.” ? In keeping with this understanding, Milosevic
declared at Brioni that those who wished to leave Yugoslavia
should be permitted to do so, but that those who wished to remain
part of a common state were entitled to do so. The "right to
self-determination,” he argued, entitled Serbs outside of Serbia

to remain part of a common state, and the Yugoslav Army should
defend their decision. :

The success of the Brioni agreement in ending the fighting
in Slovenia and facilitating the peaceful secession of that
republic from Yugoslavia thus reflected an underlying political
agreement between the conflicting leaderships. That agreement, in
turn, was made possible by the distinctive ethnic and economic
relationships between Slovenia and the rest of Yugoslavia. Over
98 percent of all Slovenes lived in Slovenia, where they
constituted almost 88 percent of the population. No other single
group constituted as much as 3 percent of the population.
Slovenia's assertion of a Slovene right of self-determination
within the borders of the existing republic threatened neither to
dis-enfranchise an internal minority nor to destabilize a
neighboring republic. Moreover, the economy of the republic was
largely independent of the rest of Yugoslavia, and hence easily
separable, even if separation would impose certain short-term
costs on both Slovenia and the rest of Yugoslavia.

Relations among the other republics, however, were quite
different. None of them could be considered ethnically
homogeneous. Croatia and Bosnia Herzegovina encompassed large
Serb minorities, each of which was already mobilizing to remain
part of a common Yugoslav state, and to oppose to the
establishment of a Croatian national state and a Muslim-dominated
Bosnian state. Moreover, Milosevic's suggestion that the Yugoslav
Army should defend the decisions of such minorities to remain
part of a common state made it clear that Belgrade would be
unwilling to allow the peaceful secession of either Croatia or
Bosnia Herzegovina within existing borders. The EC approach to
the Slovenian question was not, therefore, likely to succeed if
applied to other republics. Nor was simple opposition to the
break-up of the country, as articulated by the United States.

With the outbreak of fighting in Slovenia, the United States
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modified its stance and moved more into line with the EC by
accepting the possibility of autonomy or sovereignty for the
republics, but within existing borders. The EC continued to
exercise the diplomatic lead with respect to the Yugoslav

conflict, but as fighting broke out in Croatia, and Serbia

refused to cooperate with EC efforts to treat this conflict in

the same manner as it had treated the fighting in Slovenia, it
appeared that EC efforts had reached a dead end. The collapse of
the Soviet Union in August 1991, however, eliminated a major
source of international diplomatic support for Serbian efforts to
hold the rest of Yugoslavia together. Despite the fact that the

EC adopted a Declaration on Yugoslavia that once again
characterized Serbian and Yugoslav army actions in Croatia as an
attempt to alter borders by force, its call for convocation of a
peace conference was accepted by all sides within days.

The EC Conference on Yugoslavia comprised negotiations among
representatives of the federal and regional Yugoslav leaderships,
and representatives of the EC, based on the principles of "no
unilateral change of borders by force, protection for the rights
of all in Yugoslavia and full account to be taken of all
legitimate concerns and legitimate aspirations." ° By applying to
internal Yugoslav borders a diplomatic formulation usually
applied to international borders, and by inviting participation
of regional representatives on an equal basis, the EC was
reaffirming the de facto recognition of republic borders as the
basis of dissolution that it had articulated in advance of the
conflict and institutionalized with the Brioni agreement. And, it
was defining the right of self-determination in administrative-
territorial, rather than ethnic or national terms. Thus, the
Western powers recognized the claims of Slovenian and Croatian
leaders to their own independent states by virtue of their having
acquired the status of federal units under the old regime, but
made no provisions to ensure that these states would develop in
democratic directions, or observe the fundamental human rights of
ethnic minorities. At the same time, contrary to the assertion
that "all legitimate concerns and legitimate aspirations" would
be taken into account, by recognizing existing federal boundaries
as international borders the Western states precluded
recognition of the same claims to statehood when advanced by
Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia Herzegovina seeking to remain part of
a common Yugoslav state.

Having thus foregone the opportunity to compel the parties
to address the central question of the Yugoslav disintegration by
prejudging the answer, it is not surprising that the EC
Conference on Yugoslavia failed to secure either an end to the
fighting or a political settlement. The road to a peaceful,
negotiated dissolution of the country lay through the
simultaneous renegotiation of the multiple border and
constitutional issues among the republics and ethnic groups of
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the country which, by making it clear that change was possible

and treating all actors equally, might have encouraged inter-

group bargaining, compromise and moderation. The EC approach, in
contrast, shut off such opportunities and rewarded intransigence

on the part of both those whose aspirations had been recognized
and those whose aspirations had been denied.

The harshness of the proceedings of the EC CoY, which
convened in the Hague in September, made it clear that only
Serbia and Montenegro favored continuing the federation.
Slovenia, Croatia, and Macedonia favored independence. The
predominantly Muslim leadership of Bosnia Herzegovina favored
federation only if both Croatia and Serbia were part of it. The
Serbian delegation refused even to discuss most EC proposals, as
it was unwilling to accept the assumption underlying them that
Yugoslavia had ceased to exist. Although by October the EC had
recognized that "the right to self-determination of all the
peoples of Yugoslavia cannot be exercised in isolation from the
interests and rights of ethnic minorities within the individual
republics,” the EC approach did not allow for the redrawing of
boundaries as a means of reaching peace. The leadership of the
CoY viewed dissolution along republic boundaries as irreversible,
and focused its efforts on developing options for defining
political and economic relations among the successor states. The
republics were expected to pick and choose the relations they
wished to establish, with no expectation that each would choose
the same relationship with all the others. The EC proposals thus
amounted to little more than a common economic market, with each
member state defining its own relationships to it, few common
institutions, and weak central authority. The aspirations of
ethnic minorities within the republics were addressed by
proposing the establishment of "a special status of autonomy,"
subject to international monitoring, for areas in which ethnic
minorities constituted a majority of the population.

The EC proposal failed to resolve the conflict. Croatia was
unwilling to accept such arrangements for its Serb populated
territories. It was participating in the negotiations as a means
to secure European ratification of Croatian independence, and
support for regaining the territories under Serb occupation.
Serbia was unwilling to accept parallel treatment of the Serbs in
Croatia or Bosnia Herzegovina and the Albanians in Kosovo. It
was participating in the negotiations as a means of securing
European support for preservation of federal arrangements that
would keep all ethnic Serbs under the ultimate authority of
Belgrade. The EC proposals also alienated the Slovenes, who were
unwilling to entertain any suggestion of association among the
former republics, as this would have compromised Slovenian
independence. The EC remained equally unable either to provide
the military force that would be necessary to achieve Croatian
objectives, or to oppose the Serbs' use of military force to

40



overcome their political disadvantages. The EC turned instead to
sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro.

The EC also "forcefully remind[ed] the leadership of the
Yugoslav Peoples Army and all those exercising control over it of
their personal responsibility under international law for their
actions, including those in contravention of relevant norms of

international humanitarian law." ® This echoed a statement by the

Committee of Senior Officials of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in late October that had also raised
the implicit threat of holding Serbian military and political

leaders to account for accusations of war crimes. Neither the EC
nor the CSCE, however, developed proposals for facilitating the
JNA's peaceful disengagement from the conflict. By November 1991
the EC Conference on Yugoslavia once again reached a stalemate
with respect to resolving the overall conflict.

Shortly thereafter, efforts undertaken by the UN Secretary
General's Special Envoy, former U.S. Secretary of State Cyrus
Vance, to negotiate a ceasefire in Croatia achieved success, and
led to an agreement to deploy a UN peacekeeping mission to
Croatia. Serbia's willingness to accept a UN peacekeeping role,
in contrast to its resistance to EC involvement, can be explained
in terms of the constraints inherent in the deployment of UN
peacekeeping troops. UN peacekeeping operations are primarily
political and diplomatic missions, carried out by military
contingents. ° They are intended to maintain, or keep, a peace or
ceasefire agreed to by warring parties, and to facilitate further
negotiation aimed at achieving a peaceful settlement of the
conflict. They do not by themselves represent solutions. Nor do
they represent attempts by the United Nations to impose or
enforce their own solutions. Where peacekeeping forces are
interposed between conflicting parties who cannot agree on
anything other than a ceasefire, it is likely that their
deployment will at best mark the beginning of protracted
negotiations, and effectively "freeze" the status quo
Croatia, however, a UN ceasefire halted further Serbian advances,
prevented Serbia from annexing Croatian territory outright, and
at least held out the possibility that that territory might be
regained. Acceptance of the Vance-mediated UN peace plan thus did
not represent a commitment by either Serbia or Croatia to
peaceful resolution of their conflict. It reflected the
continuing efforts of local leaders to use international
negotiations and mediators as instruments by which to further
their own, conflicting goals. The lack of any apparent
willingness on the part of warring parties to compromise their
goals in the interest of negotiating a stable peace would
continue to plague international mediators throughout the
conflict.

By the time Secretary Vance had negotiated the deployment of
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peacekeeping troops to Croatia, Yugoslavia was in obvious
dissolution. The arbitration commission under French jurist
Robert Badinter, established as part of the EC CoY, rendered its
decision to this effect in December. In a series of decisions
handed down in January, the Badinter Commission provided belated,
and weak, legal justification for granting international status
to republic borders. It ruled that Macedonia and Slovenia
satisfied the criteria for recognition. But it ruled that Croatia
had not fully complied with the provisions of the draft treaty
convention granting "special status" to minority territories, and
should not be recognized until it had done so. In the case of
Bosnia Herzegovina, the Commission noted that the government's
efforts to declare an independent unitary state within the
existing republic borders were contradicted by the declarations
of Serbs in favor of continued membership in a Yugoslav state. It
therefore ruled that "the will of the peoples of Bosnia
Hercegovina to constitute the S[ocialist] R[epublic of] B[osnia]
H[ercegovina] as a sovereign and independent state cannot be held
to have been fully established." It suggested "a referendum of
all the citizens of the SRBH without distinction" as a possible
means by which the popular will might be determined. 10
Diplomatic recognition of Slovenia and Croatia, extended by
the EC member states in December and January, intensified the
conflict among Serbs, Croats and Muslims in Bosnia Herzegovina,
and increased the pressure on Western states to find a peaceful
solution to it. The suggestion of a referendum as a means to
establish legitimacy in Bosnia Herzegovina was based on a widely-
accepted principle of democracy: majority rule. But it failed to
take into account the need to accommodate ethnic identity in
order to establish political authority and legitimacy in this
region. The communist regime had been based on a form of
consensual decisionmaking among representatives of the three
major ethnic groups. This pattern was continued after the 1990
elections distributed power among the Croatian, Serb, and Muslim
parties, when the tri-ethnic coalition government adopted its own
principle of consensus. However, agreement among the coalition
partners on this principle was already breaking down when the
Badinter Commission called for a referendum. By establishing that
international-if not internal-legitimacy could be won on the
basis of a simple majority, the Commission's decision encouraged
the Muslims and the Croats to forge an alliance of expediency
through which they could establish an electoral majority to
overthrow the old principle once and for all, and negate Serb
opposition to separating the republic from Yugoslavia. The
willingness of international actors to legitimate actions that
flew in the face of established principles of inter-ethnic
consensus encouraged each side in the conflict to pursue its own,
maximalist goals in the hope that they would eventually win
international legitimacy.
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The Muslim and Croat parties, over the objections of the
Serbs, secured parliamentary approval for a referendum on
independence, to be held February 29/March 1, 1992. This
referendum was boycotted by the republic's Serbs. The Muslims and
Croats participated, voting overwhelmingly in favor of
independence. On the basis of this support, President |zetbegovic
declared independence on March 3. Sporadic fighting broke out in
the republic during the days that followed. While these events
were unfolding, several rounds of talks among representatives of
the three main political parties on the future of Bosnia
Herzegovina were being conducted within the framework of the CoY,
under the chairmanship of Ambassador Jose Cutileiro of Portugal.

These talks produced an agreement among the three ethnic
parties on a statement of principles for new constitutional
arrangements in mid-March. Bosnia was to be divided into three
"constitutive units" defined primarily in ethnic terms, but also
taking into account economic, geographic, and other criteria. By
early April, "other criteria" were defined as historical,
religious, cultural and educational, and transport and
communications, and the will of the inhabitants. The map produced
by these negotiations, but never finally agreed to by the
parties, reflected the complex pattern of ethnic settlement in
the republic. Each of the three "constitutive units" consisted of
noncontiguous regions: two Muslim, four Croat, and seven Serb.
Thus, the republic was effectively divided into as many as
thirteen regions. With only a few exceptions, borders were
defined by the existing administrative borders of the communist-
era counties, also called "municipalities."”

Although details were never worked out, the general
principles agreed to in March provided that the three units were
to be represented by an equal number of delegates to the upper
house of parliament, where key issues were to require a four-
fifths majority for passage, thereby granting an effective veto
to two-thirds of the delegates from each of the three major
groups. Thus, the EC plan for Bosnia Herzegovina amounted to the
"Yugoslavization" of the republic, and its de facto partition
along ethnic lines. !

This approach attempted to preserve as much of the fiction
of a unitary Bosnian state as was possible, while allowing for as
much devolution of authority to the ethnically-defined units as
possible. As Ambassador Cutileiro characterized it,

the constitutional principles recognized a central

point for the Muslims, and for the EC: that existing
borders of Bosnia- Herzegovina would be inviolable, but
that inside those borders Serbs and Croats would be
guaranteed autonomy from Muslims and from each other.
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Moreover, each "constitutive unit" was to be "allowed to
establish and maintain links with other republics and their
organizations providing their relations and links are in
accordance with the independence and integrity of Bosnia-
Hercegovina." Both the Bosnian Serbs and the Bosnian Croats
supported the plan, the latter having abandoned the tactical
alliance established with the Muslims as a means of separating
Bosnia Herzegovina from Yugoslavia, in favor of aligning
themselves with the Serbs as a means to secure the de facto union
of Croat-populated territories with Croatia. But the plan failed
to satisfy the predominantly Muslim forces controlling the
government and seeking to assert unified control over the whole
of Bosnia Herzegovina. Some evidence suggests that the Muslim
leadership was encouraged by the United States to believe that
its demands would be met, and to reject the Lisbon agreement.
After eight rounds of talks over a period of three months during
which time armed conflict in the republic intensified, the EC
effort to mediate a solution was suspended.

The failure of the EC plan for Bosnia Herzegovina reflected
the fundamental clash of concepts and goals among the three soon-
to-be warring parties. As the United Nations Secretary General
put it in an April 24 report to the Security Council:

The current situation in Bosnia-Hercegovina is
characterized by massive mistrust among the communities
of the Republic; all the parties tend to blame each

other; mutual recriminations abound; the cycle of

violence is escalating. . . .[T]he parties hold

conflicting and contradictory views on almost all

aspects of the conflict. . . .

In the absence of a political agreement among the internal
actors themselves, no plan for peace would be likely to succeed,
unless imposed by force.

In light of the failure of negotiated ceasefires to take
hold, and the rapidly increasing level of force being used by the
Bosnian Serbs and Yugoslav army to seize control over much of the
republic, no international actor was prepared in spring of 1992
to intervene in Bosnia Herzegovina. Moreover, Western leaders
made no effort to conceal their unwillingness to do so. Lord
Carrington, for example, made it clear that "there is only one
way of stopping them, and that is by intervening with military
force and separating them, and | don't see any way in which
anybody is going to do that. | don't see NATO doing it, | don't
see the UN doing it, | don't see the Community doing it, | don't
see the WEU doing it." The clear absence of any immediate threat
to intervene encouraged the continued use of force on the part of
the Serbs.
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At the same time, however, Western governments came under
increasing public pressure to "do something" about the mounting
tragedy, and especially the seige of Sarajevo. The first in a
series of tragic events that received extensive media coverage
and thus grabbed the attention of Western publics and
policymakers alike occurred in May 1992, when a Sarajevo
breadline appeared to have been shelled. Although the explosion
was attributed to Serb mortar fire, responsibility for it was,
and remains, hotly debated. Such debate has characterized each in
a series of "incidents" that helped to shape Western responses to
the conflict. In response to the public outcry over the breadline
incident and other pressures, the level of direct Western
involvement in the conflict, in the form of a UN humanitarian
relief mission to open Sarajevo airport to supply flights, was
increased. This was accompanied by mixed signals as to the extent
to which the West, including the United States, was willing to
use force in support of its humanitarian mission, and thereby
alter the course of the war. A statement by European leaders that
they did not exclude the use of military means encouraged the
Bosnian government in the belief that it would eventually secure
military assistance, if not direct Western intervention, in
support of its goals. Hence, the Bosnian government formally
rejected the EC plan for Bosnia.

The Western allies attempted to use diplomatic pressure to
compel the parties to agree to a peace plan for Bosnia
Herzegovina, and to deter outside forces from continuing to
support dismemberment of the republic, by announcing on March 10
their intention formally to recognize the republic, which they
did in early April. Recognition of Bosnia Herzegovina formally
"internationalized" the conflict, allowing the Bosnian government
and its supporters to characterize the conflict as a war of
aggression by Serbia, the Yugoslav army, and the Bosnian Serbs,
against the republic of Bosnia Herzegovina. But this formal
elevation of the international status of the Muslim-led
government did not alter the fact that the dissolution of the
republic, and the inter-ethnic violence that accompanied it,
mirrored the larger dissolution of Yugoslavia, and the unresolved
domestic and international issues that surrounded it. It
contributed instead to the growing intransigence of all three
warring parties in their approach to negotiations.

The ICFY and the Vance-Owen Plan . Diplomatic efforts to
bring the fighting to an end were stepped-up in July and August,
when EC and UN efforts, as well as American diplomatic efforts,
were integrated under the umbrella of a single organization, the
International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY). Western
governments were under increasing public pressure to do something
decisive as the fighting in Bosnia Herzegovina continued, as the
media began to report on widespread and horrific abuses of
civilians in Serb-run detention camps, as the expansion of
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peacekeeping and humanitarian missions appeared to portend
expanded- and open-ended—military involvement of Western forces,
and as a presidential campaign unfolded in America. Convened in
London at the end of August 1992, under the cosponsorship of the
UN and the EC, the Conference produced a statement of principles
for the negotiation of a settlement that included the cessation

of fighting and an end to the use of force, nonrecognition of

gains won by force, recognition of the sovereignty and

territorial integrity of states, and the inviolability of

recognized borders. Significantly, the principle of national
self-determination was not reiterated. Instead, the Conference
stressed respect for individual rights as embodied in existing
international conventions, implementation of constitutional
guarantees of the rights of minorities, and the promotion of
tolerance. Thus, the international community appeared to be
moving toward the substitution of human rights and civil

liberties protections for ethnic-based claims to national self-
determination as a means of strengthening support for existing
borders, although they retained the potentially problematic
concept of "minority rights." The Conference explicitly condemned
forced expulsions of civilian populations, and called for the

closing of detention camps, safe return of refugees, adherence to
the Geneva Conventions, and for questions of state succession to
be settled by consensus or arbitration.

No consideration was given to redrawing borders as a means
of encouraging a political settlement. Russian Foreign Minister
Kozyrev distinguished between external borders, which he
recognized as inviolable, and internal borders between republics.
He suggested that a "moratorium" be placed on the latter.

Although this may have been intended to signal a willingness to

consider the opening of negotiations over borders as a means of

bringing the fighting to an end, it was not given further

consideration at the London Conference. " Yet, de facto partition,
and the identification of new, more stable borders to divide the

warring parties in Bosnia Herzegovina, remained the focus of

international efforts to negotiate an end to the fighting there.

The Conference also adopted a number of "Specific Decisions"
to which all parties formally subscribed. These constituted
measures designed to create the conditions for a successful
ceasefire and conduct of negotiations. They included actions to
establish an effective and durable cessation of hostilities in
all of former Yugoslavia and Bosnia in particular (the lifting of
sieges of cities and towns, the establishment of international
supervision of heavy weapons, the withholding of trans-border
military assistance), cooperation in confidence- building
measures (a ban on military flights and the deployment of
observers to monitor heavy weapons and borders), full
collaboration in the effective delivery of humanitarian relief by
road throughout Bosnia, the return of refugees to their homes,
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and the dismantling of detention camps. They also called for the
rigorous application of sanctions, for monitoring efforts, and
for the enforcement of international humanitarian law.

In three separate documents, the leader of each of the three
warring parties entered into the identical agreement with the
conference co-chairmen on a program of action on humanitarian
issues. Radovan Karadzic, Alia I1zetbegovic, and Mate Boban each
committed their respective parties (Izetbegovic appended the
title president of the presidency of the republic to his
signature, reaffirming his government's claim to represent all
of Bosnia Herzegovina) to collaborate in efforts to deliver
relief throughout Bosnia by road, to secure humane conditions for
those in detention and to end unlawful detention of civilians, to
provide for the safety of refugees, to comply with International
Humanitarian Law including the Geneva Conventions, and to bring
undisciplined elements in their respective areas under control.

The refusal of the three leaders to sign a single document

reflected the continuing and, as the result of the ongoing

fighting, deepening mutual hostility among them, and signalled

the great difficulties that lay ahead in the international effort

to negotiate a settlement. This agreement imposed heavy demands
on the Bosnian Serbs, and Karadzic's undertakings at London soon
proved to be empty commitments. While Bosnian Serb violations of
these agreements were by far the most frequent, most egregious,
and most widely-reported, none of the parties was constrained by
them. These agreements were not based on a political agreement
that reconciled the conflicting goals of the warring parties.

Their faithful implementation thus promised to institutionalize a
situation that was unacceptable to each them; most of all, to the
Bosnian government.

The ICFY attempted, through diplomatic efforts, to find a
solution to the multiple conflicts in former Yugoslavia by
balancing recognition of the sovereignty and territorial
integrity of the Bosnian state defined by former republic borders
with respect for individual rights, implementation of
constitutional guarantees of the rights of minorities, and the
promotion of tolerance. From the beginning, negotiators
recognized that the views of the three parties diverged widely.
The Muslim- dominated government preferred a unitary, centralized
state. The Serbs opted for three independent states defined by
ethnic identity. Since negotiators determined that there was no
way to create three ethnically homogeneous states without
enforced population transfers, they rejected this model. But they
also rejected the unitary, centralized state model, opting
instead for a decentralized state consisting of 7 to 10 provinces
whose borders would be determined on the basis of ethnic,
geographical, communications, economic and other relevant
factors. Negotiators attempted to address the concerns of ethnic
groups by providing for the rotation of key offices among
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representatives of the groups, and by incorporating extensive

provisions for the protection of group or minority rights. As a

security and confidence-building measure, negotiators also

provided for an indeterminate transitional period during which

there would be extensive, direct participation in and oversight

of domestic institutions by international actors. * The ICFY
approach thus attempted to achieve de facto territorial and

political separation of the three groups without formally

partitioning territory.

The negotiations were carried out bilaterally, between the
ICFY and each of the three parties. The Muslim-dominated
government delegation continued to oppose the decentralization
plans put forward by negotiators, as well as the emphasis
negotiators placed on ethnic factors in shaping their proposals.
But their negotiating position was weakened by a series of severe
military defeats at the hands of the Bosnian Croats, suffered in
October, which led Izetbegovic to seek compromise and split the
more hardline Muslim members of the government from him. * The
Bosnian Croat delegation insisted on demilitarization of the
state, the establishment of three "constituent units" composed of
ethnically-like provinces, and the introduction of consensual
decisionmaking in state institutions among the three constituent
groups. The Croats also opposed most of the provisions for
international oversight of Bosnian state institutions. The
Bosnian Serbs continued to propose the establishment of three
distinct, sovereign, ethnically-defined states with international
legal status, loosely confederated to form the state of Bosnia
Herzegovina, which also would enjoy a more limited international
legal status. The Serbs also sought to impose consensual deC|S|on
rules and to exclude international oversight.

Although the parties remained far apart, all seemed to agree
that a settlement would include some form of internal division of
the republic. Negotiations became focused on defining these
internal divisions. The ICFY considered competing government and
Serb maps (the Croats submitted no map) and came forward in
January 1993, at the first joint meeting of all the delegations,
with a map of their own, as well as proposals for the future
constitutional and political organization of the post-war state
and an agreement for peace that included an ambitious schedule
for the cessation of hostilities, separation of forces,
demilitarization of Sarajevo, and opening of land routes to the
city. The proposals were quickly labeled "the Vance-Owen Plan,"
after the co-chairs of the ICFY.

Most international attention was drawn to the map proposed
by the ICFY. It called for the establishment of 10 provinces
whose boundaries were drawn on the basis of ethnic, geographic,
economic, and politico-military considerations. The map
effectively created three "Serbian provinces," in territories
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where ethnic Serb majorities had been recorded in the 1991
census. Three were Muslim, and three were Croat. The tenth
province, surrounding Sarajevo, was multi-ethnic. No province was
to be given over to the exclusive control of one or another

group. The plan called for the distribution of leading government
offices among all three groups in each of the provinces for an
interim period, in rough accordance with their proportion of the
population in 1991. In Sarajevo province, each of the groups
would enjoy equal representation. Interim governments would then
be expected to draft local constitutions and prepare free and

fair elections on the basis of proportional representation. While

the final shape of the provincial and republic governments could
be determined in important ways by decisions yet to be made about
electoral laws and other important details, it was clear that
negotiators were seeking to end the conflict through the
application of principles of extreme devolution and consensual
decisionmaking, or further "Yugoslavization" of the republic. By
applying to principles of proportionality to elections and to
government offices, negotiators were seeking to establish "power-
sharing" arrangements often cited by political scientists as
effective means for ameliorating conflict over control of the

state.

The final arrangements also had to comply with international
human and civil rights standards as defined by 17 international
conventions and agreements specifically enumerated in the
"proposed constitutional structure for Bosnia and Herzegovina"
proposed by the ICFY Co-Chairs. * The plan called for extensive
international involvement in local police and judicial
institutions to instill popular confidence in their impartiality,
as well as in the reconstruction of infrastructure throughout the
country.

The provisions of the Vance-Owen Plan represented an attempt
to forge a compromise among contradictory international
principles and values, as well as the conflicting interests of
the warring parties. They also represented an attempt to create
internal borders that might satisfy demands for ethnic autonomy,
yet make further attempts at secession more difficult. However,
the warring parties were able to agree in Geneva only on the
cessation of hostilities provisions and on the general
constitutional principles for construction of the post-war state.
They could not reach agreement on the number or boundaries of the
provinces, the definition of their character, or on the division
of authority between them and the central government. The Serb
delegation continued to press in Geneva for the simple partition
of the republic into three ethnically-defined units that enjoyed
international recognition and would enter into a loose
confederative relationship with one another.

20

When the provisions of the plan became public, it was
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attacked in the United States for allegedly having given away too

much to the Serbs. A former U.S. Assistant Under Secretary of

Defense for Policy Planning in the Bush administration, Zalmay

Khalilizad, argued that the plan "amounted to appeasement.” New
York Times columnist Anthony Lewis warned "beware of Munich." -
Although there were serious deficiencies in the Vance-Owen Plan,

if parallels to the infamous Munich agreement of 1938 were to

found in the contemporary situation, they were to be found in

European acquiescence to German insistence on the dismemberment

of Yugoslavia, not in the Vance-Owen Plan. It was clear that
some of the deficiencies of the plan could be corrected through
further negotiation, and some were. # But the most important

deficiency was the continuing absence of any provision for
enforcement of the territorial, institutional, and legal

provisions of the plan against those who might not comply with
them. This reflected the realization of the negotiators that the
international actors capable of providing such support remained
unwilling to commit themselves to intervention. Most of all, the
negotiators remained hampered by the unwillingness of the United
States to support any form of intervention, or even the Vance-
Owen negotiation process itself.

During the 1992 Presidential campaign, candidate Bill
Clinton had urged more forceful action directed against the
Serbs. The Bush administration, while continuing to reject direct
involvement of American troops, was reported in October to have
been considering providing the Muslims with additional arms as a
means of counterbalancing Serb military superiority. But this
could not be done unilaterally without violating the UN arms
embargo that the United States had helped to establish. President
Clinton ordered a full policy review by his principal foreign
policy advisors immediately upon taking office in January 1993.
The review was animated by doubt that the ICFY negotiations
could, in the words of Secretary of State Warren Christopher,
"find an agreement, find a solution that's peaceful that the
parties would, in fact, agree to." * A long list of options—some
new, but most already well-known and rejected—were considered.
These included the lifting of the UN arms embargo to allow the
United States and other nations to arm the Bosnian government,
enforcement of the UN flight ban over Bosnia, more aggressive
delivery of humanitarian aid, establishment of safe havens for
refugees within Bosnia, tightening economic sanctions on Serbia,
punitive air strikes against Serbian forces, establishment of a
military cordon around Serbia to enforce sanctions, and differing
levels of direct military intervention. * Key administration
officials were divided on the issue. The Secretary of Defense is
reported to have supported the use of air power against the
Serbs, while the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is
reported to have argued that this would not be effective. The use
of air power was also opposed by the European allies.
Administration officials opposed the Vance-Owen plan, because
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they viewed it as partitioning the republic along ethnic lines,

and ratifying what they viewed as Serb gains. *In the end, the
six-point plan announced by Secretary Christopher in mid-February

did not substantially change American policy. It remained clear

that the Clinton administration was unhappy with the Vance-Owen

Plan, was reluctant to become militarily involved on the ground

in Bosnia, and could offer no viable alternative of its own.

Resistance to the Vance-Owen plan by the new American
administration produced an immediate hardening in the positions
taken by the Bosnian government in the ICFY negotiations.
Nonetheless, the co-chairs continued to mediate among the warring
parties. The proposed map was modified to accommodate some, but
by no means all of the concerns of the Bosnian government,
thereby alienating the Bosnian Serbs further. By March, the Serbs
were arguing to negotiators that Bosnia Hercegovina had never
existed as a state, that they did not accept it now, that as long
as the international community was going to compel them to
remain a part of it they wished to minimize the powers of that
state and maximize the powers of the provinces, and that Serbian
provincial territories should therefore be contiguous. They
opposed reconvening the republic parliament elected in 1990 as
this would amount to affirming the legitimacy of that state, a
position shared by the Bosnian Croats. ?’ The Bosnian Serbs thus
appeared intent on creating conditions that would enable them to
use a negotiated settlement as a stepping stone to secession. By
this time, the Serb positions found little sympathy from
negotiators.

The Bosnian government, meanwhile, agreed to all elements of
the Vance-Owen plan, but entered a series of formal reservations
that amounted to a repudiation of the political logic underlying
it, and automatically voided their agreement in the event that
either of the other parties rejected the plan. * The latter, of
course, could have been considered a certainty, in light of the
consistent Serb refusal to agree to the map or to the plans for
interim governance put forward by negotiators. Indeed, despite
Karadzic's signature of these documents at a hastily-arranged
meeting in Athens in early May, and a declaration of support for
them from Milosevic, the Vance-Owen Plan was rejected by the
Bosnian Serb parliament.

Ironically, by rejecting the proposed settlement the Serbs
could prevent Western intervention. Secretary Christopher had
declared in February that:

the United States is prepared to do its share to help
implement and enforce an agreement that is acceptable
to all parties. If there is a viable agreement

containing enforcement provisions, the United States
would be prepared to join with the United Nations,
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NATO, and others in implementing and enforcing it,

including possible U.S. military participation. %
In the absence of such an agreement, it was clear that the

United States would not become involved, thereby precluding an

expansion of the scope and goals of Western involvement. Indeed,

despite reports that the United States was urglng NATO to prepare

for a large-scale intervention, no specific actions were taken

as the Bosnian Serbs mounted a new military offensive in March

and April and overran besieged Muslim towns in eastern Bosnia.

The Clinton administration went on to propose lifting the
arms embargo against the Bosnian government and using air power
to protect the Bosnians while they received the weapons and
training necessary for them to defend themselves. This was
opposed by the British and French, who were concerned on the one
hand about the vulnerability of their peacekeeping troops to
retaliatory attack, and on the other about the impact on the war.

If such actions failed to deter the Serbs, or encouraged the
Muslim-led government to launch new offensives, they would
prolong the war, contribute to its escalation, and increase the
likelihood of spillover to neighboring countries. As a result,
outside powers, including NATO member states, might be drawn
into the fighting. The European Community appeared willing to
accept the status quo rather than become more deeply involved
militarily or risk such escalation and spillover. In the face of
British and French opposition, the Clinton administration
abandoned its attempt to win allied support for arming the
Bosnian government Instead, it shifted toward a strategy of
containment, ' signaling its willingness, following a meeting of
the U.S., Russian, British, French, and Spanish Foreign Ministers
in Washington, to accept the territorial gains achieved by the
Serbs, rather than impose a reduction in those terrltones as
called for by the Vance-Owen Plan. ? It also appears to have
decided, in the words used by Secretary Christopher during a
nationally televised interview and repeated in a confidential

letter to U.S. Ambassadors, that the confllct in Bosnia "does not
involve our vital interests."

The August Confederation "Agreement " The failure of U.S.
efforts to win support for arming the Bosnian government, the
apparent withdrawal of U.S. interest, and the signal that the
Bosnian Serbs would not be compelled to give up territory they
then controlled, were followed by an initiative by Presidents
Milosevic and Tudjman to move negotiations toward the de facto
confederalization of Bosnia Herzegovina on principles similar to
those drafted as part of the Lisbon agreement. On the basis of
this initiative, ICFY negotiators reported, "the leadership for
the three sides negotiated for the first time intensively,
cordially and in a constructive manner," * and "intense and
detailed bilateral and trilateral talks" made "a great deal of
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progress” * on developing an agreement on de facto partition of
Bosnia Herzegovina into three units, including movement toward an
agreed map. On August 20, 1993, the co-chairs of the ICFY
reported that the three sides had reached agreement on a complete
set of documents, including a map defininﬁg the borders of the

three "constituent republics.” °

As was the case with the Lisbon Agreement negotiated in
February-March 1992, however, the agreement negotiated in July-
August 1993 fell apart as the result of the refusal of the
Bosnian Muslims to accept partition. In the course of negotiating
the agreement, splits had developed within the Bosnian
government, dividing Croats and Muslims willing to negotiate a
partition from more hardline Muslim members of the leadership,
including President Izetbegovic, Vice-President Ganic, and the
Bosnian Army leadership, who were unwilling to accept such an
outcome. * Izetbegovic presented the plan to an assembly of the
remaining (mostly Muslim) members of the Bosnian parliament and
several hundred Bosnian public figures, but opposed its adoption.
Members of parliament voted 65-0 against accepting it.

Resistance to the settlement was undoubtedly also strengthened by
continuing American efforts to secure NATO agreement to carry out
extensive air strikes against Serb positions around Sarajevo,

driven by extensive Western media coverage devoted to the seige
of Sarajevo.

Izetbegovic returned to Geneva on August 31 with a set of
demands for additional territories, east of Bihac, in eastern
Bosnia, and southward to the Adriatic, to be included in the
proposed Muslim-majority constituent republic. These demands
appear to have been couched in terms of specific towns that the
government insisted were predominantly Muslim before the war, or
that were economically or geographically essential to the
viability of the proposed Muslim-majority republic.
argument is only partially supported by census data, which show
the populations of most of the towns specifically cited by the
government closely split between groups, and some populated by a
majority of Serbs or surrounded by largely Serb territory. The
latter argument was more consistent with what appeared to be the
"logic" of the partition: recognition of the existing frontlines,
with additional territories assigned to the Muslim republic. But
the borders of the proposed republics corresponded only
imperfectly to what might have been expected to emerge from a
division of the republic along "natural," or economically
"logical" lines, as they seem to have been shaped primarily by
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* The former

the lines of confrontation. “ Muslim demands proved unacceptable

to both the Serbs and the Croats. An ICFY proposal that the
parties commit themselves to later negotiations over the possible
exchange of territories between the Serb-majority and Muslim-
majority constituent republics, and between the Serb and Croat
republics, in order to address these demands was rejected by
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Izetbegovic, who also rejected the settlement package as a

whole. * Shortly thereafter, President Izetbegovic appeared before

the Security Council to call for NATO air strikes, and the

lifting of the arms embargo against Bosnia Herzegovina, and

travelled to Washington to lobby Congress for more direct

American military involvement in defense of his government. “3
These developments suggested a number of important factors

that affected the negotiation of a settlement to the Bosnian

conflict. The unwillingness of Western states either to become

directly involved in ground combat or to contribute to its

escalation by ending the arms embargo was not matched by efforts

to discourage Bosnian Muslim expectations of such developments.

Indeed, repeated American efforts to secure Allied support for

military efforts to defend the government and to attack the Serbs

worked at cross purposes to European-UN efforts to convince the

parties to negotiate a settlement. When the United States

signalled, at least temporarily, its abandonment of efforts to

arm the Bosnian government and its willingness to accommodate

Serb territorial demands, ICFY negotiations began to make

progress.

The prospect that agreement on a partition plan might be
within reach also contributed to the effectiveness of
negotiators' pressure on the Bosnian Serbs and their Serbian
supporters to come forward with a proposed map that addressed
Muslim concerns. While Bosnian Serb demands for de facto
partition had to be accommodated, it quickly emerged that
accommodation of the political dimension of these demands could
be used to extract territorial quid pro quos that addressed some
of the concerns of the Bosnian government. An approach that
simultaneously disavows the Muslims of their convictio