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ABSTRACT

WHAT STRATEGIC CONSIDERATIONS SHOULD AFFECT A DECISION BY
THE UNITED STATES TO INTERVENE WITH MILITARY FORCE IN
BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA? by MAJ Mark R. Seastrom, USA,

197 pages.

This study begins by examrining the pressures which might
lead to a U.S. deployment of military force to Bosnia-
Hercegovina. Concluding that U.S. military forces might
well find themselves committed to Bosnia without an
appropriate mission, the study seeks to determine what
measures might be taken to restore strategic rationality
once such a decision has become policy. The path chosen to
meet this challenge includes a detailed examination of the
problems of Bosnia, some of the myths and realities
associated with military intervention in the area, and an
assessment of U.S. interests. The thesis concludes that
feasible, suitable and acceptable peace enforcement options
exist that would very probably achieve a desired political
end-state--acceptance of a Vance-Owens type peace accord by
the major parties involved. This study further concludes
that the range of military options short of peace
enforcement in Bosnia have little to recommend them, except
to mitigate a decision by the U.S. to accept the division of
most of Bosnia between Serbia and Croatia.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

What strategic considerations should affect a
decision by the United States (U.S.) to intervene with
military force in Bosnia—ﬁercegovina? This question has
become more than academic, with increasing calls for the
U.S. to assume a more active, military role in the conflict
appearing in the domestic media, legislative hearings, and
within the executive branch.!

This study suggests that military intervention by
U.S. forces against the Bosnian Serbs may offer the only
possibility to create the conditions for a political
settlement in Bosnia-Hercégovina in 1993 and perhaps beyond.
Achievable military objectives in Bosnia do exist that would
support a political objective of conflict resolution. At
least two pragmatic U.S. interests support the many ethical
concerns that could justify the cost of intervention. A
U.S. military involvement in Bosnia that does not attempt to
make peace will contribute nothing beyond short-term
humanitarian relief. Moreover, performing an exclusively
defensive mission substantially.increases the risks to U.S.

forces from all belligerents.




Defining possible military missions in Bosnia
requires some consensus as to the terms and conditions of
various military options. The United Nations (U.N.) has
defined several intervention terms to provide a common frame
of reference among U.N. members. The U.S. will incorporate
at least four of these definitions into its lexicon:
peacemaking, peacekeeping, peace-enforcement, and peace
support operations.?

Peacemaking is the process of applying primarily
diplomacy, mediation, negotiation, and other types of
nonviolent techniques to settle disputes and resolve their
causes. Yet, the term peacemaking has had a very different
usage, often referring to military operations designed to
impose a peace on warring parties.

Peacekeeping involves non-combat military operations
conducted by external military forces introduced into a
conflict area with the consent of all major belligerents.
Peacekeeping incorporates a variety of mechanisms designed
to monitor and aid in the implementation of existing truce
agreements. Peacekeeping is not intended to impose a
settlement among hostile factions, but simply to assist in
achieving conditions conducive to diplomatic efforts to
resolve disputes. While outside military forces do not have
combat missions in peacekeeping operations, this does not
preclude self-defense. 1In addition, the escort of

humanitarian relief operations permits the use of armed




force to protect escorted matariel and personnel. Chapter
six of the U.N. charter discusses peacekeeping operations.

Peace enforcement entails the threat or use of armed
force to coerce hostile groups into compliance with
sanctions or resclutions defined by the international
comnunity. The U.N. charter provides for these types of
operations under chapter seven. Rarely invoked by the U.N.,
peace enforcement might also include future military
operations authorized by regional associations. Peace
enforcement should replace the term peacemaking in the near
future; however, both expressions still appear in
discussions addressing coercive military interventions.

Finally, peace support operations embrace all
methods employed to bring or maintain peace in areas of
conflict or potential conflict. The word peacekeeping has
often appeared in discussions as synonymous with the term
peace support.

In this discussion, the U.N. definitions for wvarious
peace support operations will be used. Thus, all provisions
for the use of armed force for coercive means will be
referred to as peace enforcement. All references co the
employment of military force short of compelling acceptance
of external resolutions among the belligerents will be
considered peacekeeping. Certain of these operations, such
as the armed escort of humanitarian relief convoys, clearly

can and do create situations that approach the definition of




peace enforcement. For the sake of clarity, any military
operation that exclusively concerns providing safe passage
for aid supplies will remain a peacekeeping operation.

The President of Bosnia-Hercegovina, Alija
Izetbegovic, has variously pleaded for and demanded foreign
military intervention to assist his internationally
recognized government, a request he has found only partially
granted.

President Izetbegovic asked for U.N. peacekeepers to
prevent open warfare as early as 23 December 1991, in
conjunction with his reaffirmation that Bosnia-Hercegovina
would become an independent state.? The European Community
(EC) had imposed an application deadline of 23 December for
any of the former Yugoslav republics who wished to be
considered for recognition.* The war in Croatia gradually
diminished in intensity in Fall 1991. U.N. peacekeepers
were scheduled to begin entering Yugoslavia in January 1992,
but with a mandate for Croatia only. The Croatian and
Muslim representatives in the Bosnian parliment had already
voted to move Bosnia towards independence in mid-October
1991. Serbian representatives had countered with the threat
to take Bosnian Serb areas into a greater Serbia.® Thus,
Izetbegovic knew that, by complying with the 23 December
suspense, he risked an explosion of the political storm into

an outright war.®




On 30 December 1991, Haris Silajdzic, the Bosnian
Minister of International Cooperation, officially requested
international recognition in letters presented to all
nations that had accredited embassies in Yugoslavia.’ On 8
January 1992, President Izetbegovic announced that Bosnia-
Hercegovina had been invited to apply for recognition by the
EC.®

At this point two Balkan nations went ahead with
recognition. Turkey became the first nation to recognize
Bosnia-Hercegovina on 11 February 1992.° Bulgaria did
likewise on 25 February; however, Bulgarian Foreign Minister
Stoyan Ganev noted that diplomatic relations would await a
peaceful resolution of the Yugoslav crisis.'®

In compliance with the major EC condition, the
government of Bosnia-Hercegovina held a referendum on 29
February and 1 March 92 in which over 60 percent of the
population voted for independence and secession.!' The
first contingent of peacekeepers arrived in Sarajevo on 14
March, but only with a mandate for supporting UN activities
in Croatia.'? By mid-March, Iran had extended recognition
to Bosnia-Hercegovina.!® Izetbegovic continued to hold out
hope for negotiation during this time. Dramatically
increasing violence and the bias of the Yugoslav Army in
Bosnia in favor of the ethnic Serbs prompted other members
of his cabinet to renew the call for international military

assistance on 27 March 92.'* vVarious agreements reached in




Belgrade among Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and Muslims to
construct an independent, jointly administered government to
enact the 1 March referendum collapsed by early April.'’

Nonetheless, the EC recognized Bosnia-Hercegovina as
an independent state on 6 April 1992, with the U.S.,
Croatia, and Slovenia following suit on 7 April.!* Hungary
granted recognition as well on 9 April.!’” Thus, with the
exception of Romania and, of course, Serbia, all the states
surrounding the former Yugoslavia had recognized Bosnia. 1In
conjunction with EC and U.S. recognition, Bosnia-
Hercegovina’s claim to be a sovereign nation-state seemed to
be validated. The U.N. began the process of admitting
Bosnia-Hercegovina. However, 9 April also brought
Izetbegovic’s first calls for foreign military intervention
to make peace as opposed to preserving peace. Mobilization
of the Bosnian Territorial Defense Forces had failed to
generate sufficient forces to halt the deterioration of the
security situation.!® Algeria recognized Bosnia on 29
April 1992, followed shortly by the remainder of the Islamic
states, revealing the decided importance Bosnia had assumed
in the Moslem world.'?

As the military position of the Bosnian government
stabilized in early May, Izetbegovic again asked for outside
military assistance, this time to open humanitarian
assistance routes.?® Secretary General Boutros Boutros-

Ghali stated on 13 May 1992 that U.N. peacekeepers could not




be sent to Bosnia due to the level of violence. The U.N.
¢id admit Bosnia-Hercegovina with full membership status on
22 May 1992.% Romania finally recognized Bosnia on 30
May 1992, the last of the Balkan states to do so. Romania
acknowledged that U.N. admission, "consecrated its [Bosnia-
Hercegovina] joining the international community of states
with full rights." A Romanian Foreign Ministry spokesman
further noted that the majority of European states and
numerous third world countries had already taken this
step.?

By 8 June, the military situation had once more
deteriorated. Izetbegovic again asked for armed intervention
on his country’s behalf, specifically for U.S. airstrikes
against Serbian artillery positions shelling Sarajevo.?’
That same day the U.N. Security Council voted to authorize
the first deployment of 1100 peacekeepers to Bosnia to
reopen Sarajevo International Airport. While U.N.
peacekeepers had earlier been dispatched to Sarajevo, their
mandate exlusively concerned support of the U.N. Protection
Fcrces (UNPROFOR) operations in Croatia.?* The mandate did
not authorize any actions beyond the provision of
humanitarian relief to areas where the belligerants
acquiesced.

Because a ceasefire could not be implemented, the
original plan to deploy a French infantry battalion to

Sarajevo changed.?” The Security Council instead voted on




29 June to deploy a Canadian mechanized infantry battalion
from UNPROFOR in Croatia to Sarajevo; this time the
peacekeepers arrived.?®* While sympathetic, President
George Bush told Izetbegovic, during a meeting in Helsinki
on 9 July, that the U.S. would not bomb Serbian artillery
positions around Sarajevo but would ensure the delivery of
U.N. humanitarian aid.?

Izetbegovic appreciated international support for
humanitarian relief operations in Bosnia but in the context
of a first step towards peace-enforcement. In fact, a New
York Times article of 12 August reported that Izetbegovic
had refined the requirement for foreign military assistance
as 10,000 ground troops with helicopter support that would
neutralize Serbian artillery concentrations.?® By 13
August; the Security Council had authorized all necessary
measures, including military force, for nations to guarantee
delivery of humanitarian aid in Bosnia-Hercegovina.?’

Another Security Council vote on 14 September
specifically authorized military convoy commanders to use
force if attacked or blocked in order to deliver relief
supplies. The same day, in response to a report from the
U.N. .ecretary General that more military forces were
required in Bosnia for humnanitarian relief support,
Britain, Canada, Spain, France, Belgium, Holland, Norway,
and Denmark committed 5300 additional troops. While the

approximately 1500 troops already present in Bosnia were




under U.N. control, the adaitional forces were offered as
national forces with costs and authority retained by the
participants. Thus, military intervention for humanitarian
relief resulted in situations whereby nations such as France
have military troops wearing "blue berets" (U.N. designation
and control) alongside other French troops operating under
the French flag, who cooperated with the U.N. command.
Conversely, the U.K. elected to assign its addtional forces
to the U.N. command. Despite these unusual circumstances,
the mandate for both "kinds" of forces remained exclusively
limited to escorting humanitarian aid convoys.?*°

Support for military intervention in Bosnia beyond
the escort of humanitarian relief convoys did grow,
including such unlikely bedfellows as Denmark and the
Islamic Conference Organization. In Denmark, a participant
in peacekeeping operations in Croatia, the Social Democrat
and Conservative parties reached agreement in July 1992 on
the need for Danish soldiers to participate in a "Western
humanitarian intervention to protect the civilian population
in Sarajevo and other parts of strife-ridden Bosnia-
Hercegovina." This declaration extended beyond the need to
protect humanitarian convoys to include establishing
protected zones for refugees by offensive action. Further,
the Conservative party declared that the Bosnian situation
required a force similar in nature to that assembled under

U.S. leadership to deal with Iraq.?*




The 46 waﬁber Organization of Islamic States (also
known as the Islamic Conference Organization or ICO) began
calling for military intervention in Bosnia-Hercegovina in
August 1992. Turkey, representing both its regional
interests in the Balkans as well as the ICO in the London
peace conference for the crisis in Bosnia-Hercegovina,
announced that the ICO sought a limited military
intervention in Bosnia unless some diplomatic progress
materialized.’? While Turkey has served as the liaison
between Europe’s Bosnia initiatives and the concerns of the
Islamic states (in addition to its own interests in the
Balkans), Iran has assumed leadership among those states and
groups dramatizing the inevitable conflict between Islam and
Christianity.*®* Major papers in Turkey, Iran, Egypt, the
United Arab Emirates, and Saudi Arabia have demanded
formation of an Islamic coalition to assist the Bosnian
Muslims.**

In the U.S., various media, political, and academic
pundits have contributed a large and diverse body of opinion
on the utility and responsibility of the U.S. to become more
decisively engaged in the crisis in the former Yugoslavia.
The ineffectiveness of U.N., EC, or U.S. diplomatic efforts
to end the conflict has resulted in ever larger numbers of
foreign troops entering Bosnia with no mandate or capability
to resolve the conflict. Debate concerning the need for a

military solution to Bosnia’s problems has both intensified
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and become interwoven with the issue of deploying U.S.
combat forces into Bosnia. 1In fact, apparently logical
calls within the Bush and Clinton administrations for U.S.
military intervention have been synthesized as a moral
imperative from the linkage of U.S. interests with Bosnia’'s
dilemma. These arguments carry significant risks, as an
examination of two editorials proposing U.S. military
intervention demonstrates.
An advocate for limited U.S. military involvement,
A. M. Rosenthal, has written:
In Bosnia the moral duty of the West is to save

Muslims from slaughter and rape, perhaps by opening

a corridor for food and medicine and creating safety

zones.

" But trying to restore the rule of Muslims to

every Bosnian district they once controlled would

mean full-scale war against a passionate enemy. One

way or another Americans should know Clinton’s war

goals so that they and Congress can decide if they

want to go along.?®®
The transition from "moral duty of the West" to "Clinton's
war goals" revealed an apparent linkage between U.S.
involvement, the military solution, and the degree to which
Bosnia’s government might restore control over its
territory. Rosenthal dismissed the objectives of Bosnian
national forces or their nominal Croatian allies. Equally
surprising, Rosenthal ignored the impact U.S. military
intervention might have on simultaneous diplomatic,
economic, and informational efforts to achieve a poltical
solution. Moreover, the presumption was that the West must

be led into military action by President Clinton. Rosenthal
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suggested a military resolution to this conflict would be
ugly, yet the humanitarian objectives he proposed would
otherwise have proceeded interminably--fostering a clear
disconnect between U.S. interests and a military solution to
Bosnia’'s problems.?**

Leslie Gelb, soon to take over leadership of the
Council on Foreign Relations, has championed the need for a
U.S. led military intervention in Bosnia.?’ In January
1993, he presented the details of one such concept, which
unfortunately, did not include a method to terminate the
conflict or prevent its escalation:

First, Western leaders must be honest with their
people about the stakes and the risks of inaction,
and clear about their limited goals and strictly
limited means.

Second, Western or certainly U.S. military
involvement should be restricted to airpower.
Either the Serbs accept a full cease-fire or NATO
aircraft attack Serbian military targets in Bosnia
and Serbia.

Third, and this is critical, the Muslims and
Croats themselves must supply the necessary ground
troops. NATO should arm them appropriately and
amply.

Fourth, these troops should concentrate on
protecting safe havens. And NATO should provide
food and shelter for the havens immediately.

This plan for getting in does not guarantee a
way out. It does offer way to reduce the slaughter
and limit the West’s military role.?**®

Earlier in this same article, Gelb identified stopping the
Serbian aggression against the Bosnian Muslims as both the
goal of his proposals and a necessity for any peace
settlement to occur. While Gelb defined what the U.S.

military will do as part of a total military solution, the
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interaction he described with Bosnian and Croatian ground
troops appears to be dubious. Having been fully armed and
equipped, Bosnian and Croatian forces would not willingly
limit themselves to acquiring and guarding safe havens.
Such restraint would exist only because a coalition forced
the Bosnians and Croats to limit their military objectives.
Compelling such obedience would require the U.S. and other
concerned participants to share very similar feelings as to
what legitimate expectations the Bosnians are entitled to
have; further, agree upon the means employed to bound
Bosnian forces.

The military solution presented by Gelb presumes
airpocwer alone will compel the Serbs to halt their
aggression. But, what does the U.S. do if the Serbs simply
accept being bombed or the Bosnians and Croatians refuse
restrictions? Like Rosenthal, Gelb assumed U.S. military
and political objectives to be compatible with a solution to
the conflict. Worse, the idea that the U.S. could walk away
from the air campaign, if it proved ineffective, patently
ignores the political and psychological ramifications. As
with Rosenthal, Gelb’s proposals engender a disconnect
between U.S. interests and a military contribution to
solving Bosnia’s difficulties.

The dangers of moral advocacy cited above do not
arise from any fallacy in the authors’ ethical premise. The

flaws lie with the presumption that U.S. military power will
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be effective and decisive by reacting to the Bosnian
conflict’s symptoms. U.S. interests in Bosnia-Hercegovina
are presented out of context with other U.S. interests.
Military force is proposed as necessary to treat some
symptoms of Bosnia’'s problem, but out of context with other
symptoms, the base problems, and probable political
outcomes. The result is a justification for near-term
military involvement that has little consideration for the
consequences. As both Rosenthal and Gelb discover, a U.S.
military reaction is neither necessarily decisive nor a
solution. This does not mean that U.S. military involvement
in Bosnia-Hercegovina should not or will not occur, nor that
it cannot contribute to U.S. political objectives. The
discussion must, however, move from one of knee-jerk
reaction to one of thoughtful response.

Since the U.S. accepted a global leadership role
after World War II, many U.S. commitments have been assumed
as a necessity of the moment and, once taken up, resourced
as part of foreign policy.*® The concern in the case of
Bosnia-Hercegovina lays in defining such national necessity
--if it exists--logically and with some consideration of the
possible outcomes. Reaching some sense of the strategic
considerations requires analysis that does not so quickly
tether moral ocutrage, U.S. interests, and a military
solution to Bosnia’s problems. In the U.S., the decision to

put armed forces at risk must be based upon practical
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political as well as moral imperatives. But before
proceeding, it would be beneficial to explore several of the
influences that have contributed to the pressure to react to
Bosnia, as these forces must likely still be accomodated.

Media coverage of the crisis in Bosnia-Hercegovina
is a manifestation of and a contributing source of pressure
upon governments and institutions to react. Horrible
situations elsewhere in the world, particularly in the
nations that comprised the former Soviet Union, parallel
developments in Bosnia. Yet these other crises have evoked
comparatively little public concern in the U.S. and few
calls for military intervention. At least part of the
explanation rests with the fourth estate’'s detailed and
vivid coverage of the Bosnian nightmare.

Perhaps less obvious is exactly how media reporting
has simultaneously contributed to confusing the issues,
while contributing to the increased moral-ethical
imperatives to act. Appendix A presents the results of an
analysis of daily reporting on Bosnia in the Christian

Science Monitor from October 1991 through December 1992.

The results apply similarly to other major print media
sources.* While a detailed examination of the analysis
will be addressed later, several points warrant
acknowledgment.

Fifteen various contributing factors to the war in

Bosnia have been identified by the Monitor, along with

15




sixteen different symptoms of the conflict. Seven factors
fell into both categories in the sense that they were
proximate causes or symptoms and assumed relevance in the
other category. For example, violence against civilians and
civilian institutions was both a symptom of the early stages
of the war (April and May 1992) and developed into a
motivating factor supporting further mobilization and
expansion of the conflict. Adding to this complexity,
Sarajevo has waxed and waned as a focal point, peaking in
July 1992. The various causes and symptoms have likewise
risen and fallen in prominance of reporting. In short, the
conflict in Bosnia has presented different faces. As the
foci have changed, so too the public debate concerning the
need for military intervention has ebbed and flowed. There
is a an observable correlation between the discussion of
intervention and the focus of the moment.

Contributing as well to the fickle nature of
responding to Bosnia’s trials is the more difficult to
resolve analytic problem of cumulative effect. For example,
the mass rapes of Muslim women have tended to remain a focus
of certain editorials even when current reporting in the
Monitor does not. Further complicating the effort to
achieve consensus on addressing Bosnia’s plight is the lack
of comprehensive summarizing. Over the fifteen month

period, no single issue of the Monitor summarized the causes
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and symptoms of the conflict. 1In fact, no contiguous sixty
days of reporting adequately recounted the causes and
symptoms.

Thus while the media generates pressure to respond
to Bosnia’s plight, it also contributes to complicating an
already complex public debate. The cumulative effect, in
combination with specific, ever-changing symptoms that
continue to be graphically described in daily reporting,
have and will continue to have the result of supporting
moral arguments that the time for decisive intervention in
Bosnia has come. In response, decision-makers must
continually seek to clarify the various causes and symptoms
under discussion. The media pressure for "decisive" action
has spawned additional influences that have also pushed for
immediate U.S. military involvement.

Suggestions for any military intervention in Bosnia
to make peace often assume the U.S. military as both the
most capable of and necessary to implemerting any perceived
valid military solution. After all, Operation Desert Storm
showcased the U.S.: its destructive power, its
deployability, and its ability to maintain an offensive
coalition military effort. 1In fact, the U.S. appears to be
the only power that could alone deploy and sustain hundreds
of thousands of soldiers, estimates which have been posited
for specific scenarios in the former Yugoslavia.* And

once stated, these numbers have tended to stick in the
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lexicon of ﬁhe media and the U.S. government, even while the
problems in Bosnia have continued to evolve and be
reevaluated.*

However, if the use of military power is appropriate
to achieving some part of a resolution in Bosnia--yet to be
defined, that solution should not be construed as
automatically meaning that either U.S. armed forces or
massive intervention are requisite. Every military problem
has a unique character; other military forces may offer
better chances of success without rather than with the U.S.
military. U.S. military intervention might, for instance,
have political limitations attached which would degrade the
ability of a coalition to exercise the desired level of
violence or assume the needed risks to personnel. Or, from
a different perspective, if a successful military |
intervention requires principally light-armor units, then
the U.S. has limited ability to contribute to the ground
combat forces.*® If domination of the skies over Bosnia is
the single military task, then European air forces could
achieve this goal without U.S. assistance. Therefore the
case for U.S. military contributions to a military solution
in Bosnia-Hercegovina must correlate to a particular
military strategy.

Another contributing factor to the premature linkage
of the U.S. military to a military solution in Bosnia rests

with discussions of military intervention which address only
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the action and reaction vis-a-vis the military objective(s).
Other instruments of power are either omitted or isolated
from one another, permitting only the crudest cause and
effect relationship between them. Perhaps the most glaring
example of this phenomenon can be found in proposals for an
air exclusion zone over Bosnia. Clearly the U.S. military
can dominate the skies over Bosnia, but achieving that
military objective does not translate into any significant
change in Bosnia’s situation.

General Colin Powell, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, has made the argument that proposed military
solutions to the Bosnian crisis should not be detached from
the other elements of power. He cited the ethnic and
religious complexity of Bosnia. He stated that a political
solution must finally settle the crisis in Bosnia as well as
the rest of the former Yugoslavia. He noted that "military
force is not always the right answer." His most persuasive
argument continues to be the lack of a clearly understood
political objective to be achieved. Failing the definition
of such an objective, the military cannot develop a
complementary military strategy and objectives.

Furthermore, General Powell found he could not reconcile any
of the proposed military actions for Bosnia-Hercegovina with
a potentially achieveable political objective. General

Powell has established stringent definitions of feasibility:

to either win a decisive military victory or assure the
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ability to compel a change in an opponent. Anything less
and the military is reduced to fighting a limited war, which
Powell notes, risks pointless danger (Beirut and the
Marines) and undesirable escalation (Vietnam).*!

Limited wars, with undefined or merely preliminary
political objectives, tend to short circuit the military’s
ability to plan a campaign towards an end-state. Worse, the
military is then committed no matter that military force may
become counterproductive to the follow-on political strategy
or objective. General Powell’'s comments remain pertinent as
long as proposed military actions offer little likelihood of
even assisting in the achievement of U.S. and its allies
declared political objectives in Bosnia-Hercegovina.
Clearly, military power affects and is affected by the
integrated application of economic, political, or
informational (psychological) power to achieve a policy
objective.*® The prerequisite to an appropriate military
strategy is the postulation of an appropriate grand strategy
for the Balkans which establishes U.S. objectives in Bosnia-
Hercegovina.?*

Unfortunately, the unique place of military power
among America‘’s other elements of power often encourages the
detachment described above. For instance, Casper
Weinberger’'s 1984 speech to the National Press club detailed
the risks inherent in each deployment of U.S. combat

forces.*” Concerned with avoiding another Vietnam War, he
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presented six tests to serve as a guide for committing U.S.
troops.*® These tests are still cited (by General Powell

for example) as an analytic method for determining whether
or not to deploy U.S. forces overseas. The final test, "the
commitment of U.S. forces should be a last resort," supports
an interpretation of all the tests to mean that the other
elements of national power are superceded, not augmented, by
the decision to use military force. Weinberger’s model,
while useful, discourages examining the contribution all
elements of power may make in achieving a policy objective,
or expressed another way, that the whole may be more than
the sum of its parts. The concern is to avoid unnecessarily
requiring military power alone to achieve political
objectives.

A1l of the shortcomings described above arise from
their own combination of pressures. The U.S., the only
remaining military superpower and leader of the victorious
coalition in the Persian Gulf War, raises expectations of
military effectiveness that are both comforting and
unrealistic. Representatives of governments and
international agencies face the frustration and general
recognition that other solutions, such as economic
sanctions, have so far failed.** For a variety of reasons,
the media contributes to the shifting nature of the problem

or problems portrayed. Taken in total, pressure within and




on the current administration for the U.S. to do something
to mitigate some of the problems facing Bosnia will
¢ -inue.

Despite the problems identified with the debate
about possible U.S. military intervention, such debate will
continue. Quite possibly U.S. forces may be deployed to
Bosnia with little consensus as to their appropriate
purpose. Providing a method to determine appropriate
military objectives in such circumstances is possible. The
complexities of the Bosnian situation and U.S. foreign
policy objectives must be explored in more detail to provide
a basis for rational decision-making. Then, even given an
irrational political action, at least some basis for
restoring rationality exists.

This brings back the primary Question, what
strategic considerations should affect a U.S. decision to
intervene in Bosnia with military force. 1In other words, if
a deployment becomes a political response to particular
developments in Bosnia, overlaying a national and military
strategic assessment can offer guidance as to objectives to
attempt and to avoid. Hopefully, the path to relinking the
action to U.S. national interests and goals will also be
easier. However, to answer this question requires research
into three subordinat® cuestions.

What are the problems of Bosnia-Hercegovina?

Evaluating these problems, in particular their origin and
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continued relevance, will help discern which are the mos£
significant, possible solutions, and the anticipated costs
of resolution. 1Ideally, a few properly selected problems
can be identified whose resolution would reduce the sum
total of Bosnia’s problems to an acceptable level.
Logically, some of this "short list" of problems might
require military power to resolve. Therefore, the perceived
problems which would effect a military intervention in
Bosnia must be evaluated as well.

What U.S. national interests are at stake in Bosnia-
Hercegovina? Determining if and to what degree the U.S. has
a stake in Bosnia-Hercegovina will provide some yardstick by
which to gauge the level of risk the U.S. could be expected
to accept as part of its grand strategy for the area. This
analysis includes identifying the interests of other powers
in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Yugoslavia, such as the Islamic
states. A U.S. desire to support the interests of other
states, could affect U.S. actions and risk-taking in gosnia-

)
Hercegovina which would otherwise appear anomalous.
Conversely, foreign concerns might prohibit U.S. actions
which appear to be in its own national interest.

What constitutes suitable, feasible and acceptable
U.S. military actions in support of solutions to the
problems of Bosnia-Hercegovina? Resolving this question
demands a reconciliation between the "short list" of

problems and U.S. interests to posit the useful military
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strategies available to achieve various politicai
resolutions. This will include describing and evaluating
the risks and benefits associated with achieving those end-
states.

As indicated in the third subordinate question, the
purpose of the analysis is to apply a litmus test of
suitability, feasibility, and acceptability to possible U.S.
strategies which include military components. Willi--
Staudemaier defined the terms suitable, feasible and
acceptable as a method to evaluate strategic concepts.?®°
Suitability implies that achiewving an action or policy
should in fact provide a desired effect. Feasibility
requires sufficient resources to exist to achieve an
objective in relation to the forces which could or will
oppose such action. Acceptability balances the costs
(social, economic, political or military) of attaining an

objective with the anticipated benefit.

A Brief Review of the Literature

With the turmoil that has resulted in the
dissolution of the former republic of Yugoslavia, hundreds
of articles have appeared in periodicals. Dr. Timothy Sanz
accomplished a significant literature review of periodicals
from Spring 1991 through July 1992 for the Foreign Military

Studies Office at Fort Leavenworth. Of particular note, the

Radio Free Europe Research Report series and Foreign

Broadcast Information Service publications provide two of
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the few consistent sources for translations of articles from
Serbo-Croatian. While periodical articles offer some depth,
nearly all make certain presumptions about the nature of the
governments and peoples that are not clearly stipulated. 1In
fact, even the several dozen longer essays to be found in
such journals as Foreign Affairs approach the subject with a
variety of perspectives and agendas to promote. Such
differences would seem to mirror the policy debate underway
within the Clinton administration.

Such limitations, of course, apply for every complex
subject addressed in these media. However, two difficulties
make this material significantly less trustworthy. First,
there is little concensus about the history of the Yugoslav
republics. Therefore, the historical grounding of every
author has great and often unstated impact on his
assumptions, interpretations, and even facts. Second, the
contentious nature of Yugoslav politics since the death of
Tito in 1980, modern information recording and retrieval
techniques, and the metamorphosis of the Yugoslav political
system provide quotations from every key political ent_ty
that support any number of viewpoints.

Thus, extracting the maximum value from the most
current articles requires consideration of the various
authors’ perceptions of the former Yugoslavia and Bosnia-
Hercegovina’'s place in it. Fortunately, enough books have

appeared recently that a contemporary appraisal of the many
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interpretations of Yugoslav history is possible. Misha

Glenny'’'s work, The Fall of Yugoslavia, offers perhaps the

most balanced consideration of the various participants and
their interpretation of history. Close behind in value is

Mark Thompson’s A Paper House, whose chapter on Bosnia-

Hercegovina attempts to analyze the various perceptions of
Serbs, Croats, and Muslims.’* Thompson is associated with
a Slovenian magazine, which brings another difficulty to
light.

Nearly every English language scholar of what was
Yugoslavia either is of Serbian, Croatian, or Slovenian
extraction or was educated by such individuals. A notable
exception can be found in the works of Fred Singleton, who
basically created Britain’s first postgraduate school of
Yugoslav studies. Singleton, and those who followed in his
path, represent the Yugoslav socialist viewpoint,
essentially a fourth view of contemporary Yugoslavia. Thus

Twentieth Century Yugoslavia, written in 1976, is still a

valuable source, given the recent lack of enthusiasm among
authors for Tito’s form of government.
An excellent work which takes a harsh view of

Yugoslav socialism is Bogdan Denitch’s Limits and

Possibilities: The Crisis of Yugoslav Socialism and State

Socialist Systems. Denitch presents the anti-socialism view

fairly distinct from any prejudice towards a national group,

which is unusual. The care with which controversial and
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recent historical facts are presented is noteworthy.
Another source commendable for detail, although

slightly dated, is Ivo Banac’s The National Question in

Yugoslavia: Oriqgins, History, Politics. While canted

towards a Croatian view of the world, Banac presents at
times excruciating detail in support of his views, including
innumerable direct citations from documents and papers.

From his presentation of the rise of Bosnian Muslims as a
nation, many would also characterize him as pro-Muslim.
Despite the controversy surrounding some of his conclusions,
Banac’c work is probably the most commonly cited English
language reference to be found in other books. Alex N.

Dragnich’s Serbs and Croats: The Struggle in Yugoslavia

reads as somewhat of an apology for Serbian aspirations.
Nevertheless, he offers some logical counterpoints to the

widespread condemnation of the Serbian nation in the West.

Finally, Barbara Jelavich’s two volume History of
the Balkans yields not only some valuable references to
Bosnia-Hercegovia and Yugoslavia, but also provides them
some unique context.

There are many substantial State Department
briefings, Congressional Committee proceedings, and other
government-sponsored panel reviews available since January
1991 which address humanitarian issues, refugee concerns, in
depth situation reports, and U.S. foreign policy towards the

nations of former Yugoslavia. These records serve two
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valuable functions. They document the opinions of a variety
of government officials, both inside and outside the State
Department. Moreover, these records provide to identify the
various interest groups lobbying for a particular position
from Congress towards the ethnic and political groups of
former Yugoslavia.

Another invaluable source for tracing both U.S.
State Department actions and executive branch positions on

the former Yugoslavia is the State Department Dispatch, a

biweekly publication of the U.S. government. More views on
U.S. foreign policy and U.N. peace support operations have

been documented in several journals, the New York Times, the

Christian Science Monitor, and several monographs. The base
references for consideration of foreign policy and national
power topics raised in this study are John Spanier’s Games

Nations Play, Ray Cline’s World Power Trends, John Lefever'’s

Ethics and American Power, and Graham Allison’s 1969

article, "Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis,"

American Political Science Review. Cline posits one method

for evaluating national power as a function of resources
modified by strategy and national will. Allison relates
three particularly useful models (rational policy,
organizational process, and bureaucratic politics) for
describing how governments make decisions. Lefever’'s work
documents the original "Weinberger Doctrine" and George

Schultz’s companion article, often cited as the counterpoint
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to Weinberger’'s six tests for committing U.S. armed forces
overseas.

Retracing day to day events and actors in the former
Yugoslavia is assisted greatly by events calendars. Three
of the best include Dr Sanz’'s reference (cited above), the

monthly recapitulations in Current History, and the weekly

highlights published in the Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty

report series. Details, perceptions, and people change so

quickly that daily newspaper reporting and Foreiqn Broadcast

Information Service publications provide indispensable
additional coverage.

Not surprisingly, published information on the
military forces actually engaged in Bosnia is sketchy with
Jane’s Defense Weekly providing the most reporting. The
authors providing the most details are Dr. James Gow and Dr.
Milan Vego. Dr. Gow lectures at the Center for Defense
Studies, King’s College, University of London. Dr. Vego,
born in the former Yugoslavia, teaches East European history
and politics in the U.S. 1In conjunction with bits and
pieces extracted from newspapers and other periodicals, a
reasonably accurate portrayal of the military situation is

possible.

29




Endnotes

1. For example, given the failure of diplomatic
and economic pressure to limit Serbian aggression in Croatia
and then Bosnia, Anthony Lewis called for the United States
to employ air power over the skies of Serbia and Bosnia to
compel Serbian leader, Slobodan Milosevic, to stop the siege
of Sarajevo by ethnic Serb military forces, "The New World
Order," New York Times, 17 May 1992, sec. D, p. 17.

Also, in June 1992, Senators Paul Simon, Joe Biden
and Clairborne Pell remarked during testimony by Secretary
of State James Baker to the Senate Foreign relations
committee that U.S. military power appeared increasingly
necessary to ensure the delivery of humanitarian aid into
Sarajevo. Secretary Baker responded that recent
developments supported such a conclusion, "Baker Hints at
the Use of American Forces to Supply Sarajevo," New York
Times, 24 June 1992: sec. A, p. 9.

2. Major Richard Brennan, a Strateqy, Plans and
Policy analyst in the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations, Department of the Army, confirmed U.S.
acceptance of these U.N. definitions for categories of
intervention in an April 1993 briefing at the U.S. Army
Command and General Staff College.

3. Carla Thorson, "Developments in Bosnia," Radio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty Report on Eastern Europe (RFE/RL)
1, no. 2 (10 January 1992): 70.

4. Jonathon Landay, "EC Deadline Pushes Bosnia to
the Brink," Christian Science Monitor, 20 December 1991, 1.

5. The 15 October 1991 memorandum did not actually
call for Bosnia to secede from Yugoslavia, but affirmed a
1990 constitutional amendment which asserted the sovereignty
of the Bosnian-Hercegovina. However, the Serbs correctly
understood that the intent was to lay the legal basis for
independence. A motion to vote on Bosnia’s future was
introduced, but failed to carry, even though the Serb
delegates had walked out. Foreign Broadcast Information
Service (FBIS) EEU-92-043 (4 March 1992): 40 and Milan
Andrejevich, "Bosnia and Herzegovina Move toward
Independence," RFE/RL 2, no. 43 (25 October 1991): 22-27.

6. RFE/RL (10 Jan 1992): 70.

7. FBIS EEU-92-002 (3 January 1992): 42.
8. FBIS EEU-92-005 (8 January 1992): 43.
9. FBIS EEU-92-030 (13 February 1992): 31.

30




10. FBIS EEU-92-038 (26 February 1992): 39-40; EEU-
92-039 (27 February 1992): 32.

11. While most sc<.bs boycotted the vote, nearly
every 68% of the total population did vote. Over 98% of
those voting chose independence. Current History 91, no.
565 (May 1992): 240.

12. Cyrus Vance, the UN special envoy, still did
not endorse a peacekeeping mission in Bosnia-Hercegovina.
It could be arqgued that enough difficulties in establishing
the force in Croatia had already been encountered. Any
attempt to expand the mandate could have resulted in further
delays. Current History 91, no. 565 (May 1992): 240 and
Milan Andrejevich, "More Guns, Less Butter in Bosnia and
Hercegovina," RFE 1, no. 11 (13 March 1992): 14.

13. Current History 91, no. 566 (September 1992):

289.

14. Current History 91, no. 565 (May 1992): 240.

15. RFE/RL 1, no. 14 (3 April 1992): 66, 77 no.
7

: 1,
15 (10 April 1992): 68; 1, no. 16 (17 April 1992): 71-72.

16. Greece followed the EC lead on Bosnia-
Hercegovina despite its reluctance to sec a precedent by
which the EC might pressure Greece into Macedonian
recognition as well. FBIS WEU-92-070 (10 April 1992): 39;
EEU-92-051 (16 March 1992): 17.

17. F IS EEU-92-070 (10 April 1992): 17.

18. FBIS EEU-92-070 (10 April 1992): 31.

19. FBIS NES-92-083 (29 April 1992): 12.

20. FBIS EEU-92-091 (11 May 1992): 24.

21. Current History 91, no. 566 (September 1992):

290.
22. FBIS EEU-92-105 (1 June 1992): 31.
23. "As Shells Devastate His Capitai, Bosnian

Leader Begs U.S. to Help," New York Times, 9 June 1992, sec.
A, p. 10.

24. Which is not to say that the UNPROFOR in
Sarajevo did not begin evaluating the airport prior to the
U.N. vote. 1In fact, the peacekeepers in Sarajevo served as
key negotiators in the agreement which made the reopening of

31




the airport possible. However, it is significant to note
that not until 8 June had the Security Council authorized
UNPROFOR to be deployed to Bosnia with any mandate relating
to the crisis in Bosnia. Current History 91, no. 566
(September 1992): 294 and conversation with a source
assigned to UNPROFOR.

25. Current History 91, no. 566 (September 1992):

294.
26. Ibid., 295.
27. 1Ibid., 300.
28. RFE/RL 1, no. 33 (21 August 1992): 73.
248 29. Current History 91, no. 567 (October 1992):

30. FBIS WEU-92-181 (17 September 1992): 10-11 and
"U.N. Approves More Troops for Bosnia," Prodigy Services, 15

September 1992.
31. FBIS WEU-92-176 (10 September 1992): 29.

32. FBIS NES-92-174 (8 September 1992): 48; NES-92-

160 (18 August 1992): 3-4; NES-92-152 (6 August 1992): 2.

33. FBIS NES-92-174 (8 September 1992): 48; NES-92-

118 (18 June 1992): 39.

34. FBIS NES-92-160 (18 August 1992): 3-4; NES-92-
132 (9 July 1992): 15; NES-92-177 (11 September 1992): 46-
47.

35. A. M. Rosenthal, "Two words uttered by FDR 50
years ago made all the difference," Kansas City Star, 14
January 1993, sec. C, p. 15.

36. Such a strategic gridlock already exists on
Cyprus, where peacekeeping forces have been deployed for
over two decades. 1In Bosnia, a similar commitment would be
complicated by no green line (line of demarcation) and
consequent difficulties in securing humanitarian lines of
supply over the long-term.

37. Gelb’s future position on the Council for
Foreign Relations was noted in a New York Times editorial
carried in the 13 May 1993 Kansas City Star. The Council
publishes Foreiqn Affairs, a foreign policy journal that
provides good insights into the thinking within Washington
across various political and ideological lines. Gelb

32




currently serves on the journal’s board of advisors.

38. Leslie Gelb, "Vance and Powell," New York
Times, 10 January 1993, sec. D, p. 23.

39. David Jablonsky, Why is Strateqy Difficult?
Professional Readings in Military Strategy No. 4 (Carlisle
Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War College, 1992), S1.

40. Specifically, the New York Times, Economist,
Newsweek, and Time covered very similar material in the time
period reviewed.

41. General Barry McCaffrey, speaking for the Joint
Chiefs of Staff cited daunting figures for certain scenarios
in Bosnia. For example, an army of 400,000 "would be needed
to "impose a cease-fire and occupy territory in the disputed
areas of the Balkans." To ensure delivery of food to
Sarajevo via land and air, GEN McCaffrey estimated a corps
of 60,000 to 120,000 troops to secure a 20 mile ring around
the airport in Sarajevo and guard the 200 mile land corridor
from the Croatian port of Split to Sarajevo. He did however
call this "a seat-of-the pants answer." Michael Gordon,
"60,000 Needed for Bosnia, A U.S. General Estimates," New
York Times, 12 August 1992, sec. A, p. 8.

Time magazine reported that NATO military experts
had considered proposing 100,000 soldiers to guard the Split
to Sarajevo land link and later discussed a force of 10,000
to perform escort duty along the route as opposed to
guarding its entire length. "Can Bosnia Be Fixed With a
Hammer?” Time, 31 August 1992, p. 16. While these estimates
are not universally accepted, that aspect will be examined
in the body of this paper. The point here is simply that
such estimates exist.

42. For example, Secretary of State Lawrence
Eagleburger discussed the quandry faced by the United States
in assessing what it could do about ethnic cleansing in
former Yugoslavia stating, "I don’‘t know how you deal with
it unless what you’re prepared to do to assure success is to
put in several hundred thousand ground troops, US or
whatever. I don’‘t think the American people are prepared to
accept that." (Note the connection between the estimate for
hundreds of thousands of soldiers, securing all contested
areas, and no other proposal for stopping the process of
ethnic cleansing.) Peter Grier, "West Still Drags Feet on
Measures to Stop the Killing in Yugoslavia," Christian
Science Monitor, 28 December 1992, 1.

43. The U.S. essentially has no light tank or
assault gun force, excepting the very small fleet of
irreplaceable and venerable M551 Sheridans. While Armored

33




Gun System (AGS) is planned for procurement, no U.S. Army
unit fields them at the time of this writing. The Bradley
Infantry Fighting Vehicle offers possibilities as its weight
is about the same as the German Panzer Mark IV employed in
Yugoslavia in World War II.

This issue really revolves around the question of
what military tasks are required to be peirformed. If
chasing guerrilla forces through the Bosnia'’s mountainous
terrain is the task, then specific equipment (and training)
issues become especially relevant. If engaging former
Yugoslav National Army mechanized and motorized forces is
the primary task, then U.S. equipment would be generally
quite suitable for employment. This questicn will be
addressed further on in the paper.

44. Michael Gordon, "Powell Delivers a Resounding
No On Using Limited Force in Bosnia," New York Times, 28
September 1992, sec. A, p. 35 and Colin Powell, "Why
Generals Get Nervous," New York Times, 8 October 1992, sec.
A, p. 35.

45. For the purposes of this paper the political
instrument of power will include: diplomatic measures, the
domestic and international processes of concensus building,
and the galvanizing of national will. For a demonstration
of a model incorporating the elements of national power, see
David Jablonsky, Why is Strateqgy Difficult? 17-27.

46. This relationship is explained in more detail
in Arthur Lykke, Jr.’s article, "Toward an Understanding of
Military Strategy," Military Strateqy: Theory and
Application (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War College,
1989), 3-8.

47. Casper Weinberger, "The Uses of Military
Power," Ethics and American Power Ethics and Public Policy
Essay 59, ed. Ernest Lefever (Washington D.C.: Ethics and
Public Policy Center, 1985), 1-10.

48. 1Ibid., 7-8. It is worthwhile to review the
tests as Weinberger specifically described them, given the
various summarized interpretations that have followed.

1. The United States should not commit forces
to combat overseas unless the particular engagement
of occaision is deemed vital to our national
interest of that of our allies. That emphatically
does not mean that we should declare beforehand, as
we did in Korea in 1950, that a particular area is
outside our strategic perimeter.

2. If we decide it 1is necessary to put combat
troops into a given situation, we should do so

34




wholeheartedly and with the clear intention of
winning. If we are unwilling to commit the forces
Oor resources necessary to achieve our objectives, we
should not commit them at all.

Of course, if the particular situation requires
only limited force to win our objectives, then we
should not hesitate to commit forces sized
accordingly. When Hitler broke treaties and
remilitarized the Rhineland, small combat forces
could then perhaps have prevented the holocaust of
World War II.

3. If we do decide to commit forces to combat
overseas, we should have clearly defined political
and military objectives. We should know precisely
how our forces can accomplish those clearly defined
objectives. And we should have and send the forces
needed to do just that. As Clauswitz wrote, "No one
starts a war--or, rather, no one in his senses ought
to do so--without first being clear in his mind what
he intends to achieve by that war and how he
intends to conduct it."

War may be different today than in Clauswitz'’s
time, but the need for well-defined objectives and a
consistent strategy is still essential. If we
determine that a combat mission has become necessary
for our vital national interests, then we must send
forces capable to do the job--not assign a combat
mission to a force configured for peacekeeping.

4. The relationship between our objectives and
the forces we have committed--their size,
composition, and dispostion--must be continually
reassessed and adjusted if necessary. Conditions
and objectives invariably change during the course
of a conflict. When they do change, then so must
our combat requirements. We must continuously keep
as a beacon light before us the basic questions: "Is
this conflict in our national interest?" "Does our
national interest require us to fight, to use force
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CHAPTER 2

PRECONFLICT BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA

The purpose of this analysis is not to relate the

history of Bosnia-Hercegovina. The objective is to examine
the various current problems to determine relative
importance, possible solutions, and possible costs.
However, an historical context is unavoidable as so many of
Bosnia’s present difficulties relate directly to differing
perceptions of historical events among Bosnia’s three main
ethnic groups.

Bosnia’'s development as a state and the recognition
of Bosnian Muslims as a narod (people) within former
Yugoslavia merit a brief review for several reasons.
Perhaps, most important, any judgements reached in this
paper will reflect a bias developed in the course of the
research. At least by presenting the basis for these views,
the reader can judge for himself the logic of the author’s
subsequent conclusions. Even th? most cursory study of
Bosnia’s current predicament reveals that part of any
resolution will require decisions which will reject the
perceived rights of at least one aggrieved party.

One the most glaring errors in discussing the ethnic
groups of Bosnia-Hercegovina, and one repeated in this paper
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for the sake of clarity, is to apply the terms Croats,
Muslims, and Serbs as totalities. The predominantly Muslim
Bosnian government includes many urban Croats and Serbs.
While Muslims make up the majority of the loyal citizenry,
many of those who had identified themselves with the
Yugoslav ideal also stayed in Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Mostar.
Conversely, some Muslims supported Bosnia‘s Serbs in an
effort to maintain Bosnia’s state integrity within a new
Yugoslavia.! Intermarriage and a growing identification
with the cultural and economic ideals the West in the 1970s
have undoubtedly contributed to the phenomenon of
interethnic cooperation still observable if muted after a
year of civil war.?

The ethnic groups separate culturally and
ecénomically along rural and urban lines. Thus the Bosnian
Serbs, who constitute less than 40 percent of the
population, occupy almost 60 percent of the land in Bosnia
as farmers. A large of percentage of Bosnia’s Muslims live
in cities, which decreases their share of acreage occupied
proportionally. Finally, all urban ethnic groups tend
towards mutual tolerance to a degree normally not required
in rural settings.

Besides these urban versus rural differences,
regional differences in Bosnia create distinctions among
ethnic groups as well. For example, the Croats of western

Hercegovina have remained a distinct group even among other
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Bosnian Croats. The Serbs of Krajina and east Hercegovina
retain unique characteristics as well. The Muslims of the
Bihac region are geographically isolated and culturally
distinct from the central Bosnian Muslims. These
differences seem to have been dismissed by outside observers
since the war in Bosnia began. The point is that while
senior political and military leaders in Bosnia now speak as
if they represent an ethnic monolith; in fact they are
spokesmen for coalitions of regions and municipalities. Any
analysis of the Bosnian crisis must, therefore, recognize
these limits on the legitimacy of Bosnian leaders.

The ethnic groups of former Yugoslavia have a strong
sense of history. Normal practice finds current social and
political problems expressed in metaphors from the past.?
Conflicts in Bosnia have and continue to incorporate
specific historic themes which inspire and justify the
actions of Bosnia’s Serbs, Muslims and Croats.

One theme often repeated throughout the Balkans
since the nineteenth century rests upon nationalist claims
to the greatest extent of land once controlled by an
associated medieval empire. These kingdoms represented
alliances of nobility under the banner of a local dynasty.
The fact that none of the Balkan medieval states met the
modern criteria for a nation has been largely ignored by
most nationalists.! While Croat and Serb claims to part or

all of Bosnia have been well-publicized, the existence of a
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Bosnian kingdom, which actually outlasted the Croat and
Serbian empires, is often overlooked. As these historic
claims to specific territory and greatness persist, it is
useful to quickly summarize the key figures and lands
associated with their kingdoms.

Tomislav (910-928) founded established the first
Croatian kingdom on the Dalmatian coast, an area under the
nominal control of the Byzantine empire.® What we consider
northern and central Croatia, at the time, lived under
Frankish control. With recognition by Pope John X given in
return for Tomislav’s rejection of Byzantine (and therefore
Orthodox Christian) authority, Croatian power centered in
the vicinity of Biograd-na-Moru, near modern Zadar and
Sibenik on the Dalmatian coast. Zagreb only became the
focus of Croatian politics after the amalgamation of
Tomislav’s state under Kalman (King of the Magyars) in
1102.° At its zenith in 1070, all of Bosnia was under
Croatian rule except for eastern Herzegovina and north
eastern Bosnia.’

One of the three original Serbian tribes, the Hum,
settled in eastern Bosnia. These three tribes formed a
defensive union to oppose the Bulgars in the ninth century.
This confederation linked the lands now known as central
Bosnia, Montenegro and Kosovo.® The rise of the Serbian
kingdom of the Nemanjic dynasty under Stephen II occurred in

1217. At one time almost one third of modern Bosnia-
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Hercegovina, everything east of the Neretva and Drina rivers
and that portion of central Bosnia between the rivers, came
under Serbian control. By the time Stephen Dusan’s
legendary south Balkan empire (1331-1355) extended Serbian
power to its greatest extent, most of Serbian Bosnia had
actually been lost to an expanding Bosnian kingdom.®’ The
defeat of the Serbian kingdom in 1371 by the Turks split two
of the three original Serb tribal groups from the remnants
of Serbia, who eventually became part of the Montenegrin and
east Hercegovinian Serb (Hum) peoples of today.®?

The first Bosnian independent kingdom arose under
Tvrtko (1353-91), "King of the Serbs, Bosnia and of the
Coast." This kingdom appeared as the Serbian empire came
under assault from the Turks. Serbian refugees crossed the
Drina river boundary into Tvrtko'’s kingdom to join their
brethren already residing in central Bosnia. While only
lasting until 1463, the Bosnian kingdom comprised central
Dalmatia and most of modern Bosnia-Hercegovina, less the
northwestern corner.!!

In summary then nationalist claims to territory can
be traced to these kingdoms. The Serbian and Croatian
claims also include royal houses recognized by the Orthodox
and Catholic churches respectively. This distinction is
relevant, since such lineage provides an unbroken cultural
link from the medieval period into the modern nation-state

era in Europe. The Bosnian Muslims lack this ancestry. The
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majority of the Bosnian nobility cast their lot with Islam
and the Ottoman empire. To some Serbs and Croats, this
difference implies that only Serbian and Croatian
territorial claims have modern validity. Of course to
Bosnian Muslims, their ancient heritage remains legitimate,
despite the lack of a hereditary royalty. Thus nationalist
claims to sovereignty remain a matter of ethnic perception.
And to the outsider, none of the claims appears superior to
the others.

Another historical theme that has been employed in
Bosnia-Hercegovina to justify conflict is the religious one.
The Roman Emperor Diocletian first drew the political
boundaries which distinguished between the western empire
and Byzantium in 285 AD. This line of political
demarcation, further specified by Theodosius in the fourth
century, splits Bosnia. This physical separation
corresponds approximately with the eventual predominance of
the Orthodox and Roman Catholic churches.!? Caught in
between these two at times antagonistic religious forces are
the Bosnians.

Claims that the Bosnian Muslims are simply fallen
Catholics or Orthodox Christians have reappeared.‘?

History does not support such an interpretation. A
heretical Bosnian church appeared in the eleventh century
known as the Bogomils. Persecution by Catholic and to a

lesser extent Orthodox empires resulted in the much of
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Bosnia'g slavic population readily embracing Islam after the
Turkish occupation began in 1463.'* This conversion
included nearly all of the nobility and land-owning class in
Bosnia.

However, the linkage between Islam, the Ottoman
yoke, and Muslim cooperation in the Croatian Ustascha purges
of Serbs in World wWar II has also fueled concerns about the
creation of a fundamentalist Islamic state.!* In fact,
both Serbian and Croatian officials have stated that the war
against Islam never ended.!®* President Izetbegovic’s
twenty year old treatise on the structure of an Islamic
state has been toted out to prove his intent to create a
fundamentalist Islamic Bosnia.!’ In fact, Izetbegovic did
discuss the vulnerability of indivi&ual Islamic groups,
including his own. He also discussed the benefits of
forming a transnational Islamic state. He later repudiated
any intention he might have had to work towards a new
Ottoman empire. His later writings do not suggest he
returned to this theme. Considering what could be found in
the twenty year old writings of most politicians, there is
no reason to suspect Izetbegovic of harboring some long
cherished Islamic plan. The sad conclusion seems to be that
most conflicts in Bosnia have rapidly assumed the character
of religious wars, no matter the pretext.

The theme that warfare in Bosnia has been a

constant, epic struggle among Muslims, Catholics, and
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Oorthodox is untrue. Banditry does have a long tradition in
Bosnia and elsewhere in the former Yugos.avia. The two
concepts frequently become confused in modern writings about
current problems in the region. While conflict has been no
stranger to Bosnia, internal conflicts were minimal from the
16th through the early 18th centuries, a fact partly due to
the brutal Ottoman repression which any nascent revolt
faced. The most disturbing of the internal conflicts of the
early 18th century involved mostly Slavic Muslims engaged in
power struggles.!® Aand while religious affiliation was
exploited by the various empires from the mid 18th century
forward, it is not until the early nineteenth century that
significant internal strife began between the Christians and
Muslims.!? Croat versus Serb is a phenomenon that

developed in the late 18th and nineteenth centuries. World
Wars I and II really provide the majority of the impetus for
the theory of an "historic" Bosnian conflict.

There are, however, a few exceptions to the
conclusions presented above. The most notable involves the
Muslims and Serbs of eastern Hercegovina and portions of
eastern Bosnia, who seem to have a centuries o0ld violent
history. This and other traditional local conflicts has
helped set the standard for Balkan warfare. It is this
character of warfare which is truly historic and continuous.
Warfare in the Balkans has never quite advanced beyond the

Thirty Years War.
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Yet another theme which periodically affected Bosnia
has been the idea that Bosnian Muslims do not constitute a
nation in the same sense that Croats or Serbs do.?° If
true, then Bosnian Muslims have no similar claim to
autonomy. Much of the debate concerns their apparent lack
of an unbrcken tradition of national consciousness. The
unacknowledged assimilation of Bosnian Muslims into the
original Yugoslav kingdom, the difficulty in finding
population statistics which identify their status in the new
kingdom, and their tendency to identify with Serb and
Crcatian nationalist movements prior to formation of the
kingdom has been inaccurately cited as supporting this
theory. Bosnia’s Muslims acted as a distinct political
entity prior to and during the first Yugoslav kingdom.?!
While politically inspired, Tito’s elevation of the Bosnian
Muslims to nationhood was a recognition, not a creation, of
their status in Yugoslavia.??

A related theme concerns the borders of Bosnia-
Hercegovina, challenged as mere creations of Tito to weaken
Serbia.?® 1In fact, Bosnia’s borders under the Ottoman and
Austrian empires remained about the same from the Treaty of
Karlowitz in 1699 until 1908, when the Sandzak of Novi Pazar
was divided between Montenegro and Serbia.?* Saving that
minor change, a decade spent under the odd administrative
system of the first Yugoslav kingdom, and four years of

dissolution during World War II, Bosnia-Hercegovina today
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has borders which reflect almost 300 years of (externally
imposed) precedent.

Another theme stressxs that the Bosnian Serbs are
simply part of the greater Serbian nation and therefore are
entitled to be linked to Serbia, despite the intertwined
Muslim and Croat populations.?® Bosnia has seen many
population movements as a result of war; for example, a
significant migration of Serbs from the domains of the
Ottoman empire settled on the Austrian military frontier
with the consent of Vienna.?* There were Turkish sponsored
migrations of Vlach tribes to the Ottoman military frontier
for defensive and economic reasons, who came under Orthodox
tutelage with the consent of the empire.?’” During and
after World War II significant population shifts occurred as
well, this time for political and economic reasons. Thus,
for one ethnic group to claim predominance over another by
historical precedent requires the last several hundred years
of history be disregarded.

A review of modern population percentages reaffirms
this conclusion. 1In 1879, Orthodox (roughly equates to Serb
population) Bosnians constituted about 42% of population,
with 38% being Moslem and 17% Croat. By 1910, 43.5% were
Orthodox (roughly equates to Serbs), 32.4% were Moslem, and
22.8% were Croat.?® 1In 1946, 44.3% were Serbs, 30.8% were
Muslims, and 24.0% were Croats. By 1971, Serbs constituted

only 37.2% of the population, Muslims grew to 39.6%, and
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Croats decreased to 20.6% of the population.?* 1In 1981,
Muslims held at 39.5%, Serbs dropped to 32.0%, and Croats
had decreased to 18.4%.°° While Muslims gained again 1991
with 43.7% of the population, Serbs had fallen to 31.3% and
Croats to 17.3%.°" This does not include the effect of
intermarriage, which had reached 27% among the nationalities
in Bosnia.*?

Finally, the theme most often cited in the current
conflict in Bosnia is World War II. Nearly every decision
maker, politician and general alike, experienced that war;
there were no winners and plenty of hurtful memories.
Serbia’s role in the war, and particularly that of the
Monarchist-Serb nationalist General Mihailovic, was probably
ill-served by history. Even the most conservative figures
indicate over half of million Serbs died. Of the 1941
Yugoslav population of 16 million, at least 1 million died
and half were civilians.?® While Croatian Ustascha and
Muslims fought multi-ethnic Partisans, the Partisans fought
Serbian and Montenegrin chetniks. Chetniks and Partisans
both had their fights and their armistices with the German
and Italian occupation forces; however, the foreign
occupation was secondary to the civil war. Every region,
city and village had some slightly different experience with
the various factions striving to position themselves for
post-war political power and the occupation forces.

Numerous militias and paramilitaries stalked local areas.?*

47




What the war confirmed and can be seen today is a sort of
armed Darwinism; that is, the heavily armed dominate the
well armed, the well armed dominate the poorly armed, and
the poorly armed kill the unarmed.

This brief exploration of Bosnia’s contentious and
troubled history provides some context to examine the nature
of current conflicts. As noted earlier, agreement on the
interpretations and facts related here is hardly unanimous
among outside analysts or the ethnic groups themselves.
Still, to accomplish anything of worth in today'’s Bosnia,
decision-makers will have to make value judgements on each

ethnic groups’ perception of history.
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CHAPTER 3

PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS IN BOSNIA

Surveying Bosnia‘’s problems presents the most
difficult challenge to the identification of possible
objectives for U.S. policy makers. The numerous issues are
more than complex, they seem to vie with each other for
attention. For instance, the siege of Sarajevo dominated
international interest for several months of 1992, but then
paled in comparison to the issue of ethnic cleansing.
Examining all of Bosnia’s problems, however, reveals a
selected group or "short list" of problems, which if
resolved, should be sufficient tov reduce most aspects of the
crisis to more acceptable levels for the Bosnians and the
international community.

Given the complex history of Bosnia-Hercegovina, it
is not surprising that any list of current problems would be
both extensive and contain interrelated topics. The method
selected for identifying the majority of the current
problems was to survey a well-reputed daily periodical. The

Christian Science Monitor stands out for its consistent

quality reporting, attention to world trouble spots, and its
ease of use as a research tool. The sampling period
extended from October 1991 through December 1992. The
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review included every issue of the Monitor. Each issue
which contained at least one article or editorial on
Yugoslavia contributed to the data base. Information
recorded embrace all identified causes and results
(hereafter referred to as symptoms) of the conflict in
Bosnia and proposals for military intervention. Appendix A
contains the raw data. Chapter four contains the analysis
of the problems associated with a military intervention.
Fourteen months of data furnished eight causes for
the current conflict in Bosnia, nine symptoms, and seven
problems which both fueled the conflict and constituted
harmful symptoms. These are explained below along with the
analysis to determine their continued importance and

possible solution.

Causes

Serb-Croat War

The conflict in Bosnia began as an extension of
the Croatian conflict currently on hold. Most of Serb held
Croatian territory can only be supplied from Bosnia. The
Serb-Croat fight in northern Bosnia, in the largely Bosnian
Croat region ot Pusavina, and Hercegovina began where the
war in Croatia paused, with the Croats essentially on the
defensive and Serb forces attacking. And while the Bosnian
war quickly fragmented into many wars, the greater Serb-

Croat tension remained an important agent of the war. Some
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evidence suggests that Serbia and Croatia agreed to divide
most of Bosnia among themselves. This deal, if true, has
limited more than halted the clashes between Serb and Croat.

The infamous meeting of the Croatian and Serb
presidents in March of 1991 to agree on the division of
Bosnia between them has since been allegedly followed by
others.! While Bosnian Serb lines of communication remain
vulnerable, Croatia essentially controls western Hercegovina
and some of the Posavina region areas contiguous with
Croatia. Presidents Milosevic of Serbia and Karadzic of
Bosnian Serbia have little left to offer President Tudjman
in Bosnia. However, by 1993 the Croatian Army had
apparently ceased opposing the consolidation of Bosnian Serb
autonomous territories, except in eastern Hercegovina.
Likewise Bosnian Serbs have ceased most of the pressure on
the remainder of Posavina held by the Croats. It is
probable that an arrangement has been made, but one which
does not include the Croatian Serb areas currently in
rebellion.

Any international peace settlement in Bosnia
threatens to uncouple Croatian Serb held areas from Bosnian
Serb and Serbian military support. Therefore Tudjman can be
expected to support such an arrangement, biding his time to
take Croatian Serb areas by force. O0f course all the Serb
military and political leaders realize this; therefore they

will have to be coerced to back such a plan. The Krajina
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Serbs from Croatia and Bosnia present a special case, wild
cards in any proposed settlement. General Mladic, commander
of at least some of the Bosnian Serb forces, former
commander in the Knin part of Croatian Krajina, and the son
of parents executed by the Ustascha in the Second World War
is the most important wild card. He can be expected to
oppose any arrangement which makes the Serb autonomous 2zones
in Croatia more vulnerable, no matter the circumstances.?
In addition, he personally can count on the loyalty of up to
three of the Bosnian Serb corps if he chooses to challenge
the authority of President Karadzic.

Another wrinkle in resolving this issue are the
paramilitary forces of the Party of Historic Rights (HSP),
known as the Croatian Defense Forces (HOS), who have large
forces in Hercegovina. Up to 20 percent Muslim, these forces
have fought to maintain Bosnia‘’s integrity, but have been
engaged by the Bosnian Croat regular Croatian Military
Defense (HVO) forces attempting to both absorb the HOS and
ethnically cleanse Herceg-Bosna (Croatian western
Hercegovina) and part of central Bosnia.’ In one the
strange alliances of this war, the HOS actually presents the
greatest long-term threat to Bosnian sovereignty, as they
believe all of it should be joined with Croatia. HOS
believes the only way to accompl!ish this goal is to first
support Bosnian independence from Yugoslavia and Serbia. A

small but significant group of Hercegovinan Muslims support
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this idea as their best chance to avoid Serbian domination.
Bosnia’s government has not been in a position to refuse HOS
(or any other) military assistance.‘'

Conversely, the HVO are Bosnian Croat regqular forces
that represent the Croatian Democratic Community Party
(EDZ), which controls most of the government in Croat held
Bosnia. These forces are dependent on the government in
Zagreb and augmented by Croatian National Guard (ZNG)
formations (Croatia’s Army). They are content to secure a
portion of Bosnia, while maintaining an alliance of sorts
with Izetbegovic’s forces and supporting a negotiated peace
plan which creates cantons in Bosnia.® The HVO and Croatia
control all of the Bosnian government’s lines of
communication.® The presumption should be that Tudjman’s
man in Herceg-Bosné, Mate Boban, will succeed in
neutralizing HOS forces and continuing with ethnic cleansing
until pressure on Zagreb compels them to stop. Bosnian
Croat activities against the Muslims conflict with Croatia’s
long-term interests and mark a division in the Croatian
political military sphere potentially as serious as that
between Mladic and Karadzic.’” It should be noted that any
sea line of communication supporting a military intervention
will have to cross into territory controlled by Boban.

Given the continuing Croat-Serb contest in
Herceqgovina, Croatian passivity in north Bosnia, and the

peace that holds on Croatia’s border with Montenegro a
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partitioning deal would seem to have been reached among
Croatia, Herceg-Bosnia, Serbia, and the Bosnian Serbs which
excluded southeastern Hercegovina. This kind Machiavellian
pragmatism is common in the conflict; yet deliberately
denied by all sides. Admissions of any deal-making that
barter some Serbs and Croats away would undermine the
nationalist causes for both sides.

The Bosnian conflict in one sense remains part of a
campaign in the wider Serb-Croat war. A Bosnian Serb
consolidation in Bosnia no longer threatens to tilt the
Serb-Croat war in Serbia’s favor. When Croatia became
involved in Bosnia, a concern was that the Bosnian Muslims
might be overrun; a Bosnian Serb consolidation of virtually
all of Bosnia would have put Croatia at a great
disadvantage. The resilience of the Bosnian Muslims has now
largely neutralizing the threat of a "greater Serbia" to
Croatia. Tudjman has likely concluded that the Croatian
Army is now strong enough to seize Serb held portions of
Croatia given any of the likely outcomes in Bosnia. In
fact, the engagement of what amounts to about 40 percent of
the old JNA in Bosnia not only weakened that force, but also
purchased the time Croatia needed to strengthen its own
forces. However, if any version of a Vance-Owen plan is
enacted which creat »s cantons linked only through
internationally controlled corridors, Croatia will gain an

even greater advantage.
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The direct spin-offs'from the larger war include:
the war ot the Krajina Serbs (in Bosnia and Croatia) versus
Croatia (temporarily on hold while UNPROFOR is deployed
there) and Bosnia’s Muslims; Croatia, Bosnian Croats and
Bosnian Muslims versus Bosnian Serbs and probably Serbia in
southeastern Hercegovina; Croats versus Muslims in central
Bosnia.

In short, a continued Bosnian conflict is then
really in the hands of the Serbs from the perspective that
continued fighting weakens them and a negotiated settlement
short of total victory also weakens them in the scheme of
the larger Serb-Croat war. No settlement, whether by arms
or accord, will ultimately protect the Serbs in Croatia.
While the Serb-Croat war is hardly over, its outcome has
been largely decided. Only those few areas of Croatia held
by Serbs along the northeastern border of Croatia can expect
the new JNA to reach them when the Serb-Croat war resumes.
The longer the Bosnian Serb forces fight, the greater the
advantage which accrues to the Croatian Army. The Krajina
Serbs will oppose any peace plan that leaves them exposed;
they can count on Mladic to lead them. The conflicts in
southeastern Hercegovina and central Bosnia, while horrible,
are mainly efforts to improve positions prior to a
negotiated agreement.

Resolution of the Krajina Serbs status in Croatia

will be a critical component of any peace plan for Bosnia.
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Meeting these Serbs’ need for security, cultural autonomy,
and limited economic and political autonomy will ultimately
be the basis of a their peace and an important contribution
to Bosnian peace.? A Serb-Croat resolution is essentially

in place in Bosnia proper.

The Independence of Bosnia

The Bosnian government’s decisionhto seek
independence from Yugoslavia prior to a negotiated political
solution amicable to all nationalities provided the reason
for the Bosnian Serbs to rebel. Part of the Yugoslav
People’s Army (JNA) supported the rebellion. A subordinate
theme includes Serbian denial of the existence of a Bosnian
nation.

The question of Bosnian independence had ariser as
early as 1990, when the Bosnian League of Communists tabled
a draft resolution on Bosnian sovereignty proposing
confederal participation in a reorganized Yugoslav state.’
Also in 1990, Serbian President Milosevic authorized the
arming of Serbian militia and paramilitary forces in Bosnia
in an operation code named RAM.!° By May of 1991, the
precursors to the Serbian Autonomous Regions (SAO) in Bosnia
were in place.!! In September 1991, four SAO’s were
declared encompassing 32 of Bosnia’s 109 municipalities.
Both the weapons and administration for the Bosnian Serb
revolt were thus in place, when the Bosnian Presidency
submitted the 15 October memorandum to Parliament, which
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outlined the conditions under which Bosnia would remain in a
Yugoslav confederation.!? At that point it was clear to

all factions in Bosnia that neither Croatia nor Slovenia had
any intention of participating in such a confederation;
therefore, neither would Bosnia.

As Croatian forces moved into western Hercegovina,
Izetbegovic’s Muslim Party for Democratic Action (SDA) began
to try to arm itself for the increasingly imminent
confrontation. Izetbegovic still felt certain that the
government would not collapse and negotiations would keep
Bosnia out of a war.!’ In November 1991, President
Karadzic'’s Serbian Democratic Party (SDS) declared the
autonomy of two additional SAO’s in Bosnia. With a total of
60 municipalities, the SAO’s were still not solidly
connected to one another, despite the absorption of twenty-
three municipalities where Serbs were a minority.'!

As violence increased in early 1992, negotiations
which seemed to offer hope failed repeatedly. These
discussions centered around a Swiss-type canton system with
a weak federal government, but retaining a sovereign
Bosnia.!” This sovereignty issue was the rub. For many
historical and hysterical reasons there was no reason for
Bosnian Serbs to desire to be part of a nation which did not
include Serbia proper. When Milosevic provided the means to
avoid such a fate, a civil war was imminent unless the

Bosnian government agreed to join the new Yugoslavia. The
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independence referendum on 29 February and 1 March, which
confirmed that over 60 percent of Bosnia’s total population
would not join a new Yugoslavia, brought war closer. It was
not until EC and U.S. recognition of Bosnia came about in
April 1992 that the conflict exploded; by then it no longer
remained possible that Izetbegovic could suspend the
nation’s independence drive to avoid war.

Given the preparations of Milosevic and the Bosnian
Serbs, their superiority in weaponry, the "civil war" phase
of the conflict should have been brief and decisive with the
JNA moving in to secure the gains in the name of restoring
order. Bosnia’s government would have been compelled to
sign a dictated merger with new Yugoslavia. That is what
should have happened. And Milosevic’s lack of a fall-back
position suggests it never occurred to him that the plan
would fail. Two of the several reasons for the failure are
important because they no longer apply. Despite two purges
of the JINA officer corps and one of the army in general,
significant numbers of both had no desire to participate in
this war as a belligerent. By 1993 this lack of purpose had
been eliminated from the remaining Serbian Army of Bosnia.
Second, soldiers, paramilitaries and equipment from Croatia
provided the breathing space which the Bosnian government
forces needed to put an army together. This alliance

nominally still exists but has significantly deteriorated.
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Thus, what was never meant to be a civil war became
one, with continuous Serbian and Croatian intervention also
making it a national and even international war. Resolving
the issue of Bosnian independence remains the single most
important and difficult problem in Bosnia. Two different
wars, with Serbia and the Bosnian Serbs versus the Muslims,
over Bosnian independence actually developed: a military
effort to force the Bosnian Muslims to accede to the
partition of Bosnia; an effort to secure cities and lines of
communication to connect all six SAOs with one another,
particularly by the Krajina and Hercegovina Serbs.

Milosevic made the war possible, but if he agrees to stop it
short of the original political objective his political
survival is doubtful. Therefore, to bring Milosevic to the
negotiating table with any chance of a compromise being
reached requires sufficient pressure be brought to bear on
Serbia that popular discontent becomes a more certain threat
to his political power. Until such pressure is felt, he
will equivocate despite the adverse affect the conflict
continues to bring on Serbia and the outcome of the Serb-
Croat war.

Similar constraints apply to the Bosnian presidency
and the leadership of the six Bosnian Serbian Autonomous
Regions (SAQO). However, they have additional difficulties
to overcome. A solution whereby Bosnia’s Serbs are

allocated separated cantons in a sovereign Bosnia leaves the
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Serbian population vulnerable not only to the real economic
and perceived social threats that led them into a civil war,
but also to the retribution of the largely Muslim Bosnian
government. Moreover, control over the various armed
factions in Bosnia is problematic; in the near-term,
political leaders in Bosnia need military forces more than
military forces need any particular politician. Since at
least six local political power bases exist (the SAO’s),
even severe pressure from Milosevic might not be sufficient
to bring Bosnia’s Serbs to the negotiating table with any
good faith.

President Izetbegovic could find himself in similar
difficulties with his military commanders. Even his Chief
of the General Staff, Sefer Halilovic, believes the Vance-
Owen plan to be suicidal for the Muslim people.!® If the
Bosnian Army ever received the military capability to wage
successful offensive warfare against the Serbs, the Muslims
would probably use it no matter the constraints or
agreements which had been made to acquire such capability.

The only apparent solution appears to be a direct
threat against the Bosnian Serb military formations which
provide them with the greatest advantages against the
Bosnian Muslims and Croats, namely the former JNA corps
which remained in Bosnia. These regular armor, mechanized
and artillery formations, plus the command ana control

system, provide the qualitative advantage that has secured
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almost 70 percent of Bosnia. And while infantry engagements
supported by heavy artillery are common, the heavy ground
forces create and maintain the conditions suitable for the
infantry and artillery offensives. Unless it was clear that
the heavy forces were threatened with destruction, no peace
plan will likely be accepted by the majority of the Bosnian
Serbs. A peace plan will still have to provide some degree
of autonomy within the cantons and assure freedom of
movement and goods between them.

Croatia will follow whatever arrangements are made
between the Bosnian Muslims and Serbs for reasons addressed
earlier. The Bosnian government has had to accept that its
political objective, namely sovereignty, is not achievable
in the near-term. It will probably accept at least an
accord which preserves the ideals of sovereignty, while
creating cantons with substantial degrees of autonomy.
However, Izetbegovic’s more immediate problem is getting
more territory. The current rump state his forces hold is
economically and socially inviable. Given the Bosnian
Serb’s position, only two paths will provide Izetbegovic
with enough territory to go to the negotiating table.

Either outside military intervention must acquire or

threaten to acquire territory for him (bringing the various
Serb factions to accept a version of the Vance-Owen peace
plan) or, the Bosnian government must be armed sufficiently

to take on the former JNA regulars and win. Failing those
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two options, Izetbegovic can only surrender or continue a
losing fight.

If and when Bosnian independence is accepted as
inevitable by the various Serb groups, the war will become
one over internal borders, however the practical difference

could be hard to notice.

International Recognition

International recognition of Bosnia-Hercegovina
prior to a negotiated political solution amicable to all
nationalities provided the reason for the Bosnian Serbs to
rebel. Most of the JNA in Bosnia and across the border in
Serbia and Montenegro participated on the Serb side. A
subordinate theme included denial of the existence of a
Bosnian nation.

As discussed above, international recognition was
the official beginning of the war but not the reason for it.
Beginning the war then simply equated to removing the 1id
from a pot that was already boiling over. Certain analysts
claim that the actual day of recognition was very
significant, but it was the process, not the culmination of
the process that made war inevitable.!” Any offer by
Izetbegovic to even consider repudiating Bosnia’s
independence or recognition as a negotiating tool would
almost certainly result in his ouster by his own party and

the Bosnian Army.
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Defense Industries

The portion of the former Yugoslav defense industry
located in Bosnia was too significant for Serbia to live
without according to some authors.

While 60 percent of the o0ld Yugoslav defense
industry was located in Bosnia, most of what remains lies
under Croatian or Muslim control with the notable exception
of the Banja Luka factories, which were never threatened.
Given the relocation of tools and equipment to Serbia that
occurred, acquiring what remains of the defense industry to
be taken from Bosnian government hands would be a pointless
political objective, although selective operations to
destroy the few operational ones have been undertaken. By

1993, this was most certainly a dead issue.

Internal Borders

Reorganizing the internal borders of Bosnia has been
an objective of the Bosnian Serbs from the outset of
hostilities. Since their failure to force the Bosnian
government to capitulate early in 1992, linking otherwise
separate Serbian regions of Bosnia together with Croatian
Bosnia to the west and Serbia proper to the east has assumed
even greater importance to the Bosnian Serbs and Serbia.

The conditions under which acceptable internal
borders will be determined have not been met. Any canton
arrangement will likely be based upon the 1991 census for
the 109 municipalities, which the Vance-Owen canton plan
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mostly follows. Some adjustments which acknowledge the
effects of ethnic cleansing will be permitted, when they can
be justified as serving some other purpose, such as uniting
economically linked cities or resources.

The complexity of internal borders virtually
guaranteed a war when the Serbs decided to link their
adjacent territories in their opposition to Bosnia’s
government. 2.7 million people live in the 82
municipalities that have an absolute (more than 50% of
population) majority of Serbs (32), Muslims (37), or Croats
(13). Only pluralities (less than 50% of population)
comprise the remaining 15 Muslim, 5 Serb, and 7 Croat
municipalities with a population of 1.7 million.!* While
44% of the population is Muslim and 31% Serb, the larger
rural Serb population actually lived on almost 60% of the
land in Bosnia.!” The municipalities of Bosnia-
Hercegovina rarely correlate with ethnic divisions, instead
reflecting the cities, industries, and resources of the
state.

Thus, no manipulation of internal borders can
produce national states within Bosnia unless massive
population redistribution occurs and is accepted by all
parties. This is the goal of ethnic cleansing, but it is
impractical without a Bosnian Serb total victory or a long-
term continuation of the conflict. Otherwise, under a

Vance-Owen type peace plan, for instance, some 40 percent
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of the Serb population (as of Spring 1992) would be outside
Bosnian Serb areas. Even if the Bosnian Serbs cleansed
every village they controlled, most of these other Serbs
have their jobs, homes, land and family ties elsewhere.
Exchanges of houses and property have so far accounted for
only a small percentage of the population and there is
little indication such a program has any popular support.

Of additional importance to the Bosnian Muslims will
be regaining some sort of access to the Neretva river valley
and Mostar, which leads to their nearest sea access at the
Croatian port of Ploce. A canton arrangement that does not
accommodate this need will leave whatever central government
and the Bosnian Muslim’s extremely vulnerable to Serb or
Croat economic pressure in the future. As stated earlier,
Croatia will likely accommodate such access, and a Muslim
lifeline to Ploce virtually assures Croatia’s receipt of
more assistance in restoring the port’s damaged facilities.

Therefore solving the internal border problem
requires one or more actions: successful ethnic cleansing,
an externally (i.e., U.N. sanctioned) enforced and financed
population redistribution as part of a settlement, or the
establishment of an effective federal or confederal system.
Explaining the latter thought further, a political
settlement would require granting some degree of autonomy to
the various cantons. To balance these cantons’ power,

individual rights must be equally strengthened through a
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judicial system. Since a strong federal system capable of
enforcement is unlikely to come about, a very large foreign
civil and police presence will be needed for many years,
along with some military forces. This presence might permit
the formation of an acceptable judiciary and supervise the
enforcement of it civil pronouncements.

As the likelihood of some agreement which preserves
Bosnian independence through cantonization occurs, the two
wars involving the Muslims and Serbs which developed from
the independence movement will become wars of internal
borders as territorial adjustments and defining the terms of
canton autonomy replace the immediate objectives of creating
a unified greater Serbia. Such a transition could happen at
different times for Serbia and the six Bosnian SAOs. For
Serbia, preserving access across republic boundaries and
securing guarantees for Bosnian Serb protection will become
paramount. Each of the SAO’s can be expected to make final
territorial acquisitions and to try to complete population
adjustments (migration, ethnic cleansing, etc.). One
observable difference marking the transition could well be
individual SAO’s attempting to make separate peace
settlements with the Bosnian government before acceptance of
a Vance-Owen peace plan in the hope of receiving better
border arrangements.

The Croatian-Muslim alliance may have begun to come

apart in a struggle over internal borders and ethnic
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cleansing in selected areas by late Spring 1993. If this
becomes a sustained conflict, a new war will have begun,
probably in the belief that a negotiated settlement is
coming. If true, then the Muslim-Croat conflict should last
only until a Vance-Owen agreement is endorsed by the Bosnian
Serbs and Muslims, although ethnic cleansing could continue

into the Vance-Owen plan’s implementation.

Economic_ Concerns

Bosnian raw materials and manufacturing are critical
for the economic recovery and vitality of the new Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro). Another aspect is that the war
provides economic opportunities to carry away war booty,
perhaps serving as a major source of new wealth in the
Serbian economy.

Bosnia’s wealth lies in raw materials and factories.
The value of Bosnia’s mineral resources remain limited by
the expense of transporting them.?° Exceptions are the
iron and bauxite mines which are very productive. The chief
iron ore producing areas in former Yugoslavia lie in Bosnia,
at Ljubija near the Croatian border and in the upper Bosna
basin at Vares, between Sarajevo and Tuzla.?' The other
major iron ore mines are located in Macedonia, although
other mines do exist near Trepca and Bor in Serbia.??

Bauxite ore sites are in Croatia, north and east of Sibenik
(currently under Serb control), Montenegro around Niksic,
and around Mostar.?® Serbia cannot readily replace these
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ore sources, given the embargo, but in the near-term they
are not critical as most Serbian iron and bauxite consuming
industries have either months of products stored that cannot
be sold or are limited by the embargo on importation of
other raw materials.

Bosnia became the main beneficiary of Tito’s
industrial development for three reasons. Tito wanted new
industries away from the border regions in case of war. The
factories in Bosnia also served to inject wealth and capital
into a deprived region. Finally, many factories were built
in Bosnia to be dependent upon raw materials or contract
work from other republics, reinforcing the economic
interdependence of all the republics.?®* These factories
have value to local Bosnian Serbs, but their contribution to
a greater Serbian economy is minimal without Bosnian Muslim
participation in the system.

In short, acquiring Bosnia’s raw materials and
factories through war cost more and gained less than a
negotiated resolution to Bosnian Serb economic concerns
would have achieved. Thus, these resources did not serve as
a cause of the war, but as a supporting objective once war
became inevitable.

The economic cost of the Bosnian conflict, factoring
in the loose embargo enforcement on Serbia and Montenegro,
suggests that the Serbian economy may actually collapse if

the war continues much longer and U.N. sanctions are
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enforced more rigorously. While prophets forecast the
failure of Serbia‘’s economy for more than six months before
1993, the demise of one of two banks paying astronomical
interest rates on hard currency deposits indicates that most
of the 100,000 Belgrade clients of the Yugoskandic Bank
became paupers overnight. The other super bank, Dafiament,
slashed interest rates on hard currency from 15 percent to 4
percent per month.?® In short, part of the unofficial
economy has crashed.

While economic disparities between the republics
were a major factor in the break-up of Yugoslavia, eccnomics
affected Bosnian Serb motivations only in the sense that
their over-representation in the government controlled
business apparatus began to disappear in the late 1980’s.
While disenfranchisement was significant as a motivation for
the war, the conflict in Bosnia has since transcended this
issue. However, any successful long-term settlement must
still provide conditions for the economic recovery of

Bosnia.

Serbian Coast

Bosnia is the gateway for Serbian aspirations to own
a port on the Adriatic.

Since the withdrawal of JNA forces from the
Prevalaka peninsula on Croatia’s Dalmatian coast and the
inability of Croatian Serb fonrces to take the port of Zadar,
this has become a dead issue. Serbia will remain content
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with its rail access through Montenegro to the port of Bar

on the Adriatic.

Yugoslav Army

There are two twists to the JNA as a cause of the
war. The new Yugoslavia cannot sustain either the size or
privileges of the old officer corps. Therefore, officers
and careerists of Bosnian Serb origin must regain their
security in a Bosnian Serb state. Another view is that the
mostly Serb JNA was and the new Yugoslav Army is simply
supporting and protecting the S.rb population of Bosnia.
The remaining JNA forces have become distinct Bosnian Serb
forces and continue to be the dominant aggressor in the
military conflict.

As James Gow points out in Legitimacy and the

Military: The Yugoslav Crisis, the JNA maintained the
legitimacy of the'Yugoslav federal state in the face of
growing republic demands for self-determination from the
1970’s through the mid 1980’s. When it becawe employed as a
tool of the Serbian government in Croatia and later in
Bosnia, many officers still believed they would be part of
the solution not the problem. That said, the JNA officer
corps had been purged once after Croatia and later again as
the Bosnian conflict heated up. Milosevic had made it clear
that much of the officer corps could not expect to be
retained in the service if they returned to Serbia from
Bosnia.?® Enough of the JNA (both in Serbia and Bosnia)
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approached its task in Bosnia with zest to affirm that the
officer corps had been coopted as an institution.

The formation of the General’'s Party, otherwise
known as the League of Communists-Movement for Yugoslavia
(SK-PJ), was originally designed to speak on behalf of the
Army as Yugoslav society began to fall apart. It became
radicalized and sponsored the most powerful of the Serbian
paramilitaries, the Serbian Volunteer Guard. Thus part of
the Yugoslav Army officer corps certainly took umbrage with
the breakup of the Yugoslav state in Bosnia and Croatia.
That said, the issue of preserving the status of the officer
corps in Serbia has become separate from the war in Bosnia.
The Yugoslav Army’s remaining motivations in Bosnia appear
to be at the direction of Milosevic.

Both the Bosnian Serb officer corps and the new
Yugoslav Army officer corps remain key players in the
conflict. While Milosevic has at least secured the Yugoslav
Army?’, Karadzic has no such control over General Mladic or
any of the other former JNA corps commanders operating in
Bosnia. The solution for dealing with them is as described
above concerning bringing the Bosnian Serb politicians to

the negotiating table.

Causes and Symptoms

Nationalism

The conflict in Bosnia was caused by devolution of
power from the League of Yugoslav Communists to almost
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exclusively ethnic nationalist parties. As the war
continues, those who would have preferred to avoid joining
the nationalist bandwagon are compelled to do so for
survival. Nationalism serves as a unifying cause for Serbia
and Croatia to continue supporting the Bosnian Serbs and
Croats respectively. A subordinate theme includes historic
claims by Serbia and Croatia to all of Bosnia-Hercegovina.

The cynical exploitation and then dismissal by
Milosevic (and Tudjman for that matter) of nationalist
fervor illustrates that this war did not begin for
nationalist reasons but was possibly due to ethnic
nationalism.?® Once triggered, nationalist civil wars
normally must burn themselves out.?® As a year of brutal
warfare concludes in Bosnia, such fatigue should become
visible. 1In Serbia, the strain has been apparent for
months, but for the new Yugoslavia this is a nationalist war
of intervention and not a civil war. This fact, plus the
time and energy Serbia had already invested in the war
fought in Croatia, is likely to bring Milosevic to the
negotiating table before the Bosnian Serbs.

As Bosnia’s Serb and Muslim populations grow weary,
the military and political forces prosecuting the civil war
will come under increasing pressure to define, and accept if
offered, some terms to resolve the conflicts, both on a
local level and across Bosnia. How long it might take for

such pressures to manifest themselves in Bosnia will be
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determined to a large degree by future actions of the U.S.,
the U.N., the EC, Russia, and regional states. Depending on
how a military intervention might be conducted, for example,
could dampen or inflame the nationalist causes which now
work to keep the conflict going.

Addressing nationalism requires an acknowledgement
that the goal cannot be to eliminate such motivations, but
to accommodate them. Accommodation means both meeting
certain nationalist objectives, such as cultural or local
political autonomy, and presenting credible evidence that
further pursuit of nationalist goals will not yield any

profit; further, risks losing what has been gained.

Militias and Paramilitaries

The conflict was initiated by local militias acting
independently and paramilitary groups intentionally creating
incidents. As the conflict continued, these forces
conducted many of the worst acts of the war, turning victims
and potential victims into active participants in the
conflict. Various armed forces appeared and associated with
local political leaders.

These forces have committed the majority of brutal,
senseless acts, although regular army units on all sides
have contributed. The Serbian paramilitaries have the
dubious distinction of being the most efficient. Chapter
four describes some of these forces in greater detail. The
conclusions are that these forces were important combatants
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on the front lines in the early stages of the war in
Bosnia. However as professional military forces developed
on all sides the paramilitaries were either absorbed into
regular chains of command or refocused their efforts on
captive populations behind the front lines. Similarly, the
militias were either relegated to their home regions, where
they became the tools of local politicians (or turned the
politicians into tools), or absorbed into the regular
military structure, adopting partisan unit designations.

The paramilitaries have become mostly exploiters of
the war, although plenty of true believers in their cause
exist. If and when the major military forces of the
combatants cease fighting, a major policing effort will be
required to neutralize them. The potency of these local
militias and paramilitaries in the absence of regular armed
forces suggests that a peace accord not totally disarm all
sides. Any foreign force assuming a nonaggressive posture
is vulnerable, as current U.N. operations point out, to hit
and runs. On the other hand forces conducting peace
enforcement operations would find it relatively easy to
destroy or evict local militias or paramilitaries.
Transferring this task to the canton or other regional
authorities established under a peace plan is desirable in
short order and probably feasible, as the paramilitaries
tend to be no one’s friend.

Despite their vulnerability, rogue units of all
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types will attempt to prevent any peace agreement from being
implemented for nationalist as well as purely business
reasons. In addition, local grievances or feuds will

continue to assume nationalist trappings.

Anti-"Federalism"

The war began as Bosnian Muslims and Croats, with
some urban Serbs, fought against being dominated by Serbia
in a new Yugoslavia. The fight against unitarism continues
to its logical extreme with many local regions,
municipalities, and forces in Bosnia increasingly acting
independently of the three nominal governmental agencies in
Bosnia (Serb, Croat, and Muslim/Government). As a result,
reaching a political solution to the conflict becomes
increasingly difficult.

One long-term problem facing Bosnia is that any
federal or confederal structure will lack legitimacy for
many years. Only a peace plan and economic restoration will
create the conditions for a central authority to possibly
earn legitimacy. And in fact, planning should be based on
the assumption that confederation not federation will result
from a Vance-Owen type plan, no matter the name ascribed to

the central government in a peace accord.

Propaganda

Various ethnic and religious themes were employed to

create distrust and hate. Violence, particularly against
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civilians, became acceptable in the name of religious or
ethnic purity. As the war continued, the forces released in
portions of the population defied control and the propaganda
became reality as ethnic and religious groups were drawn
together in conflict. 1In addition, the producers of such
propaganda risk losing their credibility and power if they
give up control.

Propaganda continues to be the almost the exclusive
domain of the politicians in power in Serbia, Croatia and
Bosnia.?® Urban areas often have access to other points of
view, but tclevision and most country-wide print media
remain exclusively in pro-government hands. Television
remains the most influential media in Serbia.?' These
controls must be challenged enough to encourage dissent and
increase opposition access without unduly antagonizing those
in power in both Serbia and Croatia. Outside intervention
in the means of communication should be limited to
supporting opposition coalition parties in their efforts to
regain access to their respective publics.

A settlement in Bosnia must guarantee access to the
media for all sides and carefully guard against isolation of
regions from print, radio or television media. Croatian and
Serbian media reporting have been and will remain important
sources of information for Bosnians. If a military
intervention in Bosnia is proposed, it will be important to

ensure the outside forces access to the media as well. 1In
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fact, providing some of the respected reporters from

Croatia, Serbia, and Bosnia with access to the intervening
military forces and operations could be extremely valuable
in countering rumors and propaganda. That of course means

deploying the technical means to gain access to the airways.

Violence

The war grew in response to acts of violence
directed against both civilians and military forces. The
violence continues to feed on itself, growing ever larger.
Violence, particularly against civilians, shatters lives,
producing ever more people who have reason to never forgive
or forget what was done to them. And of course there are
the total number of dead and missing, somewhere between
60,000 to 134,000 by March 1993, mostly Muslims.*® This in
turn will make a political settlement more difficult to
implement on the local level as time goes by.

Understanding violence in Bosnia offers the West
great difficulty. During a war there will always be the
sadists and former Yugoslavia has more than its fair share.
But the more important and frequent uses of violence by all
sides can be comprehended. First, violence serves as a
propaganda tool, aiding ethnic cleansing. Balkan heritage
accepts violence against enemy civilians during wartime to a
greater degree than in the West. Second, violent acts serve
as a communications means during negotiations. This fact
has become doubly true with foreign involvement in the
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negotiations. Because the outside world has exercised its
ability to help or hinder the factions, when negotiations
are demanded of the factions, they negotiate. They even
sign things, like cease-fires, because they are expected to.
But, it is important for each side to also let the other
know what is actually acceptable; thus, violence becomes the
medium. This last point is definitely in force during
general cease-fire discussions and local negotiations
concerning the sieges of cities. While uncontrolled
elements have been rightly blamed for actually violating
many a cease-fire, it is highly suspect to pretend, for
instance, that a man like Mladic could not think of a means
to reign in the most dedicated anarchist if he so chose to
do so.

Dealing with violence in Bosnia requires the
presence of an armed force which is focused on preventing
conflicts, but will react decisively when challenged, a role
the JNA filled successfully for many years. For now, an
external force which is capable and permitted to use
decisive force will be required. Attempting to disarm the
entire population is neither feasible nor desirable as local
self-defense will be required for some time to come. Most
internal security forces will have to be rebuilt. Therefore
some portion of the regular military forces of each side
need to be retained to impose internal order if the foreign

military commitment is to be lessened in the near and
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long-term. Any peace accord will require a significant
foreign civilian and police presence to help restore order,
protect the citizenry, and provide redress for the victims

on all sides.

Historic Hate

The war in Bosnia is perceived by many participants
and observers as a resumption of an historic struggle
between: Serb and Croat; Serb and Muslim; Catholic and
Orthodox; Orthodox and Muslim; Catholic and Muslim; East
versus West. The longer the conflict continues, the more
parallels that are drawn with a violent past. Education has
begun to inculcate the youth of all sides with values
developed by the propaganda organs.

For reasons addressed earlier in this chapter, the
attempt to cite historic ethnic or religious conflict as the
primary cause of the war in Bosnia does not stand up to
scrutiny. This is not to say that important, long-standing
conflicts such as to be found in the hills of Hercegovina do
not exist and have not had an effect. The atrocities of
World wWar II were easily called upon to explain the war.

But these people lived together for more than 40 years in
peace. More than just tolerate one another, they
intermarried, they established friendships and personal
business relationships. Or examine the debacle the JNA went
through in Croatia as a result of poor morale and poor
recruiting among Serbs to fight Croats.?® No, historic
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hate did not cause this war but enough time has passed that
hate now fuels it.

Ethnic or historic hate is the motivation and
rationale which many Serbs, Muslims, and Croats have called
upon to explain the armed manifestation of their anger and
fear. To say that historic hate has always dominated these
people, unless an outsider holds a gun to all their heads,
is as simplistic as saying they have lived the past 50 years
in a constant state of anger or fear. However, the
combination of real violence, World War II memories,
propaganda, and the protracted nature of the war has created
a whole new generation of people in Bosnia who will carry
hate into the future, and even believe it is attributable to
the historic ethnic conflict among Muslims, Croats and
Serbs. Time and an accurate accounting of all sides’
atrocities will be required for any long-term
reconciliation. In the interim, a wary truce supervised by

outside agencies is probably the best hope.

Ethnic Cleansing

One purpose of the war has been the creation of
ethnically pure areas of Bosnia for Serbs, a purpose now at
work in some Muslim and Croat held regions as well. As
regions are purified, it becomes unlikely that political
control over these regions will have to be sharea and even
less likely the original inhabitants will dare to return.
Successful operations invite continuation of the policy to
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its logical conclusion. Characteristics of ethnic cleansing
include the rape of Muslim women, bombardment of civilian
populations, killing or imprisoning local authorities,
destroying dwellings and religious buildings, and selective
violence to encourage the remaining population to sign their
property rights away in return for safe passage out of the
cleansed area.

Ethnic cleansing is not genocide; it is not merely
creating refugees. Refugees and violence against civilians
appear in every war, but ethnic cleansing represents a
deliberate attack on a people as occurred in Stalin’s Russia
and Mao’s China. It falls closer to genocide on a spectrum
of man’s inhumanity to man, than the haphazard atrocities of
most civil wars because it is a deliberate and coordinated
policy. Ethnic cleansing provides the moral imperative for
foreign powers to take the risk of getting involved in
finding solutions to Bosnia’s war. All ethnic groups have
been guilty to some degree, but the Bosnian Serbs have
clearly demonstrated the greatest culpability, according the
U.N. Human Rights Commission.? Unchecked, Serbs will
kill, expel, or compress Bosnia’s Muslim population into an
unstable, unsustainable puppet state.

Stopping ethnic cleansing is possible only if the
war ends and conditions created for less violent population
migrations. In the Vance-Owen plan for example a

significant portion of each ethnic group is located in
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municipalities under another’s control. It is highly
unlikely that minority status in a canton will be
acceptable to everyone, although provisions to support the
many who will stay or return must be provided as discussed
earlier. The option to relocate with assistance is an
admission that not every Bosnian community can be protected
from ethnic cleansing, even with a Vance-Owen plan
implemented.

Another option must be considered to stop ethnic
cleansing. The argument postulated above and even earlier
in this chapter presumed that a peace plan is functioning.
However, stopping the conflict may require some kind of
military intervention. If no military intervention is
forthcoming, then the alternative is for the U.N. to sponsor
and finance the large scale redistribution of the population
into ethnically pure cantons. This alternative, however
repugnant, might be the only way to halt the ethnic
cleansing. Once the populations were redistributed, Bosnia
would certainly disappear as the Croatian and Serbian
cantons joined their parent states. The remaining Muslim
cantons would eventually have to choose between Croat or
Serb association, since they would be isolated economically

and geographically.

Symptoms
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Air Attacks
Serbian aircraft and Bosnian Serb aircraft
repeatedly bombed civilian targets through much of 1992.
This is a dead issue with the U.N. imposition of a

no-fly zone over Bosnia.

Hostage Taking

It has become common practice for local groups to
attempt to influence events on their territory through
holding other ethnic groups as hostages. The practice has
stopped U.N. aid convoys many times. Mutual hostage taking
has often been employed by local belligerents to neutralize
one another.

Hostage taking will become the method of choice for
manipulating any foreign force which attempts to make or
keep peace in Bosnia. Small unit commanders will require
training in negotiating techniques and clear guidance on
what the rules of engagement and occupation policy permit.
Only resolution of the ongoing conflict will lecad to the

gradual demise of this tactic.

Rape

While large numbers of women are raped in most wars,
substantial evidence indicates that at least some if not all
of the Bosnian Serb forces conduct mass rapes as a method of

warfare and a method of ethnic cleansing.
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The U.N. Human Rights Commission found that Bosnian
Serb ethnic cleansing included the practice of systematic
rape of the Muslim female population.’® This problem will
only be solved when a solution to ethnic cleansing is
achieved. Rape in and of itself was not a motivation to

wage war but has become a weapon of war.

Sieges

The predominant Bosnian Serb tactic to take a city
is by siege. Gradually seizing the surrounding villages and
dominant terrain, they rely upon starvation and the lack of
essentials (medicines, etc.) and the psychological effects
of bombardment and lack of communications to force a
surrender. In essence, the civilian population becomes the
weapon of choice to overcome the defending forces.

Only external ground forces can break sieges. As
discussed eariier, they must be foreign troops or rearmed
Muslim troops.*® Air power in Bosnia cannot break a siege.
Large numbers of air strikes could make siege warfare
expensive and demoralizing to continue. Of course, the
humanitarian relief personnel in Bosnia would have to be
withdrawn while the air attacks occurred, since U.N.
personnel would become targets of opportunity. It is
seemingly forgotten in the media that artillery does not
maintain a siege, that is the role of infantry, armor, and

mechanized forces. Air power would be a valuable component
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in breaking a siege in support of an external relieving

force.

Bombardment

Bosnian Serb artillery is routinely employed against
civilian targets and populations.

Comments as for siege warfare apply, with two
addendum. Trying to pick off artillery and mortars with air
power is difficult at best. Either air power or
counterbattery fire risks causing large civilian casualties
as mortars are often emplaced in and near captured villages.
This does not mean that air power should not be employed,
but that it is unlikely to be decisive without a coordinated
ground campaign.

In addition, bombardment of civilian populations has
been associated with ethnic cleansing. While bombarding
fleeing refugees clearly constitutes a war crime and linked
to ethnic cleansing, accusing Bosnian Serbs of war crimes in
trying to break the will of besieged civilians through
artillery attack wanders perilously close to hypocrisy for
the western military powers. The fire bombing of Dresden,
the smashing of Hamburg, and other famous World War II
exploits essentially applied the same logic for which the
Serbs receive condemnation. More recently, during Operation
Desert Storm the U.S. military terminated air attacks on
Iragi soldiers fleeing Kuwait City to avoid international
repercussions. However, that decision almost certainly
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reflected the impact of news coverage of the event more than

concern that such attacks were barbaric.

Food and Shelter

A large portion of the Muslim population and smaller
portions of the Serb and Croat populations have gone without
the basic necessities of life. Harsh weather, lack of food,
attacks by various armed entities, and constant forced
relocations have contributed to the deaths of tens of
thousands of Muslims. The continuing compression of Bosnian
government territory will eventually make much of the Muslim
population dependent on foreign charity to survive.

International relief efforts will be required to
support the Bosnian Muslims for years. The current
territory they occupy cannot feed the population; they are
not producing any wealth with which to purchase food. Given
the wealth and largesse of the Arab world, funding such an
enormous task becomes conceivable. To implement any peace
agreement, Izetbegovic must get more land as is provided for

under the Vance-Owen concept.

camps

Internment camps have been established by all sides.
However conditions in several of the Serbian camps struck at
least some in the international community as hauntingly

similar to the German death camps of the Holocaust.
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At the dedication of the Holocaust Memorial in April
1993, Elie Wiesel turned to President Clinton, told him that
he (Wiesel) had been to Bosnia, and it was like the
Holocaust. Wiesel then challenged President Clinton stop
the horror in Bosnia; stop the shipping of people in box
cars to camps.”

All sides have violated POW’s rights under the
Geneva convention with the Bosnian Serbs again winning first
prize. However, remedying the worst conditions has been an
inexpensive way for all ethnic groups to seek better
publicity; thus, this problem had declined in significance
until Wiesel made it one again. Wiesel spoke of the camps,
but truthfully was indicting the West for permitting all
forms of ethnic cleansing.

This event demonstrated how an intervention force
might find itself compelled to perform new or modified
missions on the basis of media reporting of humanitarian
concerns. The longer a military intervention force remained
in Bosnia as the predominant international agency, the more

non-combat assignments it will receive.

Refugees

Upwards of two million Bosnians are refugees. Most
are Muslim. Many still remain in Bosnian controlled
territory. The refugee burden on the surrounding nations
and Germany is substantial and increasing. The continuing
compression of Bosnian government territory will eventually

90




make much of the Muslim population dependent on foreign
charity to survive.

The numbers are becoming staggering in Bosnia, a
country of 4.3 million people in 1991. One in three
Bosniars is a refugee.’® The U.N. High Commissioner for
Refugees issued a report in D