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Foreword

Few issues of foreign policy and world order in our time have evoked as much division, emotion, and disillusionment as the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Although major powers considered the conflict of little strategic consequence, their inability to prevent the violence, reverse its course, or resolve the crisis was widely judged a failure of Western leadership and corroded the credibility of regional and international institutions. These international institutions, and many domestic institutions in Europe, had been created after World War II precisely to prevent the repetition of such developments in Europe. Even the successes that were claimed for international intervention, of containment and humanitarian relief, were under constant threat of reversal with a new round of fighting that could escalate and spread.

In this book, Susan L. Woodward, senior fellow in the Brookings Foreign Policy Studies program, argues that the failure arose from a lack of understanding of the causes of the conflict, and the application of cold war thinking and instruments that were not appropriate to the case. Although many books have attempted to bring the plight of Bosnia and the fall of Yugoslavia to the attention of the outside world, this is one of the few that attempts to analyze the causes of these events and that weaves into the story of decline and war the influence of the international environment and outside actors.

The significance of the Yugoslav case cannot be overestimated as an early warning of other such conflicts currently brewing. The collapse of political orders under international pressures, economic austerity, and policies of economic reform and liberalization during the 1980s has led in many parts of the world to a massive upheaval. The stabilizing social, economic, and political mechanisms that countries used over the past fifty years are often proving inadequate to new circumstances. Dealing with each instance as a separate case disguises the common elements and the need for a collective response.

This book grows out of the decades of gracious hospitality, scholarly exchange, and open encounters with strangers for which the former Yugoslavia was at one time justly famous. Two visits by the author were particularly helpful in sensing the change, in July 1991 to Belgrade and Zagreb, and in early February 1992 to Belgrade and Sarajevo. The author would like to give particular thanks to friends and colleagues who shared their efforts to come to terms with events after the mid-1980s and in 1990-93—especially Silva Mežnarić, Vasil Tupurkovski, Vladimir Gligorov, Milorad Pupovac, Vesna Pešić, Vesna Pusić, Radmila Nakarada, Zdravko Grebo, Kemal Kurspahic, Miša Tomičić, and Tomislav Jakić. She feels unusually fortunate to have benefited from the knowledge of Obrad Kesić, Julie Mostov, Herbert S. Okun, Dennison Rusinow, Paul Shoup, Misha Glenny, and Arthur Keys; and from the advice and support of three colleagues at Brookings—the late Ed Hewett, Catherine Kelleher, and William Quandt—and from Claire Fudrain, Gail Kligman, Martha Lampland, Sarah Lampland, Celia Morris, David Binder, Mario Blejer, and C. Vann Woodward. Special thanks go to John Steinbruner, who suggested the study, supported its travails, and carefully read drafts of the manuscript.

Although the manuscript was fully drafted before the author took up the offer of Yasushi Akashi, special representative of the UN Secretary General for former Yugoslavia, to create an analysis and assessment unit for the UN Protection Forces at its headquarters in Zagreb, Croatia, its revision benefited immeasurably from that experience over seven and one-half months. She wishes to express here her deep gratitude to those who taught her so much in that difficult operation, particularly Yasushi Akashi, John Almstrom, Yelena Guskova, Andreas Corti, Nicholas Morris, Lt. General Bertrand de la Presle, Kai Eide, Maj. General John Archer Maclnnis, Shashi Tharoor, Aracelly Santana, Slava Guerrasev, Charles McLeod, Lt. Col. Jan-Dirk van Merveldt, Lt. Col. Kent Koebke, Major Brad Smith, Lt. Col. Marc Rebhun, Laura Vaccari, and Michael Williams.

At Brookings, research assistance was provided by Daniel Turner and Ian Campbell, assisted by interns Irene Schmid and Ellen Ginzbursky. The wide range of tasks performed with skill by the author's staff assistant, Stacey Seaman, who also typed the final manuscript, deserves special notice. Nancy Campbell and Deborah Styles edited the manuscript, and Andrew Solomon, with Diane Chido, Michael Levin, and Alexander Ratz, verified its factual content. Norman Turpin arranged for the maps, Susan Woollen prepared the manuscript for typesetting and made arrangements for the cover, Ellen Garschick proofread the manuscript, and Julia Petrakis prepared the index.

Brookings gratefully acknowledges the financial support provided for this book by The Carnegie Corporation of New York and The John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation.

The views expressed in this study are those of the author alone and should not be ascribed to any of the persons or organizations mentioned above, or to the trustees, officers, or other staff members of the Brookings Institution.

Bruce K. MacLaury   President

March 1995

Washington, D.C.
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"Europe, Now"

Slogan of the Eleventh Congress, League of Communists of Slovenia, December 1989

"Why should I be a minority in your state when you can be a minority in mine?"

Vladimir Gligorov

"The disease of this country is fear."

General Philippe Morillon





Chapter 1

Introduction


On the eve of the 1989 revolutions in eastern and central Europe, Yugoslavia was better poised than any other socialist country to make a successful transition to a market economy and to the West. It had, after all, been moving toward full global integration since its Communist party leadership broke with Stalin in 1948. As early as 1955, Yugoslavia's borders were open to the movement of its citizens, foreigners, and trade. Since 1949 it had regularly negotiated loans from the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and implemented marketizing and decentralizing economic reforms to satisfy IMF conditions and—between 1958 and 1965—the conditions of membership in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). The consequence was a socialist country with extensive economic liberalization and political decentralization, earning association agreements with the European Community (EC) and the European Free Trade Association (EFTA) long before the nations of central Europe made their requests. Even after a decade of economic hardship and political uncertainty in 1979—89, the relative prosperity, freedom to travel and work abroad, and landscape of multicultural pluralism and contrasts that Yugoslavs enjoyed were the envy of eastern Europeans.

Two years later the country had ceased to exist, and devastating local wars were being waged to create new states. Between the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 and the start of the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina in March 1992, the path of disintegration moved at astonishing speed: from a shock-therapy program of economic reform enthusiastically welcomed by Western creditors and advisers to the disbanding of the country's Communist party, the beginnings of democratization with multiparty elections in the six republics that had composed the federal state, and declarations of independence by two republics—Slovenia and Croatia. Six months later the war in Croatia had created the largest refugee crisis in Europe since World War II. Yet the more than 200,000 refugees, approximately 20,000 dead, and more than 350,000 displaced persons from the Croatian war soon looked mild in comparison with the war in neighboring Bosnia-Herzegovina. In the first two years alone, the death toll in Bosnia was greater than 70,000. More than 2 million people of a population of 4.3 million became refugees or were displaced to other parts of the republic, expelled from their homes—probably never to return—by fear, war, or nationalist extremists aiming to rid their town or village of people whose ethnicity was different. Among its repercussions was the largest global dispersement of children since World War II.

The collapse of Yugoslavia into nationalist regimes led not only to horrendous fratricidal cruelty and incomprehensible destruction but also to a crisis of Western security regimes. Coming at the height of euphoria over the end of the cold war, the conflict faced Western governments and the international community with a set of tasks that was the opposite of their expectations. Plans to spend the "peace dividend" on domestic economic recovery and strained welfare systems in the West were not compatible with calls for military intervention or peacekeeping missions. Wanting to move gradually in transforming cold war security alliances, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), and even the United Nations, Western leaders were reluctant to act in Yugoslavia. But their initial assessment that the conflict was of little strategic significance or national interest could not be sustained in light of its consequences: the possibility that the wars could lead to regional conflagration; the threat to European identity itself; the growing outrage at the failure to prevent war in Europe in the late twentieth century and to protect civilians against rape, torture, forced detention, and the threat of genocide in clear violation of conventions written after World War II to ensure its atrocities would not recur.

By 1994 this conflict of little significance had emerged as the most challenging threat to existing norms and institutions that Western leaders faced. Step by step, they began to alter those institutions with little thought to what the result might be. Germany sent pilots to participatein a NATOenforced no-fly zone over Bosnia (on April 9, 1993). This decision required a revolutionary ruling by the constitutional court, allowing the use of German military power outside NATO frontiers for the first time since the Nazi defeat.1 NATO used air strikes against the army of Bosnian Serbs, its first combat action since its founding.2 The West European Union (WEU) joined with NATO in enforcing a naval blockade in the Adriatic Sea, and deployed its first police contingent when the European Union took on the administration of Mostar in Herzegovina. The United Nations sent troops to Europe for the first time ever, a peacekeeping operation that quickly became the largest, most complex, and most expensive in UN history. Russia became recognized as an equal partner in major-power decisionmaking on European security through efforts to negotiate a peace in Bosnia, including a five-power Contact Group set up in April 1994. And major disagreements among Western powers within the UN, NATO, and CSCE, particularly between the United States and its European allies, threatened to disrupt irreparably those security organizations because their leaders and journalists began to define their actions in Bosnia as an issue of credibility. The optimism in 1989-90 that marketization and democratization in the East would effortlessly replace military and ideological confrontation between East and West with a Europe "whole and free" had been dashed almost as quickly as it had arisen. In its place rose a sobering view of a future overcome by ethnic conflict, state fragmentation, and tribal wars.

The Purpose of This Book

The link between the Yugoslav crisis and the crisis that developed among major powers over the war in Bosnia is the underlying theme of this book. Conventional wisdom, which emerged rapidly after war broke out in 1991, is that the war resulted from peculiarly Balkan hatreds or Serbian aggression. In fact, however, the Yugoslav conflict is inseparable from international change and interdependence, and it is not confined to the Balkans but is part of a more widespread phenomenon of political disintegration. The conflict grew and infected Western alliances because those making policy and shaping public opinion toward Yugoslavia misunderstood the nature and origins of the conflict from the beginning. Central to this misunderstanding was their underestimation of the interrelation that exists between the internal affairs of most countries and the international environment. Ignoring that interdependence in dealing with the Yugoslav crisis led to many paradoxes and had counterintuitive results. One was that the external effects of the conflict on Western powers could have been reduced substantially if there had been a greater appreciation for the influence that actions by foreign governments and international organizations were having on Yugoslav politics throughout its path of dissolution. Nor is the Yugoslav conflict unique. Because of their country's international position in the cold war, the Yugoslavs were simply early in demonstrating a broader syndrome facing the world at the end of the cold war. Finally, the Yugoslav crisis was not one but many conflicts. It evolved over time, having a different character at subsequent stages and requiring different actions to prevent its continuation, particularly the descent into territorial war and ethnic violence—which was never inevitable.

The purpose of this book is to explain what happened to Yugoslavia and what can be learned from the response of outsiders to its crisis. This book is being published at a particularly difficult time in the evolution of the conflict. Emotions about the violence and atrocities in the Bosnian war are most raw. The most compelling emotion is to take sides in the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and all who propose instead to analyze the conflict are accused of assigning moral equivalence between victims and aggressors—or worse, of justifying the actions being explained. The conflict is moving at an accelerating pace, and its significance for outsiders has taken numerous turns. Moreover, the story is far from over. This book is being published before much information on many details of the events and the politics behind decisions recorded here is available. The first phase of self-justifying memoirs and exposés has begun, but these works have only added to the many disagreements over what actually happened and who played what role.3

Nonetheless, the issues at stake are already clear. As more and more countries and regions within countries threaten to follow the Yugoslav path, these issues are too vital to world order to await closure in the Yugoslav case before analyzing its causes and calling for more appropriate policy and institutions. In fact, this significance makes the origins and evolution of the Yugoslav conflict more important, in contrast to those who entered the story later and were inclined to consider its early stages irrelevant ancient history or those who had little time for such perspective in their race to stop the violence. Among the most difficult and painful lessons of the conflict, moreover, in terms of both its moral challenge and policy formulation, is that taking sides made matters worse for the most vulnerable in former Yugoslavia, inhibiting policy that could have protected them.

The story recorded and analyzed in this book begins a decade before the fall of the Berlin Wall, when the economic austerity and reforms required by a foreign debt crisis triggered a slide toward political disintegration. It stops in March 1994, three years after Yugoslavia's collapse. There was no settled outcome at that point. The Bosnian war and its forced population movements were actually intensifying, and there was scant assurance that further disintegration would not bring war eventually to other parts of the former country, especially the autonomous province of Kosovo in Serbia and the former republic of Macedonia. There was, however, a psychological divide during February-March 1994. An auspicious conjunction of events—a major power confrontation at a NATO summit, the arrival of a civilian head for UN forces on the ground and a new military commander in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and a tragic massacre by mortar fire in a market in central Sarajevo—jolted the momentum away from war toward peace and substantially raised hopes that political settlements would soon follow. Encouraged by their view that a NATO ultimatum to bomb Bosnian Serb positions had created that momentum and propelled by their own impatience since the fall of 1993 with the length of the war and the cost of the UN operation, the major powers resolved to work in concert to end the Bosnian war before the next winter.

The result was a shift in tactics. The changes addressed the three primary criticisms of international intervention until then: that there had been insufficient willingness to threaten the use of military force to support negotiators in pressing parties for a political settlement; that disunity among the major powers had allowed warring parties to play one off against the other; and that the sole remaining global power, the United States, had not been sufficiently engaged in the problem. Without altering their strategy toward the conflict (part of which was that their national interests still did not support direct use of military force to end the war), the major powers and international negotiators sought new leverage over the warring parties: the threat of NATO air power to obtain cease-fires and political settlements; a consensus that unity among the major powers (defined as Britain, France, Germany, Russia, and the United States) was a precondition of all their objectives in their engagement in the conflict; and the willingness of the United States to become a permanent player in the diplomatic search for a settlement.

The grand hopes of March had a more modest result. A string of localized, piecemeal cease-fire agreements, to be monitored by UN peace-keeping forces, appeared to lay the conditions on the ground for peace. A fragile cease-fire signed on March 29 in the former federal republic of Croatia covered an armed stalemate between its government and rebel Serb forces, which held one-fourth of Croatian territory and refused to be incorporated into the new state. Another hopeful but fragile cease-fire in mid-February appeared finally to end a twenty-two month siege of the Bosnian capital, Sarajevo, by the Bosnian Serb army, enabling the city's trapped inhabitants to take small steps toward freedom of movement and economic revival. A third cease-fire, signed in Washington on March 1, promulgated a binational federation as an alternative to the ferocious fighting in one-third of Bosnian territory between two of the three warring parties in the republic, the Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Muslims (Bosniacs).

The next step was a cease-fire to stop the fighting between the Muslim-led Bosnian government forces and the third party, the Bosnian Serbs. With an end to open hostilities, the task of finding a political settlement could resume, thereby preventing the cease-fires from turning into long-term stalemates—a complex Cyprusization of the Yugoslav conflict, with UN forces on the ground for an interminable future. With the active role of the United States, aided by Russia and the heads of the UN operation, in achieving these cease-fires, the parallel tracks of international mediation—cease-fires to stop the fighting as soon as possible and political settlements to end the conflict—might begin to converge and, in their mutual reinforcement, end the wars.

Foreign Policy Quagmire

From the beginning of the Yugoslavs' resort to force to solve their conflicts, the leaders of the major powers who had initiated and backed international negotiations insisted that it was up to the warring parties to find a solution. This was their war, of little intrinsic interest to the Europeans or to the United States. The worry associated historically with Balkan conflict, that World War I had its prelude in the Balkan Wars of 1912-13 and ignited at Sarajevo, was explicitly dismissed with the observation that the great power interests and competition for spheres of interest which fueled this proverbial "tinder box" were lacking.4 Western security was protected by the NATO alliance, by the norms and conflict-resolving institutions of the CSCE, and by agreement among the powers to act in concert to contain the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and to assist the warring parties to implement whatever political settlement they reached.

In fact, these assumptions could not have been further from the truth. To proceed to the final two steps—to obtain a cease-fire between the two parties still at war in Bosnia and to complement the string of cease-fires with a political settlement—the major powers had to confront the fact that they did not agree on the parameters of a permissible outcome or the means to achieve it. They could agree that maintaining a united front was more important than any particular outcome in the Balkans, but this was not the same as leadership or agreement on a specific outcome and was not sufficient to override their competing interests and commitments and the contradictory signals they had been sending to the warring parties for the preceding three years.

The result was once again to slow the momentum toward a resolution, to threaten the existing cease-fires, and to endanger the UN personnel sent to contain the conflict with humanitarian assistance and constraints on the conduct of warring parties. The parallel tracks of negotiations did not become complementary but worked at cross-purposes. The use of NATO air power for both tracks and the role of the United States put such strains on the agreement of the major powers to remain united that the NATO alliance looked seriously threatened by the end of 1994, and the UN forces came very close to withdrawing from Bosnia altogether.

At the most transparent level, the issues of disagreement included the cause of the fighting; what was necessary to bring the conflict to an end and the method of obtaining peace; and the goal of intervention. At a less visible level, however, was a far more disquieting problem: the fact that these disagreements revealed the lack of leadership and conception of the security regime that should replace the cold war division (including the survival and purpose of NATO) in Europe. This included the role of the United States as the sole remaining global power, the relations of the United States with its European allies in a new Europe, and the place that Russia would assume in that new world order. Already in January 1993, soon after assuming the presidency, William Clinton called the conflict "the most frustrating and complex foreign policy issue in the world today."5 But this was not sufficient to override the one area of clear agreement among the major powers that the two issues were separate: the Yugoslav conflict was not of sufficient strategic or national interest to contribute the political and military resources necessary to solve it and end the war.

The disagreements over the cause and nature of the conflict could be seen to fall into one of two views, both focused on the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina. One view held that the war was an act of aggression by Serbs against the legitimate government of a sovereign member of the United Nations. According to this view, this was part of a pattern of aggression that had begun earlier in Slovenia and Croatia, when one nation within multinational Yugoslavia—the Serbs under the leadership of the president of the former federal republic of Serbia, Slobodan Milošević—sought, in alliance with the federal army of Yugoslavia, to create a Greater Serbia. Achieving this goal required annexing territory in the neighboring republics of Croatia and of Bosnia and Herzegovina where Serbs lived; securing control by expelling or killing all inhabitants who were not Serbs, most egregiously Slavic Muslims in Bosnia; and then completing a process begun in the 1980s of retracting autonomy from two provinces within Serbia by expelling the minority populations of ethnic Albanians, Hungarians, Croats, and others.

This view came to be identified most consistently with the U.S. government and portions of its political and intellectual elite, although it originated with leaders in Austria, Slovenia, Croatia, and, somewhat later, Germany, when the issue at stake was sovereignty in Slovenia and Croatia. It had become the basis, however, for the identification of a more general pattern in the post-cold war period of what American officials called rogue or renegade states, headed by "new Hitlers" such as Saddam Hussein in Iraq and Slobodan Milošević, who defied all norms of civilized behavior and had to be punished to protect those norms and to protect innocent people. A package of indirect measures, designed to turn such leaders into international pariahs and to reduce their military advantage, was used to stop such behavior and to discourage others from emulating it. These measures included political exclusion from international bodies, diplomatic isolation, economic isolation through trade sanctions, an arms embargo, a no-fly zone, and the threat of air power against attempts to attack civilians with heavy weapons.

A second view, more common in Europe and Canada, though not without its adherents in the United States, was that the Yugoslav and Bosnian conflicts constituted a civil war based on the revival of ethnic conflict after the fall of communism. The argument was that communist regimes had kept their populations in a deep freeze for forty years, repressing ethnic identities and freedoms. Freedom throughout the region had restored to countries their national histories of the precommunist era, which had been interrupted and which included, as in Yugoslavia, enduring and venomous animosities between ethnic groups that had exploded into new cycles of revenge when the repression lifted.6

According to this view, the conflict that erupted between the Croatian government and one segment of the republic's Serbian minority after nationalists won in the presidential and parliamentary elections of April 1990 was thus a revival of an ancient Croat-Serb conflict. In the republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina, Europeans saw a three-sided war, which they had tried to prevent in February 1992 before recognizing it as a sovereign state by negotiating an ethnic partition of the republic into three cantons. They were not averse to the use of sanctions to change Serbian behavior and to declarations of Helsinki norms on the sanctity of internationally recognized borders as applied to the republics, but they saw no solution without a political settlement among the three parties over their territorial disputes. Because this view was largely held by countries that had sent soldiers to the UN protection forces in Croatia and in Bosnia-Herzegovina, it was not in conflict with—and usually was complementary to—the idea that an early cessation of hostilities monitored by outsiders facilitated the work of external mediators.

In contrast, the first view, that the wars were caused by Serbian aggression, saw a cease-fire as consolidating, and therefore rewarding, the military gains of aggressors. A cease-fire, therefore, was only welcome if it was accompanied by a political agreement that reversed those gains and obtained Serb acceptance of the internationally recognized borders of the republics. The difficulty was that this view was represented among negotiators by countries that did not have soldiers at risk on the ground and that would not send troops to reverse the aggression.

The disagreements over explanations of the conflict and diplomatic strategies were compounded by differences in goals. Proponents of the first view were primarily concerned with protecting principles of international order and stability. This objective had led the U.S. government in early 1991, in fact, to follow a conservative path, opposing the breakup of Yugoslavia and the independence of Slovenia and Croatia. In early 1992 that perspective shifted under the same Bush administration to a defense of the Helsinki norms underlying European security after 1975 of inviolable borders (transferred to the borders of the federal republics) and of human rights. The Bosnian war was particularly conducive to such a policy, based on a liberal perspective of individual rights and political arrangements guaranteeing those rights.7 This policy could justify support for the sovereignty and borders of multinational Bosnia-Herzegovina against Serbian aggression as simultaneously protecting the international commitment to human rights and the dual foundations of European and global peace and stability. But such a view was increasingly difficult to distinguish from support for the republic's Muslim population, whose very survival appeared at risk when war broke out. In early 1993 the new U.S. administration reversed the two principles, demanding a just territorial settlement for the Muslims of Bosnia and a more forceful attitude against Serbian aggression, even if that necessitated a continuation of the war, on the grounds that individual Muslims were victims of gross violations of international humanitarian law.8 Although the policy of the new administration retained its insistence on the norm of inviolable borders and therefore the territorial integrity of a sovereign Bosnia-Herzegovina, it was increasingly difficult to differentiate support for a particular ethnonational group (the Muslims) from the assumption of ethnic conflict that underlay the second interpretation of civil war.

The ethnic conflict perspective had also dictated a conservative policy against dissolution. Countries such as Britain and France espoused this position because they foresaw a threat to stability from a snowballing of autpnomist struggles, which they recognized from their own experience. But by mid-1993 Europeans also adjusted their policy to what some called a realistic (others, a cynical) approach. This was a reaction to their experience as members of UN forces in Bosnia and impatience with a war that had escalated beyond all expectations and with the repeated failures of international negotiators to achieve a political agreement. The major powers with soldiers on the ground argued that the territorial gains of ethnic armies were largely irreversible and that ethnic partition (preferably within a Bosnia-Herzegovina because they had also recognized its sovereignty and territorial in egrity) was inevitable.9 Their view of stability and the threat to European security led them to be less concerned about the general principles of international order, applied in this instance to what the United States and Germany were calling a just solution for the Muslims in Bosnia and the need to punish Serbian aggression; they were more concerned about the growing risk that war would escalate and spread. Because they were closer to the scene, they had all along defined the threat in more immediate, concrete terms: the flow of refugees into their own fragile political environments and the threat of additional waves; the possible spillover of war beyond Bosnia-Herzegovina; the destabilization of economies in neighboring states as a result of the sanctions on Serbia and Montenegro; and the disruption of transcontinental commerce and the process of integration. The goal for them was to contain the conflict and to negotiate a compromise political settlement acceptable to all three warring parties in Bosnia-Herzegovina so as to end the war.

As approaches on which to base the search for a political agreement, peace, and long-term stability, these two interpretations of the cause of conflict in former Yugoslavia and on an acceptable political outcome in relation to the resources necessary to achieve it were incompatible. The incompatibility was papered over, for a remarkably long time, by the use of a UN peacekeeping and humanitarian operation. The UN mandate to monitor and negotiate cease-fires, based on the consent of parties on the ground, appeared to succeed in containing the conflict and suited both the interpretation and goals of those who supported the theory that the conflict was a civil war. The UN mandate to provide humanitarian assistance to alleviate the suffering of civilian victims, including safe areas for six cities with a Muslim majority in range of Bosnian Serb artillery, and to impose rules on the conduct of war by its monitoring and reporting activities suited the interpretation and goals of those who considered the war a result of Serb aggression.

The five permanent members of the UN Security Council had originally resisted intervention in the Yugoslav conflict on other than humanitarian grounds. Such a mandate to protect civilian lives and aid the displaced and refugees, particularly in the conditions of war, depended on the consent of those who controlled the terrain—in effect, operational neutrality among the parties and the perspective that this was a civil war. But the UN General Assembly had also admitted to membership in May 1992 three of the six former Yugoslav republics—Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. The legitimate governments of each of these new states represented one nation in contests that pitted two or three nations against each other, so their recognized sovereignty gave support to the proponents of the view that Serbian fighting in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina constituted aggression across internationally recognized borders against legitimate states. The United States, joined more and more by Islamic states concerned for the fate of Bosnian Muslims, considered the principle of neutrality on the ground a pretense to appease aggressors, to facilitate genocidal policies and truculent violation of humanitarian law, and to stand in the way of policies that would bring a just solution by continuing to treat the Bosnian Serbs as an equal party to conflict. The proponents of the other view countered that intervention was not intended to take sides in a civil war and must remain neutral, helping civilian victims regardless of their ethnic background and facilitating the necessary precondition of peace, a political settlement among warring parties, rather than encouraging more slaughter.

Instead of providing a common denominator among them, the UN operation exacerbated these differences. Frequent amendments to the mandate (see appendix) aimed to quell dissatisfaction with actual results and the failure to achieve peace and disagreements among major powers played out around the table of the Security Council. But this only increased the contradictions in the UN mandate, leading to ever greater difficulties of implementation and need for more troops. Moreover, unlike all UN operations in the past, this conflict was occurring on the European continent. The longer the war in Bosnia and its televised atrocities continued and the further from a political settlement the warring parties in both Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia appeared, the more it eroded the one basis of agreement among the major powers: that the conflict held little consequence for their mutual relations and the institutions of European security and the NATO alliance. Their inability to act collectively and effectively toward the Bosnian challenge threatened what mattered. Pressures on the United States to show the necessary leadership led it to pressure for the use of NATO air power to improve the protection of humanitarian aid and to punish the Serbs. The resulting danger that war would escalate and also put at risk the lives of UN soldiers, the consent from all warring parties on which humanitarian aid depended, and the policy of containment led the troop-contributing countries to retain control within the UN command over the use of NATO air power with a "dual key" system on the decision to bomb requiring that requests originate with the UN forces.

The resulting vicious circle increasingly translated their disagreements over the Bosnian crisis into a crisis of confidence in their regional and international security institutions. The United Nations became trapped between its commitment to protect the universal norm of sovereignty for all states and its obligation to protect universal human rights, such as the right of asylum and the conventions on war, and the norms of humanitarian law and global peace that were being defied. The U.S. administration, angered by the refusal of the UN peacekeeping operation to adopt the U.S. position and go to war against Serbs, led the campaign against the United Nations at the same time that it, as sole superpower, needed the UN more than other countries—to legitimize its actions in protecting global security, take over policing actions that it had begun in the meantime in countries such as Haiti, Somalia, and Rwanda, and to enforce international law and the universal norms of a world order it had created after World War II and still led.10 Exasper tion at the ineffectiveness of NATO in ending the conflict, although not the task it defined for itself, raised doubts about its purpose and intensified calls for it to demonstrate its credibility by a greater show of force against the Serbs. U.S. frustration at the limitations placed by UN commanders on the use of air power grew into a conflict between the United States and its European allies over policy in Bosnia and the risk that Europeans saw in U.S. policy NATO discomfort over its assigned role in a Chapter 8 action (by which a regional organization assists a UN mission) revived unilateralists in the U.S. Congress who attacked multilateralism and the idea that NATO would be subordinated to the UN and the United States to its allies in NATO.11 These quarrels inevitably reverberated to capitals where early disagreements between departments of defense and foreign affairs over the use of force to end the Yugoslav crisis at a time of military downsizing, on the one hand, and the lack of direction on political goals in the case, on the other, were growing into deep divisions.

Moreover, in its attempt to avoid committing troops, the United States had also sought assistance from Russia to move the diplomatic process forward. Russian negotiators were to entice Serbs to the bargaining table and to concede territorial gains to the Muslim-led Bosnian government by giving assurances of protection for Serb interests, but without abandoning the U. S.-led policy of reversing and punishing Serbian aggression by diplomatic isolation, economic sanctions, and threat of NATO bombs. But Russia was caught in a political dynamic similar to that which had caused the conflict in Yugoslavia. Its leaders were therefore more aware of the war's actual causes. They were also facing an assertive parliament and opposition from Russian nationalists who had made Western policy toward the Yugoslav conflict into a litmus test. The leadership thus chose to cooperate for its own national interest in this period of transition in winning recognition as a major power in economic and diplomatic forums in the post-cold war world, such as the Group of Seven (G-7) and the new European security architecture, but it also opposed this policy Moreover, Russian cooperation was explained in the West, in the same terms they applied to the former Yugoslavs, as a result of historical, nationalist, and religious sympathies between Russians and Serbs or of Russian imperialist designs in the Balkans. The United States found itself unprepared for increasing conflict with Russia over Bosnia policy. The key benefit of the end of the cold war, improved U.S.-Russian relations and Russian cooperation in the Security Council, was also at risk.

Acting very much like the warring parties on Yugoslav soil, the major powers were unwilling to concede to each other's view of the conflict, in large part because of the long-term political implications for both the Balkans and major power relations. Why were major European powers, with substantial troops on the ground in their own backyard, unable to achieve a political settlement of ethnic conflicts over territory without the military power and political leadership of the United States? What did it mean for the United States to be the sole superpower if it was unwilling to put troops on the ground in Bosnia in defense of a policy that insisted on rolling back military aggression and leveling the military playing field with the use of air power? Was Russia a part of Europe? Without answers to these questions, the UN protection forces and international negotiators in former Yugoslavia resorted increasingly to building a "piecemeal peace" on the basis of cease-fires.12 Stopgap measures to avoid worse alternatives resulted in multiple stalemates of negotiated zones of separation between warring parties and in hope that, in the absence of agreement on how to solve the conflict, they might in the end build peace from the ground up.

Escaping the Diplomatic Deadlock

The only solution to the Yugoslav problem is to address directly the real origins and fundamental issues of the conflict: the collapse of states, the problematic meaning of national self-determination in relation to human rights and borders, and the process of incorporating (or excluding) former socialist states into the West. The two interpretations that were driving Western policies were ideological, based on a conceptual apparatus still moored in the cold war. The first identified aggression as that which the West had mobilized decades of resources to prevent from the East: a deliberate, planned, military, cross-border denial of independence to a sovereign state. The fact that former Communist party leaders had been reelected in Serbia (true also in Macedonia and Slovenia, but disregarded) made it easy to apply wholesale anticommunist attitudes to this new aggression, to see this as the last stand of communism in Europe, and to ignore the fundamental disputes about the locus of sovereignty and of new borders that had been created by the breakup of the state. The second view was more attuned to the fact that a system was collapsing, but its focus on the internal characteristics of these societies reflected a different kind of misunderstanding—a Western, stylized view of communist regimes as centralistic, repressive dictatorships. The fact that the collapse had more to do with the transition of a particular constitutional order, its social and economic rights, and a society much transformed over forty years to another type of political order and its procedural and civil rights was beyond common knowledge about these regimes.

In fact, the conflict was simultaneously a matter of domestic transformation and of the transformation of the European and international order. Domestic conflicts became defined in terms of sovereignty and independence, whereas the actions of regional and international institutions were undermining state sovereignty and at the same time so based on unquestioning protection of the principle of sovereignty that they could not address the issue of sovereignty itself. The international prerogative to intervene to protect fundamental human rights appeared to lack both the instruments and the conception of how and when to intervene in circumstances when the process of transforming citizenship rights becomes a matter of national rights, group survival, and incompatible territorial claims. Major powers saw no strategic interest in acting to prevent territorial war, only to find the wars challenging all the premises of their security regimes.

To the extent that the Yugoslav crisis is recognized correctly as an early case of a larger phenomenon that must be addressed, it has been defined as ethnic conflict. Although the major powers attempting to resolve that crisis had fundamental disagreements, they in fact began from the same premise that the conflict was caused by personal hatreds and animosities that they labeled ethnic. The black-and-white portrayal of ethnic conflict that characterized discussion of the Yugoslav case is, in fact, an understandable and potent way to generate sympathy and mobilize loyalties and support for action, particularly when there are clearly innocent victims of armed aggression and when the weaponry of late twentieth-century warfare is so destructive and in abundant supply. This tendency is reinforced by the effects of global interdependence on the formulation of domestic foreign policy. Political and intellectual migration has made ethnic lobbies of émigrés potent single-interest groups in major capitals. The global mass media can truly internationalize the tactics of local contests through vivid televised images of human cruelty and through the use of apparently familiar religious, racial, and cultural symbols. The resulting empathy and personal identification are more influential the less governments see a strategic interest to define early action because foreign policy is then more vulnerable to the domestic electoral calculations of governing parties and the political pressures of legislative assemblies.

The definition of the Yugoslav crisis as ethnic conflict was a major source of the quicksand into which intervention fell. Although they were accused of excusing the crimes of nationalist demagogues, those who held the view that this was ethnic conflict and civil war ran into difficulty because they accepted the argument of nationalists, giving credence to the war propaganda of politicians and generals who sought national states and accepted the necessity of war to that end. Those who insisted that this was not civil war but external aggression were drawn increasingly toward the same conclusion—an ethnically defined solution in Bosnia-Herzegovina and in Croatia, because they defined that aggression and its victims ethnically—Serbs against Bosnian Muslims or Croats. But by giving in to an ethnic account of the conflict and defending only one nation in a multinational context, proponents of the aggression theory abandoned the non-ethnic understanding and constitutional mechanisms necessary to protect that group (and all citizens in general) against discrimination, expulsion, and death on the basis of their ethnicity/nationality.13

That these wars are a form of aggression is indisputable. But the focus on aggression diverts attention from its immediate cause—the breakup of a country and the contest over the location of new frontiers—and from the role that the United States and European powers together played in that process in 1990-92. And while the distinction between external and internal aggression and between aggressive and defensive military action may be the only perch for international actors who seek to hold to international norms those responsible for the atrocities, detention camps, and forced migrations, it is of very little use in influencing behavior when the driving political dynamic is nationalism. In order to combine moral principles with effective policy, the interactive character of competing nationalisms cannot be ignored, and the escalatory spiral of defensive perception and aggressive behavior must be counteracted to stop the violence.

The counterintuitive character of such a dynamic can be seen particularly in the outcome of the argument that such aggression in the Yugoslav case was the plan of one man, Slobodan Milošević. This argument ignores the conditions that make such leaders possible and popular and therefore also ignores the policies necessary to end their rule. It also led people to ascribe so much power to the man that foreign governments came to rely on him to end the wars and therefore could not risk his fall from power even while they accused him of crimes against humanity Why did Yugoslav society take the turn it did at the end of the 1980s? Why did the economic and political reform of a socialist country bring nationalists to the fore in most of its regions? Why is the dynamic in the former Yugoslaviaso similar to that seen elsewhere in the former Soviet Union and in parts of Africa?

The Argument in Brief

The real origin of the Yugoslav conflict is the disintegration of governmental authority and the breakdown of a political and civil order. This process occurred over a prolonged period. The conflict is not a result of historical animosities and it is not a return to the precommunist past; it is the result of the politics of transforming a socialist society to a market economy and democracy. A critical element of this failure was economic decline, caused largely by a program intended to resolve a foreign debt crisis. More than a decade of austerity and declining living standards corroded the social fabric and the rights and securities that individuals and families had come to rely on. Normal political conflicts over economic resources between central and regional governments and over the economic and political reforms of the debt-repayment package became constitutional conflicts and then a crisis of the state itself among politicians who were unwilling to compromise. Such a contest over fundamentally different views of the role of government and its economic powers would be fought between competing political parties in parliamentary and democratic regimes. But in this transitional, one-party but highly decentralized federation, the contestants were government leaders fighting to retain or enhance their political jurisdictions and public property rights over economic resources within their territories. The more they quarreled, the more they contributed to the incapacity and declining authority of the central government to regulate and to resolve those conflicts over economic rights and political powers of subordinate governments.

This story would be incomplete and might easily have had a quite different outcome, however, if the internal events had not been accompanied by a disintegration of the international order in which the country found its place. As is characteristic of small states, the domestic order of socialist Yugoslavia was strongly influenced by its place in the international order: its geopolitical location, its patterns of trade and foreign alliances, and the requirements of participation in the international economy and its various organizations. The viability of the Yugoslav regime, in fact, depended on its foreign position and a policy of national independence and nonalignment tied to the organization of the cold war world. By the 1960s that viability had also come to depend on access to foreign credits and capital markets on the basis of Yugoslavia's strategic position in the Balkans and its independent foreign policy. The process that brought the cold war to an end challenged and undermined that strategic significance, the role of the Yugoslav army, and the country's alternative markets in the East and in the third world without providing any new bases for security and domestic political and economic viability.

In the collapse of Yugoslavia the link between these two processes, the domestic and the international, is the state. The global campaign of major powers and financiers during the 1980s to promote economic liberalization had as a premise the idea that states had taken on too much control in managing their economies during the stagflationary conditions of the world economy during the 1970s. Economic revival required liberalization, privatization, and cuts in public expenditures for welfare, public employment, and social services. At the same time anticommunists within communist-ruled countries and in the West were declaring the problem of socialism to be the power of their states—so-called totalitarian control and overweening bureaucracies. The West's euphoria over the collapse of communist states and its insistence on market reform, privatization, and slashed budgets as conditions for economic aid and trade paid little regard to the alternative hypotheses—that the crisis of these countries grew from governments that were too weak; that to achieve the prescribed reforms required an extremely effective administrative capacity; that foreign creditors will lend only to governments that guarantee repayment; and that foreign investors demand favorable governmental regulations and political stability.

The more unstable an international order, the more governments must resume responsibility for external defense and for negotiating foreign trade and the conditions for it on which all modern economies depend. Radical reorieiitation to market demand of exports and production cannot occur without new investment for structural adjustments, and successful openmarket economies require a centralized capacity for macroeconomic policy. Entrepreneurship and civil freedoms depend on a context of civil order, predictability, and individual security.

Economic reforms such as those demanded of Yugoslavia by foreign creditors and Western governments ask for political suicide: they require governments to reduce their own powers. They also do so at the same time that the demands on governments, particularly the necessity to protect civil order and to provide stability in the midst of rapid change, are ever greater. Without a stable civil and legal order, the social conditions that are created can be explosive: large-scale unemployment among young people and unskilled urban dwellers; demobilized soldiers and security police looking for private employment; thriving conditions for black market activities and crime; and flourishing local and global traffic in small arms and ammunition. A sense of community under these circumstances is highly prized, but not because of the historical persistence and power of ethnic identities and cultural attachments, as the ethnic conflict school insists, but because the bases of existing communities have collapsed and governments are radically narrowing what they will or can provide in terms of previously guaranteed rights to subsistence, land, public employment, and even citizenship.14

The Road to Tragedy

This is the broader story told in this book, which begins by describing the complex system of constitutional rights and international relations that made Yugoslavia stable after 1945. The country's breakdown over a decade of economic reform and constitutional crisis is detailed in chapters 3, 4, and 5. The speed of the process of disintegration, particularly when it entered a nationalist dynamic, is a major lesson of the Yugoslav crisis. That speed increasingly deprived alternative forces of the time needed to do the political work that would reverse disintegration: to create new political alliances, to bargain compromises, to develop alternatives to the previous order, to create procedures for resolving systemic conflicts peacefully, to build new governmental capacity, and to await adjustment and membership in Western organizations for which they were redesigning their domestic order.

Less than six months after the first democratic elections were held in the former Yugoslav republics, the country was at war. In July 1991, three weeks after war had broken out between an independence-seeking Croatia and units of the Yugoslav army defending the country's territorial integrity and, in some localities, Serbs who opposed Croatia's secession, top-level political advisers in Zagreb and Belgrade insisted that a political solution would still be found.15 While barricades were being erected in the city of Mostar in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the main transport link between Bosnia and Croatia—the bridge at Bosanski Šamac—was being blown up on February 5, 1992, the Bosnian government was still preparing a referendum on independence, and all of Sarajevo was convinced it would be spared war. Two months later the more than two-year-long siege of Sarajevo by Bosnian Serb artillery fire began. In the summer of 1993, three weeks before the central Bosnian town of Vitez was nearly leveled by bombs and fire and its Muslim citizens massacred by Bosnian Croats, a high-level delegation visiting from a Western defense ministry insisted that Vitez was calm and safe from war.16

Unprepared for the rapidity of the political changes, inexperienced in creating new governments, and preoccupied with revolution against the previous regime and their own ambitions, the politicians who emerged in this rapidly changing scene were neither predisposed nor well prepared to develop the guarantees and procedures for human rights and free debate and to accept the compromises and temporary defeats necessary to stable, pluralistic democracies. A top adviser to Russian president Boris Yeltsin characterized the general problem in August 1992: "The most important thing to know about the Russian democrats and Yeltsin is that power came to us unexpctedly."17 Under these circumstances, the positive assistance, or absence of negative influence, from major powers and international organizations takes on critical importance.

Already deep Western involvement in Yugoslavia shifted belatedly to explicit intervention to try to save the country or to mediate its dissolution (chronicled in chapter 6) only when nationalist and autonomist goals had taken over. Understanding little about the concept of national self-determination and the consequence of pursuing national states in a multinational setting (as laid out in chapters 7 and 8), external actors did little to counteract the escalating momentum of confrontation and violence and did much to make matters worse.

Ethnic differences, even substantial differences, do not set a society inexorably on a path toward war. Few states are free of the potential for animosity along ethnic, religious, racial, or communal lines. All countries have histories, even unresolved quarrels and unexpunged traumas, but they do not inevitably become the cause of war. In societies like the United States, ethnic differences are valued for enhancing the quality of life through variety and creative tension, even if ethnic conflicts also arise. Tensions along ethnic, racial, or historical fault lines can lead to civil violence, but to explain the Yugoslav crisis as a result of ethnic hatred is to turn the story upside down and begin at its end.

One does not need to understand the Yugoslav conflict to feel the agony and the sadness of the deliberate destruction of precious cultural and religious monuments more than four centuries old—mosques, churches, bridges, libraries, medieval towns; the generation of children left homeless, orphaned, and exposed to the traumas of hatred and the rape, dismemberment, or murder of their parents; the thousands
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