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ABSTRACT

This dissertation explores the causes of, and possible remedies for, extremely violent
ethnic conflict. It starts from a robust yet under-explored finding in the literature: Most groups
that fall victim to genocidal violence actually trigger their own demise by launching armed
secessions or revolutions against state authorities that only then retaliate with genocide or forced
migration (“ethnic cleansing”). Accordingly, the dissertation asks why groups that are
vulnerable to genocidal retaliation would provoke that very outcome by launching such “tragic
challenges.”

To explain this phenomenon, the dissertation employs three case studies to test three
hypotheses drawn from rational deterrence theory. The cases focus on three subordinate groups
whose armed challenges provoked genocidal retaliation: Bosnia’s Muslims in 1992-95;
Rwanda’s Tutsi in 1990-94; and Kosovo’s Albanians in 1998-99. To gain further insight by
adding variation on the theory’s dependent variable, the dissertation also examines an earlier
period of the third case during which the subordinate group did not launch a violent challenge,
despite having substantial grievances, and thereby avoided genocidal violence (Kosovo’s
Albanians in 1989-97).

The three hypotheses are as follows: (1) the group did not expect its armed challenge to
provoke genocidal retaliation; (2) the group expected to suffer genocidal violence regardless of
whether or not it launched an armed challenge; (3) the group expected its armed challenge to
provoke genocidal retaliation but viewed this as an acceptable cost to achieve its goal of
secession or revolution.

The dissertation confirms the third hypothesis: subordinate groups launch tragic
challenges when they expect to prevail and are willing to sacrifice their own civilians as the cost
of doing so. Most surprisingly, the dissertation finds that a key cause of the optimism leading to
tragic challenges is the expectation by subordinate groups of receiving humanitarian military
intervention if they provoke genocidal retaliation against themselves. This reveals that
international policies of humanitarian intervention create moral hazard, encouraging vulnerable
groups to launch armed challenges and thereby potentially causing the tragic outcomes that these
policies are intended to prevent. The dissertation concludes by exploring prescriptions to
mitigate this newly discovered “moral hazard of humanitarian intervention.”

Thesis Supervisor: Barry R. Posen
Title: Professor of Political Science
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Figure 0-1: “Calvin and Hobbes” on Tragic Challenges and Morai Hazard
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CHAPTER 1

EXPLAINING TRAGIC CHALLENGES

The 1990s opened with great optimism for global peace. On the heels of the Cold War,
many experts anticipated the UN Security Council finally would function as originally intended
— blocking or nullifying any gains from armed aggression and thereby rendering such use of
force obsolete. Successful multilateral action in 1990-91 to reverse Iraq's aggression against
Kuwait lent credence to this notion of a "new world order." Soon, however, a series of deadly
communal conflicts produced indelible images of human suffering: Bosnian children killed in
marketplace bombings; Rwandan corpses bobbing in rivers; Kosovo’s families fleeing to fetid
refugee camps. The international community responded by creating or upgrading institutions
intended to alleviate such suffering, punish perpetrators, and minimize future violence. These
institutions include peacekeeping forces, relief agencies, and war crimes tribunals.

However, this array of responses has been developed and implemented without much
rigorous analysis of the root causes of massive communal violence. To the extent that the
internal dynamics of such violence have been examined at all, the overwhelming focus has been
on the perpetrators — attempting to ascertain what sort of pathologic psychology or leadership
could be responsible for such wanton attacks on fellow countrymen. Likewise, there has been
little evaluation of the actual impact of humanitarian intervention on such conflicts. Rather,
scholars and advocates have tended to focus on identifying and satisfying the preconditions for
more robust multilateral action, on the assumption that more and bigger interventions will lead to
better outcomes - that is, less violence and human suffering.

For humanitarian intervention to be optimized, however, it is necessary first to develop a
theory for the underlying phenomenon it most often aims to address - large-scale communal
violence. Ideally, such a theory should endogenize humanitarian intervention to explore the full
range of its consequences ~ nct merely its potential to stop violence after the fact but also its
impact on the likelihood of violence breaking out in the first place. It is the goal of this
dissertation to develop such a theory to contribute to the general understanding of massive

communal violence, and to serve as the basis for developing better prescriptions to avert such

violence.
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The dissertation is divided into nine chapters. Chapter One proposes three hypotheses to
explain the surprising empirical finding that victims of mass killing usually provoke their own
demise. Chapter Two summarizes a test of these hypotheses in three cases: Bosnia, Rwanda, and
Kosovo. The next six chapters explore the three cases in greater depth. Each case is covered in
two chapters, the first of which provides 2 narrative history, including an historical overview, an
analysis of the subordinate group’s grand strategy, and a detailed account of two key turning
points in the launching of the tragic challenge. For each case, a second chapter conducts a
detailed test of the three hypotheses as explanations of the two key turning points in the tragic
challenge. Finally, Chapter Nine explores the theoretical and policy implications of the most
profound finding to emerge from the case studies — the “moral hazard” of humanitarian
intervention.

The remainder of this chapter is divided into four sections. First, I document the
empirical puzzle that gave rise to this dissertation — that most groups who fall victim to mass
killing actually provoke their own demise by launching violent challenges against the authority
of the state. I also note that a wide range of genocide scholars view retaliatory mess killing by
the state in such circumstances as a “rational choice.” Second, I argue that there previously has
been no good explanation of such tragic challenges, including in the literature on “why men
rebel.” Third, I explore the possibility that deterrence theory, drawn from the literature of
international relations, may provide a better explanation of such challenges. I summarize
rational deterrence theory, discuss the critiques of that theory, and then propose a new version of
rational deterrence theory for civil conflicts. Finally, I detail the research design, case selection,

and methodology employed in the dissertation to test three rational hypotheses as explanations

for tragic challenges.

The Empirical Puzzle: Victim Groups Provoke Retaliation

The starting point for this exploration is a surprising, yet largely unexplored, empirical
puzzle in the literature. The puzzle is that most cases of mass communal violence are triggered
by forceful challenges to state authority by communal groups that later become the primary
victims of ensuing violence when the state retaliates. In other words, unlike in the prototypical
case of genocide — the Nazi Holocaust against the Jews — most communal groups that fall victim

to mass killing actually start the fights they wind up losing so terribly. The obvious question,
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addressed by this dissertation, is why would a communal group sufficiently vulnerable to fall
victim to genocide or ethnic cleansing at the hands of the state trigger thaf very outcome by
launching a violent challenge to the state's authority? The puzzle is made more curious by the
fact that the state typically issues advance warning to the communal group that it will respond to
any such violent challenge by massive retaliation.

Although counter-intuitive and little publicized, the finding that victims of massive
communal violence usually provoke their own demise is robust in the literature, across varying
definitions, methodologies, and time frames within the post-World War II era — the only period
for which reliable data is available. From 1943 to 1987, Harff and Gurr identify 44 episodes of
"genocide and politicide," defined as state-sponsored policies lasting for at least six months that
deliberately kill thousands of non-combatants because of their identity or political affiliation,
respectively.! (See Figure 1-1.) They further subdivide the cases into six categories based on the
intent of the perpetrator: hegemonial genocides aimed at forcing communal groups "to submit to
central authority;" xenophobic genocides to promote "national protection or social purification;"
repressive politicides in retaliation to "oppositional activity” by political parties;
repressive/hegemonial politicides also in retaliation to “oppositional activity* but in cases wiiere
the opposition party is communal-based; retributive politicides by former opposition groups after
seizing power to take revenge against former ruling groups; and revolutionary politicides by new
regimes against "class or political enemies."

Harff and Gurr categorize 24 of the 44 cases (55 percent) as repressive or
repressive/hegemonial, stating explicitly that the victim group "provokes this kind of mass
murder" by “acts of resistance.” Three other cases are categorized as hegemonial, which is
closely related because the state’s violence aims to force a communal group "to submit to central
authority,” which presupposes that the group already is resisting state authority. In addition,
according to Harff and Gurr, three more cases tabulated as revolutionary can be categorized as

repressive as well. Thus, based on Harff and Gurr’s coding, at least 30 of the 44 cases (68

' Barbara Harff and Ted Robert Gurr, "Toward Empirical Theory of Genocides and Politicides," /nternational
Studies Quarterly, Vol. 32 (1988), pp. 359-71. Subscquently, Barbara HarfI, "A Theoretical Model of Genocides .
and Politicides,” The Journal of Ethno-Development, Vol. 4, No. 1 (July 1994), pp. 25-31, broadened these
definitions to include policies sponsored by non-state actors in the case of civil war. For a critique of their methods,
see Hzlen Fein, "Genocide: A Sociological Perspective," Current Sociology, Vol. 38, No. 1 (Spring 1990), pp. 83-
85. In addition to disputing their broad definition, she notes that by counting each case by perpetrator rather than
victim, they lump together several cascs in the Soviet Union and Iran.
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percent) exhibit the phenomenon in which the victim group provokes its own demise by
challenging the state's authority. (As will be elucidated below, use of the word “provoke” does
not imply that the victim group lacked legitimate grievance prior to challenging the state’s

authority, but merely that this challenge is what triggered the state’s massive retaliation against

the group.)
Figure 1-1
Harff and Gurr's 44 Cases of Genocide and Politicide from 1943-87
Category # Cause # in which killing was provoked by a
vioient challenge to the state’s
authority
Genocide
Hegemonial 3 |To force a communal group to 3 (by implication)

submit to central authority

Xenophobic 3 |To promote national protection 0
or social purification

Politicide
Repressive 15 |in retaliation to acts of resistance 15 (by definition)
by a political party
Repressive/ 9 |iIn retaliation to acts of resistance 9 (by definition)
Hegemonial by a communal-based party
Retributive 4 [Former opposition group taking 0
rever:ge after seizing power
Revolutionary 10 |By new regime against class 3 (cases that also fit Repressive critena)
or political enemies
TOTAL 44 30 (68 Percent)

Some of the other cases in Harff and Gurr's database also would satisfy this definition if
re-coded properly. For example, the authors erroneously categorize the killing of Tutsi in
Rwanda in 1963-64 as retributive on the grounds that it was perpetrated by new Hutu leaders in
retaliation for years of Tutsi oppression. In fact, such retributive violence ended in Rwanda soon
after the Hutu seized power in 1959. The subsequent killing of 1963-64 was rather a response by
the Hutu nationalist state to fresh challenges to its authority from invading Tutsi refugee rebels

and their domestic Tutsi allies — a fairly typical case of repressive politicide. Accordingly, 68
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percent may represent a conservative (i.e., low-end) estimate of the proportion of cases of mass
killing from 1943-1987 in which the ultimate victim group provoked its own demise, based on
Harff and Gurr's database.

In 4 separate research project, Helen Fein focuses exclusively on genocide, ostensibly
excluding cases of pure politicide in which victims were targeted solely for political reasons and
did not share communal identity. She operationalizes this distinction not on the basis of any
objective definition, but rather by selecting cases identified as genocide by at least two of three
prominent experts. This confines her database for the period 1945-1988 to 19 cases, which she
divides into four categories, also based on the intent of the perpetrator.? She uses different labels
for categories that are quite similar to those of Harff and Gurr, so that their “repressive” category
translates approximately into Fein’s retributive; revolutionary becomes ideological, xenophobic
becomes developmental, and hegemonial becomes despotic. Despite this semantic difference,
Fein likewise finds that the victim group usually provokes its own demise: “one could classify at
least 11 cases [58 percent] as retributive genocide in which the perpetrators retaliated to a real or
perceived threat by the victim to the structure of domination.” She also suggests that two of the
other cases could be coded properly as retributive, which would raise the proportion in her
database to 68 percent as well.?

For the post-Cold War period, I have compiled a preliminary list of mass killings based
on the following definition: “a campaign that kills more than 50,000 non-combatant members of
a group during a period in which at least 5,000 were killed each year.” This comprises brief but
intense campaigns, as well as sustained but less intense campaigns. It includes extermination
campaigns that directly target civilians, war strategies that knowingly inflict high levels of
collateral damage on civilians, and economic blockades that result in deaths of civilians by

starvation and disease. However, it intentionally excludes cases of protracted lovs-level killing

* Fein, “Genocide: A Sociological Perspective,” pp. 85-87. The experts she relies on are Ezell, Kuper, and Harff
and Gurr. In a subsequent study, Helen Fein, "Accounting for genocide after 1945: Theories and some findings,"
International Journal on Group Rights, No. 1 (1993), pp. 79-106, she identifies only 16 cases during the same
period without acknowledging or explaining the discrepancy from her earlier study. In the latter study, she also
distinguishes genocide from "genocidal massacres" or "pogroms.” which are briefer or more episodic, and from
"mass political killings," a term she does not define clearly but which appears to refer to killings of civilians during
civil wars. It is not clear if she operationalizes these distinctions by rigorous standards.

3 She is not absolutely precise about which cases are retributive. However, she does identify seven cases
preciscly as ideological, developmental, or despotic. which leaves 12 rather than 11 cases as retributive. In addition,
she says that one of the cases identified as despotic, Uganda. included periods of retributive genocide, which
potentially raises the number of retributive cases to 13.
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of civilians that may stem from guerrilla or counter-insurgency campaigns, on grounds that these
are qualitatively different phenomena. It also avoids lumping together as a single case multiple
incidents of mid-level violence that are separated by significant periods of relative calm.

The quantitative thresholds of 50,000 total and 5,000 annually are wholly arbitrary. As
with any such arbitrary definition, cases that fall marginally short of the standard likely could be
included in the universe without significantly affecting its characteristics. Furthermore, an
argument could be made for utilizing an alternative threshold based on the percentage, rather
than absolute toll, of people killed within the victim group. However, this alternative would
have two drawbacks. First, it could include some cases with relatively low death tolls (in cases
where the target group was small), while excluding others with significantly higher death tolls
(among big target groups). Second, determining the size of the target population in many cases
would be subjective, because it could depend on whether an entire ethnic group were counted or
only that portion within a state or region. While my definition is arbitrary, it does have the ment
of being relatively objective, at least to the extent that existing death-count estimates are
themselves. It is possible that my high threshold may exclude some less violent examples of the
very phenomenon I seek to examine, but that is the unavoidable price of seeking to exclude
different phenomena such as terrorism or counter-insurgency campaigns that generally have
lower death tolls. I accept this trade-off consciously, preferring to ensure that all cases in my
universe represent the same phenomenon, rather than that the universe contain all examples of
the phenomenon.

Based on existing evidence, seven cases from 1990-2000 appear clearly to satisfy my
definition, as listed in Figure 1-2. Five of the seven cases (71 percent) — Bosnia,* Iraq, Rwanda,
Somalia, and Sudan — fit the pattern in which the ultimate victim group provoked its own demise
by violently challenging the authority of the perpetrator group. Angola does not fit because the
rebel group that challenged government authority became the perpetrator rather than victim of
mass killing. Burundi does not fit perfectly, even though violence was launched by the
traditionally dominant Tutsi in response to a challenge to their authority by the Hutu — because

the challenge initially was peaceful, consisting of the election of the state’s first Hutu president

* The formal name of the republic is Bosna i Hercegovina, or “Bosnia and Herzegovina.” Herzegovina is the
area in the south and west of the republic, bordering Croatia and Montenegro. However, this dissertation uses the
foreshortened “Bosnia” in its common usage to mean the entire republic. For consistency. 1 substitute the short form
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in 1993. Despite the peaceful nature of the challenge, hardline Tutsi feared that peaceful Hutu
consolidation of political power would lead to violence against them or threats to their way of
life, and so they assassinated the new Hutu president and reclaimed power in 1993, triggering
mutual ethnic violence and a Hutu rebel insurgency. The new Tutsi government then responded
to the Hutu insurgency with a seven-year, brutal counter-insurgency that included mass killing of
Hutu civilians. Although this second, protracted wave of killing fit the typical pattern of a tragic
challenge, the case as a whole cannot be coded as the victim group provoking its own demise.

(This coding could change if evidence were found that the assassination itself was provoked by

impending Hutu plans for violence.)

Figure 1-2

Cases of Mass Killing After the Cold War

Country :Perpetrator ‘Victim :Time Period :Did Victim Group Provoke its Own
- ' ; ‘Demise by Violently Challenging

'Govemment Authority?

Angola UNITA :Gov't Supporters ;1990-94 No

Bosnia :Serbs Muslims :1992-95 Yes

Burundi :Tutsi Hutu 1993-2000 No

Iraq UN Sanctions  :Iragis 11991-98 Yes

Rwanda ‘Hutu Tutsi 11994 Yes

Somalia Dominant clans :Opposing clans 1991-92 Yes

Sudan :Government  :Southemers  1990-99 Yes

Iraq is an atypical case because the perpetrator was not the state but rather the
international community. The United Nations imposed sanctions on Iraq in 1990 following its
invasion of Kuwait, and maintained them after the Gulf War ended in late- February 1991,
hoping to coerce Iraq to abide by the disarmament provisions of UN resolutions. Iraq challenged
the authority of the UN by refusing to comply fully, and the UN retaliated by maintaining the
sanctions, ostensibly intending to block funds to Iraq’s weapons programs, but also having the
effect of killing thousands of Iraqi civilians, mainly children, by disease each month. In August
1991, the UN offered an oil-for-food plan, under which Iraq could sell oil but the revenue would

be controlled by the UN to provide humanitarian aid and to reimburse victims of Iraq’s

in all quotations that originally used one of the longer forms. This is not intended to slight the importance of the
Herzegovina region of the republic.
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aggression. Iraq refused to accept the plan, which it criticized as an unwarranted infringement
on its sovereignty, and the UN retaliated by maintaining the sanctions. In their first five years,
the sanctions produced an estimated half-million excess Iraqi deaths. Finally, in 1996, Iraq
agreed to an oil-for-food plan, which was expanded in 1998, and again in 1999 by removing the
cap on oil sales. Many western politicians argue that any continued suffering in Iraq after
adoption of oil-for-food is attributable exclusively to the distribution policies of its leader,
Saddam Hussein. However, the former head of the UN assistance program in Iraq stated in
December 2000 that much of Iraq’s continued suffering stemmed from ongoing sanctions and
the restrictions on spending funds from the oil-for-food program.* In any case, the excess Iraqi
deaths at least from 1991 to 1996 are attributable to the fact that Iraq violently challenged the
authority of the UN by continuing its weapons programs and refusing to accept the oil-for-food
program. despite the UN’s threat to retaliate by maintaining sanctions expected to kill thousands
of Iraqi civilians per month. Thus, the dynamic is the same as in the domestic cases, except that
the Iraqi leadership provoked the demise of its own people by violently challenging international
authority rather than state authority.

Seven other putative cases during the decade - in Afghanistan, Algeria, N. Korea, Russia,
Rwanda, and Zaire (Democratic Republic of Congo) — cannot yet be counted as mass killing
because of insufficient reliable evidence that their violence satisfied my definition above. (See
Figure 1-3). In addition, at least four other countries — Congo Republic, Liberia, Sierra Leone,

&
and Tajikistan — experienced thousands of non-combatant killings in civil conflicts during the

’ Dennis Halliday, former coordinator of UN humanitarian relief in Iraq, resigned in 1998, stating: "I am
resigning because the policy of economic sanctions is totally bankrupt. We are in the process of destroying an entire
society. It is as simple and terrifying as that . . . Five thousand children are dying every month.” He subsequently
characterized the sanctions as follows: "I had been instructed to implement a policy that satisfies the definition of
genocide: a deliberate policy that has effectively killed well over a million individuals, children and adults.” John
Pilger, “Squeezed to Death,” Guardian, March 4, 2000. Similarly, former U.S. Attorney General Ramsey Clark has
stated: "Sanctions which are continued with the knowledge that they have already killed more than 750,000 people
in Iraq and physically damaged and radically shortened the lives of millions more unquestionably constitute
genocide.” Letter to UN Security Council, October 2, 1997, http://www.plowshare.org/resources/iraq2.htm
[downloaded October 4, 2001]. Halliday’s successor at the UN, Graf Hans von Sponeck, also resigned in protest,
stating in December 2000 that much of Iraq’s continued humanitarian suffering was attributable to the manner in
which the oil-for-food program was being implemented under the sanctions, rather than to Saddam Hussein’s misuse
of humanitarian aid as had been alleged: “more often than not, it is the blocking of contracts by the US/UK which
has created immense problems in implementing the oil-for-food programme.” He also cited UN statistics that “over
90%" of food, medicine and other humanitarian assistance provided to Iraq is being distributed as intended.
Guardian, January 4, 2001. UN information on the oil-for-food program is available at
http://www.un.org/Depts/oip/backgroundindex.htm [downloaded November 5, 2001].
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decade, but the death toll in each remained well below the 50,000 threshold of my definition,

based on available evidence.

Figure 1-3

Putative Cases After the Cold War Lacking Sufficient Evidence of “Mass Killing”
Country Perpetrator Victim Time Period

Afghanistan |Government Opponents mid-1990s

Algeria Islamists Moderates 1992-99

N. Korea Government N. Koreans late-1990s

Russia Government Chechens mid-1990s

Rwanda Tutsi Hutu 1993-98

Zaire Rwandant Tutsi |Rwandan Hutu }1996-97

D.R. Congo |Varisus Kivu Residents |1998-2000

The “Rationality” of Mass Killing

Building on the literature’s finding that victims of mass killing often provoke their own
demise by violently challenging the state’s authority, many theorists agree that states act
“rationally” when they respond to such challenges by perpetrating mass killing.® Far from the
popular caricature of mass killing as a psychopathic outburst, these theorists view such violence
typically as a calculated action by the state to defend its power against an aggressive challenger.
As Barbara Harff writes, “usually genocide is the conscious choice of policymakers . . . for
repressing (eliminating) opposition.”” As early as 1979, Helen Fein wrote that “to grasp the
origins of modern premeditated genocide, we must first recognize . . . how it may be motivated

"8 More recently, and more simply, she has

or appear as a rational choice to the perpetrator.
concluded that genocide “is usually a rational act.”’ Likewise, Roger W. Smith characterizes
genocide as “a rational instrument to achieve an end.”'® Peter du Preez says that mass killing is
usually “perfectly rational” and even “pragmatic,” because the state chooses this policy when “it

is thought that mere military victory will not solve the problem and measures of ‘population

® Stating that genocide is a “rational” choice in such situations does not preclude the availability of other non-
genocidal options, as elucidated below, nor does it make any claim as to the morality of such a choice.

7 Barbara Harff, “The Etiology of Genocides,” in Isidor Wallimann and Michael N. Dobkowski, eds., Genocide
and the Modern Age: Etiology and Case Studies of Mass Death (New York: Greenwood Press, 1987).

® Helen Fein, Accounting for Genocide (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979), p. 7.

? Helen Fein, "Patrons, Prevention and Punishment of Genocide: Observations on Bosnia and Rwanda,” in Helen
Fein, ed., The Prevention of Genocide: Rwanda and Yugoslavia Reconsidered (New York: Institute for the Study of

Genocide, 1994), p. 5.
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adjustment’ are necessary.”'' Matthew Krain offers a similar rational explanation for state-

sponsored mass murder: “elites trying to hold onto power can and must reconsolidate power

quickly and efficiently.”"?

Going beyond these earlier theorists, who acknowledge but do not focus their scholarship
on rational incentives, Benjamin Valentino emphasizes such perpetrator calculations and
motivations at the core of his new “strategic” theory of mass killing. Interestingly, however,
Valentino concentrates relatively less on the use of such violence as a defensive response by
states to challengers, and more on its offensive use by states to achieve radical goals. He argues
that all cases of mass killing in the 20" century can be divided into two broad categories based
on perpetrator motivation. Dispossessive mass killings are those driven by a state’s desire to
attain some radical goal arising from its communist ideclogy, chauvinism, or colonial aspirations
- which can-be seen as offensive. (This category correlates roughly with Harff and Gurr’s
revolutionary and xenophobic categories, and Fein’s ideological and developmental categories.)
Coercive mass killings are those carried out by a state during a military conflict when it cannot
achieve its objectives with more conventional operations — which can be seen as either offensive
or defensive depending on the origins and nature of the conflict. Valentino observes that the
greatest number of victims “have resulted from the effort to transform society according to
communist doctrine.” He does not explicitly reconcile this with the finding in the literature that
mass killing is usually a state response to violent challenges by opposition groups, but the two
are not necessarily inconsistent in light of Valentino’s causal mechanism for such mass killing.
Specifically, he argues that certain societal groups, who would be dispossessed by a communist
transformation, logically oppose or can be expected to oppose such a transformation. Thus, the
communist state engages in mass killing in retaliation to actual opposition, or as prevention
against anticipated opposition. "’

[t is important to underscore that when theorists say that a state pursues mass killing as a

rational choice — whether for offensive or defensive purposes — this does not mean it necessarily

' Smith, “Human Destructiveness,” p. 22.

' Peter du Preez.: The Psychology of Mass Murder (London: Boyars/Bowerdean, 1994), pp. 2, 67, 74. Despite
this title, the book devotes considerable attention to the strategic nature of genocide.

'2 Matthew Krain, “State-Sponsored Mass Murder: The Onsct and Severity of Genocides and Politicides.”
Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 41, No. 3 (June 1997), p. 335.

'3 Benjamin Valentino. "Final Solutions: The Causes of Genocide and Mass Killing," Security Studies. Vol. 9.
No. 2 (Winter 2000), pp. 1-62. Quote is from p. 34.
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was the only rational option available. When confronting a violent opposition, state leaders
cannot know with certainty the consequences of any potential policy alternative.'* Accordingly,
there may be several policies that appear plausibly rational to achieve the interests of state
leaders, ranging from offering concessions to the opposition group, to launching a counter-
insurgency against armed elements of the group, to compelling the forced migration (“ethnic
cleansing™) of the group, to attempting to exterminate that group. Further research is needed to

determine when and why states view mass killing as not only a rational response, but the chosen

response to violent challengers.

No Good Explanation of Tragic Challenges

In remarkable contrast to the chorus of rational explanations for perpetrator behavior
cited above — which typically view mass killing as retaliation by a state against domestic
challengers — no analogous rational theory has been proposed to explain why vulnerable groups
would launch such ill-fated challenges. Indeed, theorists of mass killing generally do not offer
any explicit theory to explain these provocative challenges, and instead concentrate most of their
attention on the actions of perpetrators. They imply, however, that such tragic challenges are an
all but inevitable response by vulnerable societal groups to long-term discrimination or
oppression at the hands of the state. Thus, the literature harbors an implicit, non-rational theory
for the phenomenon: vulnerable groups are driven by the frustration of prolonged discrimination
to launch violent challenges against state authorities without necessarily calculating their chances
of success or the consequences of failure, and thereby unwittingly provoke their own demise.

For example, Fein writes that, “Domination by a ruling ethnoclass . . . lead[s] to violent
rebellion by the dominated class. . . . Expulsion and genocide are solutions for [ruling]
ethnoclasses who perceive that they are threatened but are intent on domination.”"” Likewise,
Harff and Gurr state that, “One tell-tale manifestation of conflicts with genocidal potential is
discriminatory treatment of ethnic, religious, national, and regional minorities by dominant

groups.” Discrimination compels subordinate groups to resist authority, which in turn compels

"* Valentino, “Final Solutions,” p. 29. n. 94. makes a similar point about the potential misperceptions of state
leaders. " A strategic approach to mass killing does not imply that lcaders accurately assess the threats they face.
Nor does it suggest that mass killing will always help leaders achieve their goals or solve their problems. . ..
Nevertheless, leaders ultimately act on the basis of their perceptions and beliefs . . ."

'S Fein, “Genocide: A Sociological Perspective,” pp. 88. 95-96.
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the government to retaliate with violence. Thus, perversely, resistance by subordinate groups
increases the chance that they will suffer mass killing. As Harff and Gurr note, groups “resisting
discriminatory treatment are more likely to encounter massive state violence than quiescent
groups.” Despite this, according to Harff and Gurr, discriminated groups pursue violent
resistance because “leaders have alternatives, victims rarely do.”' In reality, however,
discriminated groups almost always have the alternative of eschewing violent resistance, which
would reduce significantly their risk of suffering mass killing and thereby presumably improve
their expected welfare. The fact that Harff and Gurr view violent resistance as all but inevitable,
despite the availability of alternate welfare-improving strategies, implies that they do not view

subordinate group actions as the product of rational calculation.

Figure 1-4
Tree of Actions Leading to Most Cases of Mass Killing

State: Discriminate?
Ye No
Subordinate Violent Challenge
Group: to State Authority?
Ye No
State: Response?

'* Barbara Harff and Ted Robert Gurr, “Victims of the State: Genocides, Politicides, and Group Repression
Since 1943.” International Review of Victimology, Vol. 1 (1989), pp. 30, 33. 38.
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This implicit theory from the literature on mass killing is depicted graphically in Figure
1-4. As is readily apparent, it is woefully under-specified at almost every juncture. First, the
literature offers no strong theoretical explanation as to why states originally are dominated by
certain groups that discriminate against others. Second, even if suffering discrimination were a
necessary condition for a group to launch a violent challenge against the state (which has not
been demonstrated rigorously), it clearly is insufficient by itself, because most groups suffering
discrimination do not launch such challenges.'” Third, although mass killing may be a rational
response by a state to such challenges, it is not the only potential such response. Thus, the causal
path responsible for most cases of mass killing, highlighted with bold lines in Figure 1-4, is
contingent at every turn on other factors (“condition variables”) that have yet to be specified.
Moreover, as already noted, some cases of mass killing do not result from this causal sequence at
all.

This dissertation seeks neither to redress all of these inadequacies in the literature, nor to
formulate a new comprehensive theory of mass killing. Rather it seeks only to specify more
fully the determinants of a key juncture along this most common path to mass killing — the
decision of a vulnerable group to violently challenge the authority of a state, which then
retaliates with mass killing. Identifying the determinants of this decision could offer
considerable insight into the causes of, and possible means of preventing, mass killing. Still, this
decision is but one piece of a much larger puzzle, so the dissertation is intended as but the first

step in a more comprehensive research project to determine the causes of, and potential remedies

for, mass killing.

Why Men Rebel
Literature outside the field of mass killing explores phenomena that are closely related to

tragic challenges. For example, many scholars have explored the more general question of why

eople rebel or revolt.'® However, their theories generally do not differentiate among rebellions
peop g y g

' For example, in 1995, the Minorities at Risk database identified 268 “ethnic or communal groups” worldwide
that were “disadvantaged by comparison with other groups in their society.” of which only 22 (8%) were engaged in
violent rebellion at or above the level of intermediate-scale guerrilla activity. See Ted Robert Gurr, Peoples Versus
States (Washington: U.S. Institute of Peace, 2000), pp. 8-10, 28. Valentino, "Final Solutions,” p. 17, notes that
“Recent quantitative research on ethnic conflict and genocide has found little correlation between the severity of
ethnic, social, economic, and cultural differences and the likelihood of large-scale violence between groups.”

'* A good primer is James Chowning Davies, When Men Revolt and Why (New York: Free Press, 1971).
Perhaps most prolific is Ted Robert Gurr, who has published numerous versions of his theory. Sece, for example,
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that have greatly varying likelihood of success — and costs of failure - so they are under-
specified for the narrower phenomenon at issue in this dissertation. In other werds, a general
theory of rebellion capable of explaining and successfully predicting low-cost, successful
rebellions is unlikely to explain the near-suicidal rebellions examined herein.

Still, the literature on rebellion and revolution does offer some important insights into the
causes and strategies of challenges to authority, applicable to the “tragic challenges” examined in
this dissertation. For example, nearly all theorists identify relative deprivation, rather than
absolute deprivation, as the leading cause of revolution and rebellion, which accounts for the
counter-intuitive but persistent finding that such challenges are launched by groups actually
enjoying rising socio-economic conditions. However, two underlying questions remain the
subject of academic inquiry. First is the specific definition of relative deprivation — namely,
deprivation of what and relative to whom or what? The second is which factors mediate the
connection between deprivation and rebellion - that is, when will relative deprivation actually

lead to rebellion?

. Aristotle wrote that people will rebel “if they think that they have too little although they

1% Marx typically focused narrowly on the relative

are the equals of those who have more.
material inequality between classes, predicting that workers would rebel even in the face of
improving living standards if they perceived capitalist living standards to be rising even faster.
Tocqueville crucially observed that relative deprivation alone was insufficient, and that also
necessary was an expectation that rebellion would improve the situation: “Evils which are
patiently endured when they seem inevitable become intolerable when once the idea of escape
from them is suggested.” This, he said, explained his empirical observation that revolution

tended to occur when states were relaxing, not heightening, oppression.?’

Why Men Rebel (Princeton: Center of International Studies. 1970) and Afinorities at Risk (Washington: U.S. Institute
of Peace, 1993).

' Aristotle, Politics, excerpted in James Chowning Davies. ed., When Men Revolt and Why (New York: Free
Press, 1971), p. 86.

“® Both quoted in James C. Davies, “Toward a Theory of Revolution,” in Davies, ed.. When Men Revolt and
Why, p. 135. Davies notes that the original theory of Marx and Engel posited revclution as the response of industrial
workers to their progressive absolute deprivation under capitalism. However. Marx later wrote that revolution still
was inevitable in the face of rising living standards of the proletariat, because “although the enjoyments of the
workers have risen, the social satisfaction that they give has fallen in comparison with the increased enjoyments of
the capitalist.” Thus, according to Marx, relative deprivation of material goods lcads to absolute deprivation of

social satisfaction, and thence to revolution.
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In the early 1960s, James C. Davies posited that the decisive relative deprivation was not
between groups but rather between the expected satisfaction and actual satisfaction of one group.
Rebellion was caused by “an intolerable gap between what people want and what they get.” so
that it was “most likely to occur when a prolonged period of objective economic and social
development is followed by a short period of sharp reversal.” Like Tocqueville, he identified the
key mediating factor between deprivation and rebellion as the expectation of success. “It is
when the chains have been loosened somewhat, so that they can be cast off without a high
probability of losing life, that people are put in a condition of rebelliousness.” %'

However, theorists disagree about the impact of government repression on the likelihood
of rebellion. David Schwartz and William Kornhauser, also in the early 1960s, theorized that
violent rebellions arose when states cracked down on peaceful reform movements, thereby
leaving disgruntled constituents no alternative to violence.** While deductively attractive and
possibly sometimes true, this contradicted the anecdotal correlation cited above between
liberalization and rebellion. An early empirical study by Gurr indicated a curvilinear relationship
between repression and rebellion: low and high levels of repression were negative!y correlated
with rebellion, while medium and extra-high levels were positively correlated with rebellion.”
One possible explanation is that low repression provides little motivation for vebellion; medium
repression spurs rebellion without being sufficient to stop it; high repression is sufficient to stop
most rebellion; but extra high repression spurs such intense rebellion that it cannot be stopped. It
is alternately possible that causality runs in the opposite direction — that is, rebellion causes

repression — or in both directions. Most likely, government repression is a double edged-sword

*! Davies, “Toward a Theory of Revolution.” pp. 135-36. His work draws on “frustration-aggression” theory.
from the field of psychology, which posits that the frustration from unfulfilled aspirations or expectations is the root
cause of aggression, although aggression may be deterred by the expectation of sufficient punishment. The theory
originates with Freud and was formalized and tested originally by John A. Dollar, et al., Frustration and Aggression
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1939). Subsequent studics include Ivo K. and Rosalind L. Feierabend.
“Aggressive Behaviors Within Politics. 1948-1962: A Cross-National Study.” Journal of Conflict Resolution. No.

10 (September 1966), pp. 249-71; and Raymond Tanter and Manus Midlarsky. A Theory of Revolution.” Journal
of Conflict Resolution, No. 21 (September 1967), pp. 264-80. In addition, Gurr, A Causal Model of Civil Strife.” p.
294, explicitly roots itself in this theory.

** David C. Schwartz, “A Theory of Revolutionary Behavior.” in Davies, cd.. When Men Revolt and Why, pp.
127-131. William Kormhauser, “Rebellion and Political Development,” in Harry Eckstein, ed., /nternal War:
Problems and Approaches (New York: Frec Press. 1964), p. 142. A recent version of this theory is found in Jeff
Goodwin, No Other Way Out: States and Revolutionary Movements, 1945-1991 (NY: Cambridge University Press,

2001).
* Ted Gurr, “A Causal Model of Civil Strife.” in Davics, cd.. I¥hen Men Revolt and Why, p. 313.
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that can either stanch or provoke rebellion, depending on when and how it is used, so that
statistical correlation is too blunt a methodology to provide useful insight.

Other theorists in the 1960s — including Lucian Pye, Edward Gude, and Thomas Perry
Thornton — identified the most decisive state policy as its reaction to initial acts of political
violence. If the state over-reacts by retaliating with indiscriminate violence, they found, it will
backfire by mobilizing the population in favor of the rebellion out of sympathy and perceived
self-defense. Rebel leaders are aware of this dynamic, Gude wrote, so that a key goal of their
attacks is to “trigger governmental repression that can provide a basis for recruitment into an
insurgent movement.”?* In other words, rebel leaders may initiate violence despite an
unfavorable balance of forces in the hopes that the government’s over-reaction inadvertently will
mobilize the populace and thereby tilt the balance in the rebels’ favor.

In the 1970s, Charles Tilly and others focused more generally on the process of
mobilization that is essential to rebellion. More recently, theorists such as Doug McAdam and
Sidney Tarrow have emphasized the mediating role of “political opportunity structures” in
determining when relative deprivation and mobilization actually will lead .t.o actions such as
rebellions.?® This work clearly echoes Tocqueville.

For more than three decades, Gurr has integrated these and oth.r emergent findings of the
literature into his repeatedly revised and expanded general theory of ethno-cultural rebellion and
political action. His primary causal variable continues to be relative deprivation, although he
defines it broadly like Davies as the difference between perceived entitlement and actual welfare,
so that even relatively privileged groups may be motivated to rebel by perceived disadvantage.
Gurr says three mediating variables determine whether deprivation actually will lead a group to
take action — salience of ethnocultural identity, group capacity for mobilization (based partly on

geography)®, and political opportunities for success. All four variables have both domestic and

* Edward W. Gude. “Political Violence in Venczuela: 1958-1964." in Davies, ed.. When Men Revolt and Why.
pp. 203-64. Similarly, Thomas Perry Thomton, “Terror as a Weapon,” in Eckstein, /nternal War, p. 87, writes that
“terroristic acts often are committed with the express purpose of provoking reprisals.” Lucian W. Pye, “The Roots of
Insurgency.” in Eckstein, /nternal War, p. 167, writes that, “The initial decisions of a government confronted with
the threat of internal war are usually the most fateful and long-lasting.”

* Charles Tilly, From Mobilization to Revolution (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1978). Doug McAdam,

Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency, 1930-1970 (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press. 1982).
Sidney Tarrow, Power in Movement: Social Movements, Collective Action, and Politics (New York: Cambridge

University Press, 1994).

* As early as 1968, a study for the U.S. military found that rebellions tend to occur in rural societies with rough
terrain favorable to gucrrilla warfare. D.M. Condit, “A Profilc of Incipicnt Insurgency,” June 1968, cited in Jesse
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international determinants. Finally, a domestic political variable — whether state institutions and
resources favor repression or accommodation of group demands —~ determines whether
ethnopolitical action will take the form of peaceful protest or violent rebellion. Gurr concedes
problems of endogeneity, noting the mutual causation between relative deprivation, on the one
hand, and salience of identity and political mobilization, on the other.?’ In addition, Gurr
sacrifices parsimony for completeness by specifying an additional twenty causal variables that
underlie the five or six main variables of his theory.*® Nevertheless, Gurr’s theory remains
useful as the most comprehensive inventory of variables and feedback processes that can impact
the likelihood of rebellion and political protest.

Unfortunately for our current inquiry, however, none of these general theories of
rebellion resolves the puzzle of tragic challenges. They explain how relative deprivation may
motivate a group to want to change the status quo, how the salience of ethnic identity may
intensify such feelings, how these factors and others may enable a group to mobilize, how the
unavailability of institutions to redress grievances peacefully may lead to consideration of violent

alternatives, how the expectation of success at low cost may induce a mobilized group to launch

Orlansky, The State of Research on Internal War (Arlington, VA: Institute for Defense Analyses. August 1970), p.
20. A similar finding was recently made by James D. Fearon and David D. Laitin. “Weak States. Rough Terrain,
and Large-Scale Ethnic Violence Since 1945.” paper presented at annual meeting of the American Political Science
Association, Atlanta, GA, September 2-5. 1999. Other researchers have discovered that areas of ethnic geographic
concentration — that is, when a group is a majority in a local region but a minority in the state as a whole - also favor
rebellion, presumably by facilitating mobilization but also possibly by exacerbating the security dilemma with other
groups in the state. On this point. Gurr, Peoples V'ersus States. pp. 75. 353. cites the work of Erik Melander. Monica

Duffy Toft. Barry Posen. and Stephen Van Evera.

* See Gurr. Peoples Versus States, p. 74, on “feedback effects” and the “dynamics of protracted conflict.”
Unfortunately, a linear causal diagram (p. 70) masks the endogeneity of his theory. A diagram in his previous book.
containing feedback loops, was more confusing but more explicit about this endogeneity. See. Gurr, Minorities at
Risk, p. 125.

*® The main variables. and their underlying variables, are also summarized in the diagran: in Gurr, Peoples
Versus States, p. 70. Salience of identity is a function of (1) the extent of cultural differentials, (2) relative
deprivation, and (3) intensity of past and present conflicts with the state and other groups. Incentives for collective
action (based on various types of relative deprivation) include (4) overcoming collective disadvantage, (5) regaining
political autonomy. and (6) resisting repression. Group capacity for action (i.e., mobilization) is a function of all the
preceding variables and (7) territorial concentration (including terrain features), (8) preexisting group cohesion. (9)
intra-group coalition building, and (10) legitimacy of group leaders. Political opportunities for action are opened by
(11) state creation or destruction, (12) regime transition including democratization, and (13) leadership transition.
International factors that can affect all of the above variables include (14) global norms of group rights, (15)
diasporas, (16) diffusion and contagion of ideas and resources between similarly situated but ethnically distinct
groups in different states; and (17) other external political and material support. Domestic political factors that
determine whether ethnopolitical action will be peaceful or militant include (18) institutions of democracy or
authoritarianism, (19) extent of state resources to accommodate group demands, and (20) state traditions of
accommodating or repressing group demands.
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a rebellion, and what tactics of rebellion it may employ to maximize its chances. However, these
theories do not explain why or when a group that is vulnerable to genocidal retaliation would

launch a seemingly suicidal, violent challenge against a state that has threatened such retaliation.

Deterrence Theory as a Possible Explanation

A more promising framework with which to analyze tragic challenges is deterrence
theory. From this theoretical perspective, the state can be seen attempting to deter violent
challenges to its authority by threatening to retaliate with mass killing. When mass killing
actually occurs, it is because deterrence has failed. Despite the state’s threats, an opposition
group has launched a violent challenge, thereby prompting the state to implement its threatened
retaliation. The theoretical question is why does deterrence fail?

Deterrence failure is well explored in the literature of international relations with regard
to the deterrence of one state by another state. Fortunately, this existing theory can be adapted to
the intra-state cases examined in this dissertation. Two basic schools of thought compete in the
literature. The first is rational deterrence theory, which posits that potential challengers are
unitary rational actors who seek to maximize their utility. According to this school, a single
explanation accounts for all deterrence failure: the challenger’s expected gains from defying the

deterrent threat exceed its expected costs.’ Rational deterrence theorists deduce three

*? Scveral definitions of “deterrence failure” compete in the literature. The first is the broadest and encompasses
all attempts at deterrence in which the target launches a challenge. The second is narrower and includes only those
of the above cases where the challenger ends up incurring greater cosis than gains, so that - if it had perfect
information and if the assumptions of rational deterrence theory are correct - it shoul/d have been deterred. This
dissertation employs the first. broader definition, meaning that deterrence is said to fail even if the challenger reaps a
net benefit from its challenge. As underscored by Robert Jervis, “Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence,”
World Politics, Vol. 41, No. 2 (January 1989), p. 187: “we must not equate failures of a deterrence policy with
failures of deterrence theory.” A similar point is made by Christopher H. Achen and Duncan Snidal, “Rational
Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies,” World Politics. Vol. 41. No. 2 (January 1989), p. 152, who
characterize the first definition as failure of deterrence and the second definition as failure of deterrence theory.
However, as I discuss in the text, not all cases satisfying the second definition are necessarily failures of deterrence
theory, because deterrence theory does not assume perfect information. Indeed, an important aspect of deterrence
theory is that a challenge may occur. in the face of a threatened punishment that should be large enough to deter,
because of inadequate communication. Such a case should correctly be characterized as a failure of deterrence but
not of deterrence theory, contrary to Achen and Snidal’s assertion. However, Richard Ned Lebow and Janice Gross
Stein, “Rational Deterrence Theory: I Think, Therefore I Deter,” World Politics, Vol. 41, No. 2 (January 1989), p.
212, go too far in declaring that “Deterrence theory does not predict that initiators will be rational. It specifies the
conditions under which rational iniziators will choose not to attack.” In fact, it does both, which is why it is not
merely descriptive but also offer prescriptions - based on the assumption that targets of deterrence (initiators) will
act rationally. Moreover, Lebow and Stein incorrectly define as a failure of deterrence theory any case in which a
challenge occurred despite the issuance of a credible threat (p. 220). As I note in the text, deterrence theory actually
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competing hypotheses for why the challenger reaches this positive cost-benefit expectation: (1)
The deterrer does not communicate clear and credible threats to retaliate, so the challenger
expects the costs of the challenge to be minimal; (2) The deterrer does not communicate clear
and credible reassurances that there will be no retaliation if there is no challenge, so the
challenger expects high costs whether or not it challenges and therefore assesses the net costs of
a challenge to be minimal; (3) The deterrer does communicate clear and credible threats and
reassurances, but the challenger nevertheless expects its gains from challenging to exceed its
costs.”’

Each of these rational hypotheses also has several possibie underlying causes. For
example the failure to communicate a clear and credible threat could mean that such a threat was
never voiced, that it was voiced but not heard, or that it was heard but the challenger deemed that
the deterrer lacked the means or will to attempt to carry it out, so the threat was not credible.
Likewise. the failure of reassurances could mean they were not voiced, not heard, or not deemed
credible. Finally, the failure of deterrence despite the communication of credible threats and
reassurances has at least two potential underlying causes. First, the threatened retaliation might
be too small, so that even if fully implemented it would impose costs smaller than the expected
gains from challenging. Alternately, the challenger might expect that by fighting it can mitigate
the threatened retaliation, thereby reducing the costs below the expected gains from challenging.
In either case, the challenger must expect to prevail in order to launch its challenge; otherwise

there would not be expected gains to offset the expected costs.

Critiques of Rational Deterrence Theory
The opposing school cites six factors that each purportedly undermine the central
assumption of rational deterrence theory — namely, that targets of deterrence rationally assess the

expected costs and benefits of prospective challenges and launch them only when the expected

would predict a challenge in such a case if a credible rcassurance were abscnt or if the threatened punishment were
not large cnough.

* These three concepts can be cxtracted from, for example, Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New
Haven: Vale University Press. 1966). pp. 3. 75. “To exploit a capacity for hurting and inflicting damage onc needs
to know what an adversary treasures . . . and one necds the adversary to understand what behavior of his will cause
the violence to be inflicted and what will cause it to be withheld. . . . We often forget that both sides of the choice,
the threatened penalty and the proffered avoidance or reward need to be credible.”
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outcome is net positive.’' As detailed below, the six factors — misperception, domestic politics,
external considerations, prospect theory, bureaucratic politics, and computational limitations -
present varying degrees of challenge to the basic theory and in some cases do not undermine it at
all.*? Indeed, only the last two factors — bureaucratic politics and computational limitations —
provide the basis for strong alternative theories of deterrence failure.

The first criticism, most associated with Robert Jervis, is that challengers are plagued by
misperception — both motivated and innocent — which prevents them from measuring accurately
the inputs that go into their otherwise rational calculus of expected cost and berefit. **
According to these critics, because challengers cannot gauge correctly three key factors — the
expected cost of fighting, the probability of winning, and the probability of retaliation — their
decisions cannot be rational.>* However. these critics fail to appreciate that while misperception
may well be pervasive. it cannot undermine rational deterrence theory because it actually is an
implicit basis of the theory, which can be demonstrated as follows. In the absence of
misperception, challenges would be launched only when the challenger was sure to benefit and.

in a zero-sum environment, the deterrer sure to lose. However, without misperception, the

*' In mathematical terms. under rational deterrence theory, challenges are launched when:

n

2 P;*V; > value to the challenger of the outcome of not challenging

i=1
where V, = the value to the challenger of outcome (i) that could result from a challenge. and P, = the challenger's
experted probability that a challenge will cause outcome (i).

*? In addition, Alexander George and Richard Smoke note that classical deterrence theory does not account for
two types of minor deterrence failure. First, in a “limited probe.” the challenger may launch a tiny challenge against
the deterrer. to check the credibility of the deterrent threat but avoid risking full retaliation. Second. in “controlled
pressure,” the target of deterrence may launch a non-violent challenge, to show some resistance against the deterrer
but avoid provoking the threatened retaliation. Although these are interesting phenomena. they are not truly
deterrence failure, because in both cases the challenger avoids engaging in the violent action that the deterrent threat
was intended to prevent. For a summary of George and Smoke. see Achen and Snidal, “Rational Deterrence Theory
and Comparative Case Studies.” pp. 155-56.

*> A number of sources of misperception are summarized in Jervis, “Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence.”
pp. 196-97. Motivated biases include assuming that the other knows you are good and pro-status quo; assuming that
all good things go together with one policy; being over-optimistic about one policy when the alternatives arc
perceived as poor: and seeing things even less clearly when faced with the prospect of great personal loss.
Unmotivated biases, subsumed within his category of cognitive limitations, include Freudian projection and
assuming that others’ actions are intentional rather than accidental. I adopt the useful re-division of Jervis’s two
categories — motivated biases and cognitive limitations — into the categories of misperception and computational
errors, as suggested by Achen and Snidal, “Rational Deterrence Theory and Comparative Case Studies,” p. 148-49.

3 Lebow and Stein, “Rational Deterrence Theory: I Think, Therefore I Deter,” pp. 215-17.
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deterrer would know this in advance, and so would withdraw its threat and seek compromise
prior to the challenge. ** Thus, without misperception, a rational theory would predict the
absence of deterrence failure and war. But rational deterrence theory is intended precisely to
explain deterrence failure and war. This demonstrates that misperception, rather than
undermining rational deterrence theory, actually is essential to it. The critics’ error is to conflate
“rational” with “optimal.” In the real world of imperfect information, a rational theory does not
predict optimal decision-making.*® Rather, it predicts oniy that potential challengers will
rationally calculate expected outcome based on the information at hand, and challenge when the
expected outcome is net positive.

The second criticism, most associated with Richard Ned Lebow and Janice Gross Stein,
is that even if political leaders are rational, they seek to optimize their own personal well-being
rather than the welfare of the state, and thus they respond more to expectations about domestic
politics than about the outcomes of challenges.”” If true, this is not necessarily a fatal criticism
of rational deterrence theory, which contends only that states make decisions as if they were
unitary rational actors, not that political leaders substitute their own judgmént for the collective
rational preference of the state. For example, if a political leader embraces a policy because the

majority of his or her constituency expects the policy to maximize the state’s welfare, the state as

** This argument is sometimes used to claim that rational deterrence theory fails because it ignores strategic
nteraction. Sce James W. Davis, Jr., “Threats, Promises and Influence in International Politics.” paper prescnted at
the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Boston, MA, September 3-6. 1998. A simpler

cxplanation is mine — that the theory assumes misperception.

* Achen and Snidal. “Rational Deterrence Theory.” pp. 160, 164, get it exactly backward becausc they start
from the assumption that all decisions are both rational and optimal, despite contrary evidence. Thus, they are
forced into the tautological assumption that decisions reveal hidden rational preferences even where decision-
making processcs involve no evident calculation and outcomes are sub-optimal. Remarkably, they claim that
“analysts have misinterpreted the propositions of rational deterrence as descriptions of decision makzors' thought
processes,” and label this the “descriptivist fallacy.” To the contrary, it is Achen and Snidal that distort rational
theory into a non-falsifiable version by claiming it applies even in situations wherc decision-making processes are
demonstrably not rational. Further, they contend it does not matter whether decision processes are rational, so long
as the decisions themselves are rational in relation to the options and preferences of the challenger. However, this
cannot be tested because those underlying preferences are revealed only by the decisions themselves. Morcover. it
not clear how a non-rational decision-making process could possibly yield decisions that are consistently identical to
those of a rational process. As Lebow and Stein, “Rational Deterrence Theory,” p. 223-24. correctly observe. Achen
and Snidal claim that a “theory based on unrealistic assumptions can still be a good predictor of behavior.
Philosophers of scicnce challenge this assertion.” However, Lebow and Stein also overreach in claiming (pp. 216-
17) that rational deterrence theory cannoi incorporate or account for systemic misperception. For example,
Schelling, Arms and Influence, pp. 35-91. spends an entirc chapter explaining the causes, consequences, and means
of reducing misperception that stems from miscommunication.
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a whole is acting as a rational actor even if the leader does not personally share that expectation.
The only way that domestic politics could undermine rational deterrence theory is if the leader
eschewed the state’s rational choice in order to gain political support from a narrow, non-
representative segment of the constituency. One can imagine such a scenario, but it is not the
typical one cited by Lebow and Stein, which involves leaders deferring to the collective will of
their populace.

A third, related criticism, is that although states are rational they sometimes seek to
maximize an expected outcome that is broader than the obvious and immediate consequences of
a deterrent challenge. For'example, states may value highly some longer-term consequence of
defying a deterrent threat such as establishing a reputation as a fighter or eventually drawing an
outside power into the conflict.’® Thus, a rational state might launch a challenge that it expected
to fail - that is, produce greater costs than gains in the short-run — because it also expected the
failed challenge to produce a net positive benefit in the long run. This criticism does not
undermine any of the core assumptions of rational deterrence theory, but merely requires that we
employ a broader and longer-term conception of the expected costs and benefits for challengers.
Indeed, as will be seen below, such an expansive conception of expected costs and benefits is
integral to rational deterrence theory in the context of communal conflicts.

The fourth criticism, based on prospect theory in the literature of psychology, is that
decision-makers value prospective losses more highly than objectively equivalent prospective
gains.”” An illustrative example is that most people would decline to wager $10,000 for the
chance to win $10,001 on the toss of a coin, even though the expected value of the bet would be
positive for them. Applied to deterrence theory, this insight suggests that targets of deterrence

do not decide whether to challenge based merely on their net expected outcome, but also on

37 Lebow and Stein, “Rational Deterrence Theory: I Think, Therefore I Deter.” p. 211. declares based on case
studies that: “The calculus of initiators depends on factors other than those identified by deterrence. Perhaps the
most important of these is the expected domestic political consequences of a use of force.”

38 Davis, “Threats. Promise and Influence in Intenational Politics,” p. 6. An oft-cited example is Egyptian
President Anwar al-Sadat’s decision to invade Israel in 1973, despite supposedly expecting military failure. because
of an expectation that renewed hostilities and military escalation would eventually bring the United States into the
conflict to apply pressure on Israel for territorial concessions.

% See, for example. Jervis, “Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence,” pp. 206-207. A classic work is Daniel
Kahneman and Amos Tversky, “Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision Under Risk,” Econometrica, 47 (March
1979), pp. 263-91. See also, Barbara Farnham, ed., Avoiding Losses/Taking Risks: Prospect Theory in International
Conflict (Ann Arbor: Michigan University Press, 1994); Jack S. Levy, “Loss Aversion, Framing and Bargaining:
The Implications of Prospect Theory for International Conflict.” International Political Science Review, 17 (1996).
pp. 177-93.
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whether they view the potential challenge as defending against losses or seeking gains. If the
former, they may decide to challenge even if their expected outcome is marginally negative —
that is. if they expect to lose more than they gain. Conversely, if they view the challenge as
aimed at acquisition, they may demur even if their expected outcome is marginally positive. If
critics are correct that prospect theory applies in the context of deterrence, which is difficult to
test and has yet to be proved empirically, it still would affect only one aspect of rational
deterrence theory - the final calculus used te convert rational expectations into action.
Moreover, prospect theory does not predict to what extent potential losses will be weighed more
heavily than gains, so it is unclear how much a challenger’s calculus would diverge from the
simple rational assumption of equal weighting, even if prospect theory were correct. Prospect
theory would significantly undermine rational deterrence theory only if challengers value losses
much more highly than gains, because then the framing of challenges - as either defensive or
acquisitive — would be more important than expected outcome in determining whether challenges
are launched.*® This remains a matter for empirical inquiry.

The fifth criticism stems from one aspect of the theory of bureaucratic politics — namely.
that government policies sometimes are not implemented correctly because bureaucracies or
even individual officials alter them during implementation in order to satisfy their own
agendas.’' By analogy, if the state is seen as a unitary actor, this critique argues that the brain is
not connected to the mouth or limbs. In the context of deterrence, if a state’s leaders decide
rationally whether or not to launch a challenge, but its diplomatic and military subordinates do
otherwise, the theory of rational deterrence would not hold. Admittedly, problems of
bureaucratic politics are pervasive in routine government operations. However, it is not clear
they are as common during implementation of crucial decisions such as whether to risk war by
defying a deterrent threat. Nevertheless, this possibility presents a clear theoretical alternative to

rational deterrence theory.

*” In fact, this argument is made by both Jervis, “Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence,” p. 198, and Davis.
Jr.. “Threats, Promises and Influence in International Politics.” p. 18. They claim that deterrent threats ofien
backfire and cause escalatory spirals because the targets of attempted deterrence favor the status quo and view the
attempted deterrence as threatening them with losses. which causes them to launch chalienges even when they do
not expect to prevail.

*! See, for example, Jervis, “Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence.” pp. 197-98. The classic treatise on this
probicm is Morton Halperin, with the assistance of Priscilla Clapp and Amold Kanter. Bureaucratic Politics and
Foreign Policy (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1974).
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Finally, the sixth and potentially most devastating critique of rational deterrence theory is
that states lack the computational abilities to process rationally the facts at their disposal. This
criticism sometimes is wrongly conflated with misperception, which as noted above is the state’s
inability to correctly perceive the facts it examines, rather than its inability to process facts that
are or can be perceived correctly. Critics identify three main causes of computational failure:
crisis pressures, bureaucratic politics, and cognitive limitations. Crisis pressures are fear and
urgency, which inhibit the computational abilities of a state by reducing the number of facts that
are processed and the reliability of that processing.“2 Bureaucratic politics, in addition to
distorting implementation of government decisions as noted above, also may prevent those
decisions from being rational in the first place. Thus, Graham Allison contends that "large acts
result from innumerable and often conflicting smaller actions by individuals at various levels of
bureaucratic organizations in the service of a variety of only partially compatible conceptions of
national goals, organizational goals, and political objectives."* Finally, theorists of cognitive
limitation argue that states cannot make decisions rationally for the same reason that humans
cannot — the information processing demands are too great. Cognitive theorists and economists,
notably Herbert Simon, have formalized an observation by John Stuart Mill that human behavior
often stems from habit rather than rational calculation.** In part. this is because humans and their
institutions are confronted with myriad decisions, so that achieving optimal outcomes would
require processing enormous amounts of information, some of which is unavailable or

potentially costly to obtain.*’ In light of constraints on time, biology, and resources, thesz critics

*2 See, for example, Irving L. Janis, Victims of Groupthink (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972).

*3 Graham T. Allison. Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971),
p. 6. Jervis, “Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence,” p. 204, makes a similar point about the internal
bargaining inherent in coalition politics — which is actually closer to the bureaucratic politics explanation than that of
domestic politics.

** For example, Mill criticizes Bentham for not understanding that people do not actually calculate each day
whether they shouid observe the law. “He was not, [ am persuaded. aware. how very much of the really, wonderful
acquiescence of mankind in any goveinment which they find established is the effect of mere habit and imagination .
..~ 1.S. Mill, “Remarks on Bentham’s Philosophy.” in Collected Works (Toronto: University of Toronto Press).
Vol. X, p. 17.

*> Herbert A. Simon, Models of Man: Social and Rational (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1957). Herbert
A. Simon, "Theories of Bounded Rationality", in Roy Radner and C.B. McGuire. Decision and Organisation
(Amsterdam: North Holland. 1972). Herbert A. Simon, Models of Bounded Rationality (Cambridge. MA: MIT
Press, 1982). it is sometimes claimed that such decision-making is “rational,” because it is efficient not to expend
resources on information gathering unless it would produce an cqual or greater return in utility. However, Jervis,
“Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence,” pp. 199-203, notcs that decision-makers often ignore important
information that is freely available to them, which is neither efficient nor rational. He also is skeptical of attempts to
incorporate motivated biases, which systematically impede rational processing of information, into a rational theory
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say humans and institutions make decisions the only feasible way by employing “bounded
rationality” — that is, utilizing decision rules that rely on limited information in order to strive for
merely satisfactory, rather than optimal, outcomes. Applying this to governments, John
Steinbruner proposes a similar “cybernetic” theory of decision-making, in which states tend to
repeat past policies, adjusting them only marginally and incrementally in the face of clear

evidence of failure.*® These theories of computational limitation do present a clear alternative to

rational deterrence theory.

A New Version of Rational Deterrence Theory for Civil Conflicts

This dissertatior: tests rational deterrence theory to see if it can explain the tragic
challenges that provoke retaliatory mass killing and, if so, which aspects of the theory have most
explanatory power. In order to facilitate this test, a new version of the theory is formulated for
domestic communal conflicts. Under this adapted theory, based on ideal types, the state is
assumed to be domirated by one communal group. This “dominant group” uses its control of the
state to funnel itself resources and opportunities in employment, education, legal rights, and
infrastructure investments — disproportionate to its share of the population and/or contribution to
the economy. The dominant group discriminates against and usually has disdain for other
“subordinate groups.” However, under ordinary circumstances, the dominant group does not
engage in mass killing against them - despite having the ability to do so — because that would
sacrifice the benefits of exploiting them and/or incur other costs of fighting not justified by
compensating benefits.

Subordinate groups, all things being equal, would prefer to change the status quo - either
to be treated equally, to take control of the state themselves, to gain communal or regional
autonomy, or to secede and take control of their own mini-state. Commonly, they pursue these
goals peacefully, at little cost but small hope of success. They usually avoid launching violent
challenges against the state because of a rational expectation of failure and massive retaliation.

Thus, subordinate groups are deterred from launching violent challenges, which in turn sustains

of “subjective expected utility.” Proponents of such a theory wouid argue that some people “prefer” objectively
inferior outcomes that permit them to avoid changing their motivated biases. This is tantamount to arguing that
some states are rational masochists, which stretches the definition of “rational” beyond the breaking point.

* John D. Steinbruner, The Cybernetic Theory of Decision (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1974). Jervis,
“Rational Deterrence: Theory and Evidence,” p. 196, notes that one cognitive shortcut is to formulate policy based
on analogy to a recent important case. In vernacular. this is known as “fighting the last war.”
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the incentive of dominant groups not to kill them. In this narrow sense, the status quo situation
is mutually beneficial because both sides perceive themselves to be enjoying higher utility than if
they were to engage each other in violence. Such convergence of interest is the hallmark of

effective coercion, as Thomas Schelling long ago noted:

Coercion by threat of damage also requires that our interests and
our opponent’s not be absolutely opposed. If his pain were our
greatest delight and our satisfaction his greatest woe, we would
just proceed to hurt and to frustrate each other. It is when his pain
gives us little or no satisfaction compared with what he can do for
us, and the action or inaction that satisfies us costs him less than
the pain we can cause, that there is room for coercion. Coercion
requires finding a bargain, arranging for him to be better off doing
what we want — worse off not doing what we want — when he takes
the threatened penalty into account.*’

The key question, under this rational framework, is what changes in the mutually
beneficial situation to make deterrence fail, so that the subordinate group launches an ill-fated,
violent challenge against the state. As noted above, three hypotheses are posited for such failure
in the inter-state version of rational deterrence theory. Transformed to the domestic context,
these three hypotheses for tragic challenges are as follows: (1) The state fails to communicate
credible threats, so the subordinate group does not expect that launching a violent challenge will
prompt retaliatory mass killing against its civilians; (2) The state fails to communicate credible
reassurances, so the subordinate group expects to fall victim to mass killing regardless of
whether it launches a violent challenge; (3) The state communicates credible threats and
reassurances, but the subordinate group nevertheless expects that a violent challenge can achieve
its goal at an acceptable cost in retaliatory mass killing. '

This last hypothesis has two requirements. First, the subordinate group must expect that
it can win — that is, achieve its goal of secession or revolution — by defeating the state on the
battlefield at some expected cost in dead civilians. Second, the subordinate group must be
willing to accept this number of dead civilians as the cost of winning. The group’s expected
number of dead civilians will depend on its expectations about two underlying factors: the degree

of retaliation the state will attempt; and the group’s ability to mitigate this retaliation by use of

7 Schelling, Arms and Influence, p. 4.
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military force (which is closely related to the group’s expectation of victory). The

transformation of these three potential causes of deterrence failure from the international to the

domestic sphere is summarized in Figure 1-5.

Figure 1-5

Why Does Deterrence Fail?
Comparing Rational Deterrence Theory in International and Domestic Contexts

H,',‘:f,‘;,';'i, International Relations | Communal Conflict
Threat not communicated Subordinate group does not
1 clearly and credibly. expect its violent challenge
to provoke retaliatory mass
killing.
Reassurance not Subordinate group expects
2 communicated clearly and |mass killing regardless of
credibly. whether it launches a violent
challenge.
Despite credible threat and |Subordinate group expects
3 reassurance, expected gains |violent challenge to achieve
from challenge exceed its goal at acceptable cost in
expected costs. retaliatory mass killing.

These three rational hypotheses are the only ones explicitly tested in the dissertation.
Alternative, non-rational hypotheses are not explicitly tested. However, the null hypothesis in
this dissertation is that tragic challenges are explained by some alternative theory in which
subordinate groups do not act as unitary, rational, utility-maximizing actors. In other words, if
the evidence obtained by my research did not confirm any of the proposed rational hypotheses,
the presumption would be that a better explanation could be found among alternative theories,
including those discussed above that explicitly critique rational deterrence theory. In the case-
study chapters that follow, I duly report all evidence obtained, even where it is inconsistent with

the rational theory and more consistent with an alternative theory.

41



Methodology
My method for testing the proposed rational hypotheses is comparative case study,

drawing on George’s “structured, focused comparison” and “process-tracing,” as elucidated by
Van Evera.*® This method is appropriate given that the universe of cases after the Cold War is
too small — seven — for a meaningful statistical analysis, and that accurate coding of the cases
requires in-depth analysis. To select cases among the seven, I start from the five in which the
victim group provoked its own demise by violently challenging government authority. I then
exclude the atypical international case of the confrontation between Iraq and the United Nations,
leaving four prototypical cases of tragic challenges, in Bosnia, Rwanda, Somalia, and Sudan.
From these, I select the two cases of Bosnia and Rwanda.

To provide variation on my theory’s dependent variable (the launching of a tragic
challenge), I add a third case in which a discriminated communal group did not launch such a
challenge — Kosovo’s Albanians from 1989 to 1997 in Yugoslavia. This case provides an
excellent contrast to the Bosnia case because it controls for several variables, including the
dominant Serbian central authority in Yugoslavia. Moreover, Kosovo’s Albanians suffered
considerably greater discrimination than Bosnia’s Muslims at the time, so the literature’s implicit
discrimination-based theory would have predicted a tragic challenge in Kosovo rather than
Bosnia — precisely opposite to what actually occurred from 1989 to 1997. Subsequently, in
1998-99, Kosovo’s Albanians did launch a violent challenge against the Yugoslav state, which
provoked massive retaliation. Accordingly, I trace the case longitudinally to determine what
accounts for the Albanians’ switch from pacifism to militarism. The inclusion of the Kosovo
case in this study thus provides variation in the launching of violent challenges both between
cases and within an individual case, thereby reducing potential degrees-of-freedom problems and
enabling more robust tests of the theory. However, it must be acknowledged that the Albanians’
eventual turn to violence does not constitute a “tragic” challenge by my definition because the
number of people killed by the state in retaliation was at least five times below the required

threshold. (In this case, the state retaliated mainly by forcibly expelling half the Albanian

*® Alexander L. George “Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of Structured, Focused
Comparison,” in Paul Gordon Lauren, ed.. Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory and Policy (New York:
The Free Press, 1979). Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca, NY: Cornell

University Press, 1997).
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populace of Kosovo ~ some 850,000 civilians — rather than engaging in mass killing, which may

be explained by several factors discussed in the case narrative of Chapter 7.)

Figure 1-6
Cases Examined in the Dissertation

Violent Challenge?

No Yes
Kosovo 1989-97 |Bosnia 1991-92
Rwanda 1990-94
Kosovo* 1998-99

* Kosovo 1998-99 is a violent challenge, but not a “tragic” challeage because the resulting government backlash failed to produce a death toll in
excess of the threshold in my operational definition.

I focus my process tracing on the subordinate group’s key actions that represent the
launching of a violent challenge against the state’s authority. Most obviously, this includes
arming a rebel force and then initiating violence. However, it also includes pursuit of secession
or revolution while actively preparing for violence. By contrast, where there is no such
preparation for violence, a group’s pursuit of secession, revolution, or civil rights is not a violent
challenge and thus not likely to become a tragic one, because the threat to the state is insufficient
to compel a massively violent response. If a state were to perpetrate mass killing against a group
that employed only peaceful tactics, it could not be explained by this theory. However, most of
the provocative challenges in the databases cited above did entail violence, or at least preparation
for it. For instance, Harff and Gurr note that 23 of their 44 cases of mass killing “occurred
during or in the immediate aftermath of civil wars and rebellions,” while still other of their cases
occurred during the preparatory phase of such wars and rebellions.*’ As noted above, my
proposed theory is intended to explain this typical dynamic, where a violent challenge provokes
genocidal retaliation.

In the three cases I examine, the violent challenge was spearheaded by “leaders” of the
subordinate groups, so that my research focuses primarily on the actions and decision-making of
these leaders. However, such leaders did not operate in a vacuum and were subject to feedback
from their constituencies, as made clear in my case narratives. This raises principal-agent
considerations such as whether leaders held the same preferences and were subject to the same

costs as their constituencies, or whether leaders tried to manipulate the preferences of their

43



<

constituencies by withholding information or provoking the state into violence — which I also
discuss in the case narratives and theoretical analyses that follow. In rare instances, key actions
were initiated from below, without the approval of the leaders of the subordinate groups, as I also
detail. In general, however, unless otherwise noted, when this study refers to decisions by
subordinate groups, it means decisions taken by the leaderships of those groups.

I began my process tracing with a review of the secondary historical literature and
journalistic reporting on each case. In most cases, this provided limited insight into the question
at issue, because these materials tend to focus on the actions of the state and the international
community rather than the subordinate group. (As in the theoretical literature, the journalistic
and historical accounts appear to have a post-hoc presumption that tragic challenges by
subordinate groups are all but inevitable, even though they actually are quite rare.) Written
primary documentation of the decision-making of the subordinate groups typically was
unavailable, either because the groups at the time were sub-state actors who did not keep written
records or because they chose not to release such records. As a result, the best means of
gathering the required information was interviews. Accordingly, I conducted field trips to
Bosnia, Rwanda, Kosovo, and elsewhere to interview individuals who had been leaders of the
relevant subordinate groups during the periods under examination.

I interviewed at least a dozen top leaders of each subordinate group. These officials
included the eventual Presidents of Bosnia and Kosovo, other political party leaders, rebel army
chiefs of staff and other senior rebel officers, officials in charge of clandestine weapons
procurement, and diplomats in charge of external relations. A major concern in interview
research is the possibility that subjects will misrepresent facts to make themselves look better in
retrospect.® To mitigate this risk, I strove also to interview officials who are or were political
opponents of the subordinate-group leaders at the time, and who therefore would be less likely to
lie to protect these leaders’ reputations. [ also cross-checked interview testimony against
concurrent journalistic accounts, where available, to make sure that officials were not revising
their positions in retrospect, whether intentionally or not. In each case a fairly consistent account

emerged of the subordinate group’s decision-making. If these accounts were merely self-serving

* Harff and Gurr, "Toward Empirical Theory of Genocides and Politicides." p. 365.

% As noted by Lebow and Stein, “Rational Deterrence Theory: I Think, Therefore I Deter,” pp. 220-21, “the
reconstructions of participants after the fact . . . [are] subject to well-known biascs.” Accordingly, they “look for
convergent evidence from several participants from cach side, and for historical documentation as well.”
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conspiratorial fabrications, one would expect they would portray the subordinate-group leaders
in an artificially positive light. For example, if top subordinate group officials were going to lie,
one would expect they would claim to have had no idea that launching a challenge would
provoke the state to retaliate by killing thousands of innocent members of their own communal
group. Fortunately, this type of account did not emerge in any of the cases, which suggests that
the testimony was not fabricated to be wholly self-serving. Interestingly, the subordinate group
officials generally regard themselves as national heroes, and are very proud of their roles in the
launching of these challenges, despite the fact that the challenges provoked massive violent
retaliation against their own people. Such pride — and lack of shame, embarrassment, or guilt —

may account for the apparent frankness of their testimony.
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CHAPTER 2

THREE RECENT CASES - BOSNIA, RWANDA, KOSOVO

This chapter summarizes the findings of the three cases examined in this dissertation:
Bosnia, Rwanda, and Kosovo. For each, I present a historical synopsis followed by the main
results of employing the case to test the theory proposed in Chapter 1. The main overall finding,
discussed at the end of this chapter, is that in all of the cases, the presence or absence of a violent
challenge to state authority, and the timing of such challenge, is explained by the third
hypothesis of rational deterrence theory. The case histories and theory testing are fully
documented and elucidated in the next six chapters. Finally, the concluding Chapter 9 explores

the implications of these findings for policies of humanitarian intervention.

Bosnia
In retrospect, many commentators speak and write about Bosnia’s 1992 unilateral

secession from Yugoslavia — which triggered a bloody civil war that introduced the term “ethnic
cleansing” into the modern political vernacular - as if it was inevitable. However, even a
cursory reading of history suggests that it was not. In fact, Bosnia’s Muslim leadership actively
engaged in negotiations on two alternative options prior to seceding unilaterally in March - April
1992. The first alternative was to remain in a rump Yugoslavia. The second alternative was to
negotiate an ethnic cantonization (or soft partition) of Bosnia itself prior to the republic seceding
from Yugoslavia, so that secession would have been by mutual agreement of Bosnia’s three main
ethnic groups and Yugoslavia’s central authorities, and thus less likely to trigger war.
Ultimately, Bosnia’s Muslim leaders rejected these alternatives in favor of unilateral secession —
“unilateral” in the sense that it was opposed by Bosnia’s substantial Serb minority and by
Yugoslav central authorities, although it was supported by Bosnia’s smaller Croat community.
In response, Bosnia’s Serbs, in conjunction with Yugoslav central institutions that were
dominated by Serbs, immediately launched a brutal military campaign to capture most of
Bosnia’s territory and purge it of non-Serbs. Within weeks, the Serbs killed thousands — and
displaced hundreds of thousands — of Bosnia’s Muslims and Croats, taking control of

approximately 70 percent of the republic’s territory. Over the course of the full three and a half
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years of war, an estimated 150,000 Bosnians were killed, mostly Muslims.! Remarkably, despite
all of the literature on the Bosnian war, no previous account has provided an adequate
explanation of the immediate trigger for this terrible violence: the decision by Bosnia’s Muslim

leaders to opt for unilateral secession.

Background
From the summer of 1991 through spring 1992, Bosnia’s Muslim leadership confronted a

fateful decision — whether or not to secede from Yugoslavia. During the preceding year, their
preference clearly had been for staying within the federation of Yugoslavia if it remained unitary
in one form or another. So long as the federation’s two largest rival republics, Serbia and
Croatia, remained in Yugoslavia, the Muslims believed Bosnia could play the role of balancer
between them and thus likely retain its territorial integrity and existing autonomy. However, in
June 1991, Croatia and Slovenia unilaterally seceded from Yugoslavia, prompting Belgrade’s
Serb-dominated central institutions, including the Yugoslav army, to respond with force. In
Slovenia the war was relatively short for two reasons: the Slovenes had armed themselves
heavily for war; and the republic contained few Serbs. Belgrade decided it was not worth
enduring heavy casualties to recapture territory that contained so few residents seeking to stay in
Yugoslavia. By contrast, Croatia contained a significant Serb minority (13 percent) and had not
been able to arm itself as adequately, so Belgrade’s cost-benefit calculus for war was much more
favorable. The Yugoslav army, in conjunction with Serb irregulars, launched a brutal campaign
that in a few weeks recaptured all major Serb-inhabited areas of Croatia — comprising about one-

third of the republic’s territory. The Serb offensive killed thousands, and displaced tens of

thousands, of Croatian civilians.

" A good summary of published death estimates is contained in Steven L. Burg and Paul S. Shoup, The War in
Bosnia-Herzegovina (New York: M.E. Sharpe, 1999), pp. 169-71. They cite low estimates of the total death toll in
the Bosnia conflict, in the range of 25,000 to 60,000, by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute
(SIPRI) and by former State Department official George Kenney. By contrast, they also cite an “unclassified” CIA
memorandum, which estimates 156,500 civilian deatlis and 81,500 troops killed (in addition to 8,000 to 10,000
missing Bosnian Muslims from the Srebrenica and Zepa enclaves) for a total of almost a quarter-million fatalities.
A former Serb general in the Muslim-dominated Bosnian army provided the following death estimates: 154,000
Muslim; 72,000 Serb; 71,000 Croat; 13,000 other; for a total of 310.000. Jovan Divjak, interview with author,
Sarajevo, Bosnia, October 15. 1999. The International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights, in its 1997 Annual
Repont, estimated “more than 160,000 deaths, and 2.5 million refugees and displaced persons.” http://www.ihf-
hr.org/ar97bos.htm [downloaded December 17, 2001.] The International Peace Research Institute in Oslo, Norway,
estimates 150,000 civilian and military deaths. Dan Smith, personal communication, December 18, 2001,
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Based on this immediately preceding history, Bosnia’s Muslim leaders in summer 1991
had reason to believe that if they seceded unilaterally, their republic would suffer a fate still
worse than that of Croatia. Serbs represented at least 31 percent of Bosnia’s population — more
than twice their proportion in Croatia - and the Bosnian government had not armed itself even as
well as Croatia, let alone Slovenia. Thus, if Bosnia should secede unilaterally, Belgrade would
have even greater incentive to launch a military campaign — and the republic’s forces would be
even less able to defend territory and civilians — than had been the case in Croatia. In other
words, unilateral secession appeared a recipe for military defeat and civilian bloodbath.
Accordingly, Bosnia’s Muslim president sponsored negotiations with top Bosnian Serb and
Yugoslav officials in mid-July 1991 to arrange the terms under which the Muslims would
commit to Bosnia remaining within a rump Yugoslavia. Ten days later, the Muslims seemingly
agreed briefly to the conditions of the so-called “Belgrade Initiative,” but within days they
renounced the agreement. Soon after, the Bosnian Muslims began clandestinely to arm
themselves in preparation for possible civil war.

In the fall of 1991, a European Community panel (commonly known by the surname of
its chairman, French jurist Robert Badinter) indicated that Bosnia could qualify for international
recognition as an independent state if its voters approved a referendum on secession from
Yugoslavia. However, Bosnia’s Serbs declared they would not accept peacefully Muslim
attempts to declare the independence from Yugoslavia of a unitary, centralized Bosnian state.
Instead, the Serbs insisted that Bosnia be divided internally along ethnic lines prior to any
secession. In January 1992, Bosnia’s Muslim president briefly agreed to postpone a referendum
on independence until such a constitutional reorganization could be negotiated, but soon after he
withdrew his commitment. At the same time, the European Community belatedly awoke to the
danger that Bosnia’s unilateral secession could lead to violence worse than had just occurred in
Croatia.

Accordingly, the EC sponsored negotiations among the leaders of Bosnia’s three main
ethnic groups to forge agreement on an ethnic division of the republic into cantons prior to the
republic’s secession from Yugoslavia, in order to avert armed conflict. The Bosnian Muslim
leadership participated in several rounds of these negotiations and appeared to agree at least
twice — in February and March 1992 - to a framework agreement for such a negotiated

cantonization. (The agreement is known as thé Cutileiro Plan, or Lisbon Plan, after its chief
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negotiator and the site where it was first agreed.) In both cases, however, the Bosnian Muslims
renounced the agreement within days. At the end of February 1992, the republic’s Muslims and
Croats overwhelmingly approved an independence referendum, which was boycotted by the
Serbs, and in early March the Muslim-dominated government declared Bosnia independent of
Yugoslavia. A week later, the United States and the EC agreed to recognize Bosnia on April 6.
In the days preceding recognition, Bosnia’s simmering tensions exploded into full-scale war, the
brunt of which, as noted, was borne by the republic’s Muslim civilians. Indeed, in the first few
months of fighting, the Serbs captured more territory and killed and displaced many more
civilians in Bosnia than they had in Croatia — as could have been predicted based on the Serbs’
relatively greater motivation and military superiority in Bosnia. The war ultimately lasted for 3
Y2 years and was only settled in November 1995 by the U.S.-mediated Dayton accords, which
divided Bosnia internally along ethnic lines into a contiguous Serb republic and a Muslim-Croat
federation. Ironically, this was a harder form of ethnic partition than originally had been

proposed by the EC and the Bosnian Serbs as a means of averting war, but which had been

rejected at the time by Bosnia’s Muslims.

Testing the Theory
The tragic challenge by Bosnia’s Muslims comprised two main actions: (1) rejection of

the Belgrade Initiative to stay within a rump Yugoslavia; and (2) rejection of the EC’s plan for
ethnic cantonization of Bosnia prior to its secession from Yugoslavia, in favor of acquiring arms
and unilaterally declaring independence. Process tracing reveals that these actions are explained
by the third hypothesis of rational deterrence theory presented in Chapter 1. A subordinate group
in Yugoslavia (Bosnia’s Muslims) expected that it could attain its goal of secession at the cost of
retaliatory killing against a portion of its population, and it was willing to accept that cost to
attain its goal. By contrast, the first two hypotheses appear not to explain the tragic challenge in
Bosnia. (These findings are summarized in Figure 2-1.)

The first hypothesis (absence of a credible deterrent threat) is ruled out because the Serbs
did threaten clearly that a violent secession would be met by massive retaliation, and the Bosnian
Muslims not only heard this threat but perceived it as credible. For example, during
parliamentary debate on October 15, 1991, Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic, explicitly

warned the Bosnian Muslims against unilaterally seceding from Yugoslavia: “You want to take
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Bosnia down the same highway of hell and suffering that Slovenia and Croatia are traveling. . . .
the Muslim people may disappear, because the Muslims cannot defend themselves if there is war
— How will you prevent everyone from being killed in Bosnia?"? Similarly, in March 1992,
Karadzic publicly warned Bosnia’s Muslim-led government that if it unilaterally declared
independence prior to a negotiated cantonization, it would cause “a civil war between ethnic
groups and religions with hundreds of thousands dead and hundreds of towns destroyed.” All of
the Bosnian Muslim officials interviewed for this study recall these warnings, and one official is
typical in recalling that “a chill ran up my spine” when he heard the threat in parliament.
Clearly, a deterrent threat was issued and received.

In addition, most Bosnian Muslim ofticials interviewed said they perceived the threat as
credible because they knew. from the precedent of Croatia, that Serb forces were willing to target
civilians. Typical is Bosnia’s first army chief of staff, Sefer Halilovic, whb says he expected that
unilateral secession would trigger a major Serb offensive, which he knew his own rudimentary
forces were woefully unprepared to defend against. Only a few Muslim officials claim they did
not expect massive Serb retaliation; interestingly, they say this was because they perceived the
Serb forces to be so much stronger that they could occupy the republic without resort to much
violence. This claim lacks credibility, however, because the Muslims had organized and armed
militias dedicated to preventing a Serb occupation of Bosnia, which meant that the Serbs had to
resort to force to take the territory. Several other Muslim officials say they hoped the Serbs
would be deterred from attacking by fear of international reaction, but this was mainly a hope
rather than an expectation, as discussed below in relation to the third hypothesis. By far, the
prevailing consensus among the Bosnian Muslim leadership prior to secession was that the Serb
threats were credible.

The second hypothesis (absence of credible reassurances) is ruled out, at least as an
explanation for the first part of the challenge, because only two of all the Bosnian Muslim
officials interviewed for this case attribute their rejection of the Belgrade Initiative to an
expectation that the Serbs would attack regardless of whether the Muslims agreed to keep Bosnia

in a rump Yugoslavia. Even if these two officials are being frank, rather than just offering a

* Laura Silber and Allan Littlc, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation (New York: Penguin Books, 1997). p. 215. A
slightly different translation is contained in Burg and Shoup. The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 78.

? David Binder, “U.S. Policymakers on Bosnia Admit Errors in Opposing Partition in 1992, New York Times,
August 29, 1993, p. 10.
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post-hoc rationalization for their decision, such a minority viewpoint cannot account for the
Muslims leadership’s collective rejection of the initiative. A few other Bosnian Muslim officials
say they were motivated by a lesser fear — that if they stayed in Yugoslavia the Serbs would
completely disenfranchise them, as occurred in 1989 to Kosovo’s ethnic Albanians, who were
mainly fellow Muslims — but again this was a minority viewpoint.

Instead, most Bosnian Muslim officials say they rejected the initiative on two grounds:
fear of becoming (or remaining) second-class citizens in a rump Yugoslavia; and the desire to
seize a historic and fleeting opportunity to establish an independent Bosnia in which Muslims
would be the largest group (and soon a majority based on demographic trends). Although this
involved an element of fear, it was by no means the fear of death or forced migration, as required
for the second hypothesis to be confirmed. Put simply, the Muslims did not want to be an ethnic
minority in a Serb-dominated Yugoslavia when they had the chance to be the dominant ethnic
group in an independent Bosnia. As the scholar Vladimir Gligorov has summed up this
pervasive Balkans viewpoint: “Why should I be a minority in your state when you can be a
minority in mine?”* Bosnia’s Muslims believed the secession of Slovenia and Croatia from
Yugoslavia presented a temporary window of opportunity for Bosnia to do the same, which if not
taken might be sacrificed forever. They perceived the international community as
uncharacteristically and temporarily open to changes in international borders, due to the Cold
War’s sudden end, but expected this openness to be fleeting. Thus, the Belgrade Agreement was
rejected not because Bosnia’s Muslims feared violence if they stayed in Yugoslavia but rather
because they sought to increase their political power by controlling a sovereign state.

By contrast, the Bosnian Muslims’ subsequent rejection of the EC cantonization plan of
early 1992 appears at first glance to be attributable in part to fear of impending violence. A
number of Muslim officials say that by early 1992, they believed war and ethnic cleansing to be
likely even if they accepted the principle of cantonization. They feared that Bosnia’s Serbs
would use cantonization merely as a starting point to launch ethnic cleansing and establish a
contiguous, ethnically pure Serb zone that would secede from Bosnia and be annexed by Serbia.
Still, most Bosnian Muslim officials also expected that cantonization might be able to avert war
and yet they nevertheless rejected it. They explain this by saying that they wanted keep Bosnia

whole and under Muslim political control, and believed this was achievable, albeit at the cost of

* Susan L. Woodward, Balkan Tragedy (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1995), p. 108.
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war (as discussed below in relation to the third hypothesis). Their grounds for wanting to keep
Bosnia whole, as opposed to accepting a negotiated Muslim mini-state, were varied and included
the following: maximizing their future state’s power, ensuring its survivability, preserving its
historical borders, and maintaining its multi-ethnic character. Regardless of the Muslims’
precise motivation for wanting to keep Bosnia whole, however, the second hypothesis cannot
explain why they willfully rejected cantonization, which they believed offered a chance for
peace, in favor of a unilateral secession that they expected to guarantee war.

Rather, the primary explanation for the tragic challenge by Bosnia’s Muslims is the third
hypothesis — they expected that by arming and unilaterally seceding they could achieve the
independence of a unitary Bosnia at a cost in retaliatory mass killing that they found acceptable.
As noted above, this hypothesis has two requirements: the subordinate group must expect that
victory can be achieved at some cost in retaliatory killing; and the group must be willing to
accept such killing as the cost of victory. At first blush, it may seem absurd that the Bosnian
Muslims expected o prevail, given the overwhelming military superiority of Bosnian Serb forces
— who were supported by Belgrade and the Yugoslav army — compared to the ragtag militia
forces possessed by the Muslims in 1992. However, the Bosnian Muslims' calculus was tipped
by their hope and expectation of foreign intervention on their behalf. They believed that if they
could win international recognition of Bosnia’s independence, then the international community
would defend Bosnia’s territorial integrity. This would completely change the power balance,
because Bosnia’s Serbs (even with Yugoslav support) would be no match for Bosnia’s Muslims
backed up by the entire international community.

Based on this calculus, Bosnia’s Muslims in 1991-92 pursued international recognition of
the republic’s independence as the holy grail of their grand strategy. All other considerations
were subordinated, which explains the nature and timing of their decisions throughout the period.
For example, they refrained from declaring independence in 1991, even though Slovenia and
Croatia had done so, because the international community signaled it was not yet prepared to
recognize Bosnia. They engaged in EC-sponsored negotiations on cantonization of Bosnia in
early 1992, despite harboring a fundamental aversion to such a compromise, because they feared
that refusing to do so would label them as intransigent and thereby endanger international
support for Bosnia’s independence. They declared independence in March 1992, even though

their preparations for war were months away from fruition, because the international community
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signaled it was ready to recognize such a declaration and they feared the offer would be
withdrawn if they failed to accept it immediately.

Interestingly, however, there was no consensus among Bosnia’s Muslim officials on
precisely how international support would tip the balance in Bosnia. A few of these officials
appeared to believe that international recognition of Bosnia would deter the Serbs from resorting
to violence. For example, Bosnian Foreign Minister Haris Silajdzic declared in an internal
meeting of the ruling Muslim party, prior to the declaration of independence, that the Serbs
“would never dare” to attack after Bosnia received international recognition.’ If this had been
the prevailing view among the Muslim leaders, their tragic challenge would be explained by the
first hypothesis — that is, the Serb threat lacked credibility because the Muslims expected the
Serbs to be deterred by the prospect of international intervention. However, most Bosnian
Muslim officials say that although they hoped the Serbs would be deterred, they did not expect
this. Rather, these officials expected that their Bosnian Muslim constituents would have to fight
and die against the Serbs before the international community would come to their aid.

Thus. the other essential requirement for Bosnia’s tragic challenge was the a priori
willingness of its Muslim leaders to absorb retaliatory killing of their people as a cost of attaining
the independence of a unitary Bosnia. Indeed, most Bosnian officials believed that only by
fighting — and initially losing — a war against the Serbs would they attract the support of the
international community that was essential to victory. They declared independence in full
awareness that it would trigger a war in which their populace would suffer killing and ethnic
cleansing, because they expected such suffering to prompt international intervention on their
behalf. Put simply, they had to lose the war initially in order to attract the international
intervention necessary to ultimately win the war and establish real sovereignty.

It has long been documented that after the war began, the Bosnian Muslims persisted in
fighting a losing battle in the hopes of attracting international intervention on their behalf. For
example, the first commander of UN peacekeepers in Bosnia, Canadian General Lewis
MacKenzie, told EC representative Lord Carrington on April 23, 1992 — barely two weeks into
the war — that the Muslim-led “Bosnian Presidency was committed to coercing the international
community into interveﬁing militarily.” His successor, British Genzral Michael Rose likewise

reported that Bosnia’s Muslim-led government refused a cease-fire because, "if the Bosnian

5 Anonymous, interview with author, Sarajevo.
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Army attacked and lost, the resulting images of war and suffering guaranteed support in the West
for the 'victim State." Even James Gow, who is overtly sympathetic to the Muslims, concedes
that the Muslim-led Bosnian army broke cease-fires “in the hope of provoking a U.S.
intervention,”

However, it has not heretofore been documented that this strategy — intentionally
engaging in a losing war in order to attract the international intervention necessary to win it —
was Bosnia’s grand strategy even before the outbreak of fighting. When the Serbs launched their
military offensive in April 1992, following Bosnia’s unilateral declaration of independence, the
international community appeared to be shocked. But most Bosnian Muslim officials were not
shocked that the superior Serb forces launched a retaliatory attack. Indeed, these early losses
were all part of the Muslims’ grand strategy, which the international community did not realize
at the time and still has not acknowledged.

Nevertheless, there was also a major element of miscalculation by the Bosnian Muslims.
They expected international intervention to be much quicker and robust than it turned out to be.
As a result, the war dragged on for three and a half years — during which tens of thousands of
Muslims were killed - before international military assistance and direct intervention tipped the
power balance in favor of Bosnia’s Muslim-led government. Even then, the Bosnian Muslims
had to swallow the de facto partition of Bosnia in the Dayton accords because the United States
threatened otherwise to withdraw its military support. In effect, despite much fighting and
dying, they ultimately were compelled to accept, at least temporarily, a harder partition than they

had rejected in the EC cantonization plan prior to the war.’

¢ Lewis MacKenzie, Peacekeeper: The Road to Sarajevo (Vancouver: Douglas & Mclntyre, 1993), pp. 159. 308.
Mackenzie was deputy commander of UNPROFOR, but the commanding officer of the UN peacekeepers in
Sarajevo. Michae! Rose, Fighting for Peace: Bosnia 1994 (London: Harvill Press, 1998), p. 141. Burg and Shoup.
The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 13. James Gow. Triumph of the Lack of Will (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1997), p. 96.

" The Dayton accords provided for a loose confederation between two Bosnian entities, each of which is
contiguous: the Muslim-Croat “Federation” and the Serb “Republika Srpska.” To date, relatively few of the
refugees created by “ethnic cleansing” campaigns during the war have crossed between the entities to return home,
so that the war-induced ethnic homogeneity of each entity has been sustained. Moreover, the nominal joint
institutions that encompass both entities under the Dayton accords have failed to function. Thus, the effect of
Dayton so far has been to create a de facto ethnic partition. This contrasts sharply with the EC’s proposed pre-war
cantonization plan, which did not envision population movements, contiguous ethnic statelets, or elimination of all
republic-wide institutions. Still, it remains possible that the partition-like impact of the Dayton accords gradually
will be reversed. In July 2000, Bosnia’s constitutional court ordered both entities to amend their constitutions to
ensure the full equality of all citizens. In spring 2002, the two cntities reached a compromise agreement to
implement this order but so far have failed to implement it. Even if the agreement is fully implemented, Bosnia will
remain less unitary administratively than it would have becn under the EC's pre-war cantonization plan. For details
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The Bosnian Muslims launched their tragic challenge in full awareness that it would lead
to the killing of their own civilians, but they expected the political gains to be greater and the
death toll to be smaller. It is impossible to know what these officials would have done had they
known in advance of the higher than expected costs and lower than expected benefits of
declaring independence unilaterally. In retrospect, they all say they would have made the same
decision. But even if this is their sincere belief, they cannot know for sure what they would have
done if they had not expected to benefit from timely humanitarian military intervention.
Interestingly, the main thing these officials do say in retrospect that they would have done
differently, in light of the international community’s tepid and belated intervention, is to arm
themselves better and nurture more international support prior to declaring independence. Thus,
if not for the false hope of timely intervention, the Muslims still might have launched their

challenge, but its consequences might not have been so tragic.

Figure 2-1
Bosnia: Testing Rational Deterrence Theory

Rational Possible Cause of i .
Hypothesis)  Deterrence Failure True? Evidence
Subordinate group does not Karadzic made explicit
1 expect its violent challenge No threats, which Muslims found
to provoke retaliatory mass credible due to Serb actions
killing. in Croatian war.
Subordinate group expects Bosnian Muslims did not
o [|mass killing regardless of No expect mass killing if Bosnia
whether it launches a violent remained in a rump
challenge. Yugoslavia.
Subordinate group expects Bosnian Muslim grand
3 violent challenge to achieve Yes strategy was to ensure
its goal at acceptable cost in international intervention by
retaliatory mass killing. accepting early losses.

on implementation of the agreement, sce International Crisis Group, “Implementing Equality: The *Constituent
Peoples’ Decision in Bosnia & Herzegovina,” ICG Balkans Report No. 128, April 16, 2002,
http://www.crisisweb.org/projects/showreport.cfm?reportid=6 18 [downloaded April 21, 2002}.
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Rwanda

Because of the massive victimization of Tutsi in Rwanda’s 1994 genocide, it commonly
is not understood that the conflict actually was triggered by a violent challenge launched by
some Tutsi against Rwanda’s Hutu-controlled government. The tragic challenge was launched
in 1990 by a group of Tutsi refugee warriors who invaded from Uganda and fought for more than
three and a half years to seize effective control in Rwanda. The rebels knew in advance that their
invasion would trigger a violent backlash against Tutsi civilians within Rwanda, as it did from
the start. Moreover, as the Tutsi rebels advanced, they received increasing threats and
indications that if they did not relent, a massive retaliatory killing campaign would be launched
against Tutsi civilians. Nevertheless, the Tutsi rebels persisted in their military offensive and
their demands for political power, refusing to make compromises with the Hutu government that
might have averted massive retaliation. When the rebels finally reached a point where they were
poised to seize control of the country, the Hutu government retaliated with the most efficient
genocide in history — killing more than three-quarters of Rwanda’s domestic Tutsi population in
barely three months. Ironically, the Tutsi rebels did ultimately defeat the Hutu government by
the end of those three months, but they gained control of a country whose Tutsi population
largely had been exterminated. Remarkably, despite the obviously disastrous consequences of

this tragic challenge, there has been no previous adequate investigation of what caused it.

Background

In colonial and pre-colonial times, Rwandan politics were dominated by the Tutsi, a
group that made up only 17 percent of the population just prior to independence. Virtually all the
rest of the population was Hutu, and less than one percent were aboriginal Twa. During the
transition to indep=ndence starting in 1959, however, the Tutsi were abandoned by their Belgian
colonial sponsors, and the Hutu seized control, mobilizing around the idea of throwing off
hundreds of years of Tutsi oppression. The new Hutu rulers targeted former Tutsi officials and
their supporters for retaliation, thereby compelling several thousand Tutsi to seek refuge in
neighboring states.

Starting in 1961, a group of these Tutsi refugees calling themselves inyenzi (or
“cockroaches,” to signify their persistence) attempted to return to power in Rwanda by launching

attacks from bases in Uganda and Burundi. Rwanda's hard-line Hutu nationalist government
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retaliated by escalating oppression of, and attacks against, 1'uisi within the country. The most
successful of the inyenzi attacks occurred in 1963 — when Tutsi from Burundi came within ten
miles of the Rwandan capital. Kigali — but this also triggered the most intense outburst of reprisal
killing against Tutsi in Rwanda. Ultimaiely, the government's tactics, though horrific, proved
effective in reducing the incidence of inyenzi attacks, which ended in 1967. Overall, from 1959
to 1967, some 20,000 Tutsi were killed and another 200,000 Tutsi - half their population in
Rwanda at the time — were driven from the country as refugees. As a result, the Tutsi percentage
of Rwanda's population dropped from about 17 to 9 percent.

After the inyenzi invasions, the remaining Tutsi population of Rwanda was spared further
significant outbursts of violence for the next 23 years. The only exception was one small
campaign in 1973, organized by the failing regime of Rwanda’s first President, who was
attempting to win popular Hutu support by scapegoating the Tutsi. This renewal of ethnic
hostility was short-lived, however, because the regime was overthrown in July 1973 by a Hutu
army officer from northwestern Rwanda, Juvenal Habyarimana.

After Habyarimana seized power, Hutu from his northwestern region came to dominate
Rwanda's political, military, and economic life, engendering resentment from other Hutu as well
as from the Tutsi. In addition, Tutsi were subjected to quotas for education and other
government benefits, in proportion to their percentage of the population, as part of an affirmative
action program on behalf of the historically deprived Hutu. Furthermore, Habyarimana refused
to permit the return of any of the Tutsi refugees (whose population eventually grew to many
hundreds of thousands) apparently because he feared they would constitute a power base that
could challenge his authority. However, Habyarimana did ensure the safety of Tutsi within
Rwanda. Indeed, in the absence of any further attempted invasions by Tutsi refugees,
Habyarimana prevented any significant violence against domestic Tutsi for 15 years.

In the late 1980s, Habyarimana caught wind of plans by Tutsi refugee rebels to invade
from Uganda, and he sought to defuse the movement by offering to accept the return of refugees
from that state. Instead of accepting or even testing that offer, however, the armed Tutsi
refugees invaded from Uganda on October 1, 1990, under the banner of a party called the
Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) and its military wing, the Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA). The
rebels were led by battle-tested soldiers who had fought with the Ugandan guerrilla Yowen
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Museveni to overthrow Uganda's government in 1986 and now were turning their efforts toward
home.

Although Habyarimana previously had been a protector of the Tutsi in Rwanda. he
reacted to the invasion much as his Hutu extremist predecessor had done decades earlier, by
arresting politically active Tutsi in the capital, Kigali, and permitting intermittent massacres
against Tutsi in the countryside. With assistance from France, Belgium, and Zaire, his army
initially managed to beat back the rebels, who were poorly organized because they had not been
able to form units in Uganda and then lost their top commanders in the first days of fighting. But
the rebels soon regrouped and began to make steady progress in the war against the government.
A repetitive pattern was established: the rebels would make military advances; a cease-fire
would be agreed and negotiations initiated; the government would reject demands to hand over
the bulk of political power to the rebels and their domestic allies; the government would attempt
to intimidate the rebels by sponsoring a local massacre against Tutsi in Rwanda; and the rebels
would react by resuming the war.

Peace talks did make progress on matters such as refugee return but bogged down over
two crucial issues of power-sharing: Which parties would be represented in a transitional
government before new elections? And how would the rebel and government troops be
integrated into a combined army? Habyarimana and his Hutu cronies from northwestern
Rwanda feared that, if the Tutsi rebels and their allies within the Rwandan opposition were
allowed to dominate the transition government and army, the outcome would be essentially a
negotiated coup. Under this scenario, the Hutu elite feared they would at best lose the privileges
of rule, and at worst suffer deadly retribution for their violence against Tutsi during the war and
their years of corruption and favoritism.

In February 1993, with negotiations stalled, Rwandan Hutu extremists perpetrated
another of their periodic massacres against the Tutsi. In retaliation, the RPF launched yet
another offensive. Fortified by more than two years of training and battlefield experience, the
rebels had become formidable, and they made their deepest advances of the war, appearing
poised to capture the capital. However, France responded by deploying a small reinforcement,
which deterred the rebels from further advances and compelled another cease-fire.

Habyarimana then came under mounting international pressure to share power. Sanctions

were applied or threatened by the international community, including French officials who
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warned the Rwandan President that they would soon withdraw French troops, which he correctly
viewed as his only protection against the rebels. In August 1993, seeing little other choice, he
finally caved in on the two power-sharing provisions and signed the comprehzensive Arusha
accords. The RPF and its political allies — opposition parties within Rwanda that were mostly
Hutu-dominated - were to be given the majority of seats in the interim cabinet and legislature
preceding elections. Moreover, the rebels were to be granted 50 percent of the officer positions
(and 40 percent of the enlisted ranks) in the combined army. In light of the superiority of the
rebels on a man-for-man basis by this time, the military integration protocol was tantamount to a
negotiated surrender of the Hutu army to the Tutsi rebels. Habyarimana's cronies felt betrayed
and terrified. They immediately set out to undermine the implementation of the accords, working
in conjunction with Habyarimana.

Although Habyarimana’s motivation and intent at the time still remain somewhat
clouded, he was clearly walking a political tightrope. He apparently perceived that it would be
political suicide — if not literal suicide - either to refuse to sign the accords or actually to
implement them. If he refused to sign, the international community including France had
threatened to suspend economic and military assistance, which would leave his regime at the
mercy of the militarily superior Tutsi rebels. But if he actually started implementing the accords,
he risked being killed either by the entrenched Hutu elite, which sought to block implementation
in order to preserve its power and physical security, or by the Tutsi rebel elite, which would be
taking over key positions in the army and government, whence they might seek revenge for past
offenses. Thus, he pursued a third, middle path: signing the accords but doing everything
possible to avoid implementing them as originally intended.

UN peacekeepers arrived in late 1993 to replace French forces, as called for in the
accords, but this switch only exacerbated the paranoia of the governing Hutu elite, which felt it
was losing its last line of defense. Habyarimana hoped to retain power by splitting the alliance
of convenience that had formed between the Tutsi rebels and the domestic Hutu opposition,
attempting to persuade the latter to support him in a pan-Hutu alliance against the Tutsi.
Ironically, Habyarimana was heliped in .this effort by the February 1993 Tutsi rebel offensive,
which proved to be a tactical military success but a strategic disaster. The rebels, by advancing

so close to the capital, renewed fears among the Hutu that the RPF's real goal was to conquer

Rwanda exclusively for the Tutsi.
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Through ethnic appeals and bribery, Habyarimana successfully coopted most of the
domestic Hutu opposition and thereby obstructed implementation of the transitional power-
sharing government called for in the Arusha accords. Further complicating matters, the
President insisted that the power-sharing framework be modified to add an extreme Hutu
nationalist party to the transitional government, the Coalition pour la Defense de la Republique
(CDR), which the RPF refused to consider. Indeed, the Tutsi rebels resisted all demands for
compromise, and instead prepared for a possible final military offensive to conquer the country.

At the same time, extreme elements within the ruling Hutu clique prepared their own
“final solution" to retain power and block what they perceived as a Tutsi attémpt to re-conquer
Rwanda after thirty-five years of Hutu emancipation. These Hutu extremists apparently believed
that by preparing to kill all of the Tutsi civilians in Rwanda they could prevent the country from
being conquered by the rebels. Accordingly, they imported thousands of guns and grenades and
hundreds of thousands of machetes, and transformed political party youth wings into fully
fledged armed militias. To foment Hutu fear and anti-Tutsi hatred they also created a new
private radio station as an alternative to the existing, somewhat more moderate government
channel. Apparently they also established a clandestine network of extremists within the army to
take charge when the time came. As the Tutsi rebels became aware of these activities in early
1994, they responded by training in earnest for the resumption of war, which only fed Hutu fears.
This crescendo of fear was exacerbated still further in Feﬁmary 1994 by a wave of mutual
political assassinations.

Finally, on April 6, 1994, as President Habyarimana was flying back to Rwanda from a
conference in Tanzania, he was killed when his private plane was shot down by surface-to-air
missiles during the approach to Kigali. Hutu extremists quickly blamed the Tutsi rebels for the
attack and seized effective control of the government. Within hours, they commenced the
genocide of Tutsi. Within two weeks, approximately 200,000 Tutsi were killed. The RPF turned
all its energies to conquering Rwanda, refusing cease-fire offers on grounds that the genocide
had to be stopped first, while the government replied that civil violence could not be stopped
until there was a cease-fire in the war. Accordingly, the genocide persisted until the RPF
eventually conquered most of the country after more than three months of fighting (and a belated

French-led intervention gradually pacified the remaining southwest sector of the country by
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letting Hutu soldiers and militia escape to neighboring Zaire). The Tutsi rebels had finally

achieved their desired return to power in Kigali, but the price was a half-million dead Tutsi.

Testing the Theory

The tragic challenge by Rwanda’s Tutsi rebels had two main components: (1) in 1990,
the initial decision to invade from Uganda; and (2) from 1990 to 1994, repeated military
offensives and refusal to compromise their demand for the lion’s share of power in Rwanda,
despite persistent reprisals and growing threats of retaliation against domestic Tutsi that
eventually culminated in genocide. Process tracing reveals that these actions, like the tragic
challenge in Bosnia, are explained by the third hypothesis: the subordinate group (the Tutsi)
expected to achieve its goal (taking effective political control of the entire state) at an acceptable
cost in retaliatory mass killing of its population. As in Bosnia, the other two hypotheses do not
appear to explain the tragic challenge in Rwanda. (These findings are summarized in Figure 2-
2)

The first hypothesis (absence of a credible deterrent threat) is ruled out because the Tutsi
rebels say that prior to their invasion they anticipated their action would trigger large-scale
reprisal killing against thousands of Rwandan Tutsi civilians. Indeed, the RPF even debated in
advance whether this was an acceptable price to pay. Apparently, the historical precedent was so
strong in Rwanda, based on the inyenzi experience of the 1960s, that the Tutsi rebels perceived a
credible deterrent threat even before it was publicly voiced by the ruling Hutu. Subsequently,
after the rebels made significant inroads into Rwanda by 1993, the Hutu regime explicitly
communicated to the rebels — both via the media and in face-to-face negotiations - that it was
ratcheting up significantly the extent of the threat. Most famously, after the Tutsi rebels
compelled the Rwandan government to make key concessions at the Arusha negotiations, the
senior Rwandan defense official and retired Hutu army colonel Theoneste Bagosora announced
that he was going back home “to prepare the apocalypse.” (True to this threat, Bagosora did
spearhead the genocide the next year.) As a result of these warnings, and the RPF’s own
intelligence gathering, the Tutsi rebels by late 1993 grew to expect that tens of thousands of

domestic Tutsi civilians would be killed if they persisted in their uncompromising drive for

power.
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Also as in Bosnia, the second hypothesis (absence of credible reassurances) does not
account for the tragic challenge in Rwanda. Tutsi had lived free of ethnic violence in Rwanda
for 17 years prior to the RPF invasion, and there is no evidence they expected this to change if
not for the invasion by Tutsi refugee rebels. Nor did the Tutsi refugees in Uganda, some of
whom led the invasion of Rwanda, fear mass killing if they stayed in Uganda. Admittedly. the
Tutsi were subject to some etﬁnic hostility in Uganda, but they were allies of the president
Yoweri Museveni, whom they helped bring to power in 1986. This alliance meant that the late
1980s actually were the best period for Tutsi in Uganda since their arrival as refugees from
Rwanda in the 1960s. Also, if the Tutsi refugees in Uganda had sought merely to retumn to
Rwanda, they could have done so peacefully by accepting Habyarimana’s belated invitation prior
to the invasion. In reality, as Tutsi rebel leaders concede in interviews, they sought more than
just a return to Rwanda, but also a significant share of political power there and the removal of
the existing Hutu regime.

Thus, as in Bosnia, the tragic challenge is explained by the third hypothesis. The Tutsi
rebels expected that their violent challenge eventually would compel the Rwandan government
to cede them political power, if they were willing to accept the retaliatory killing of Tutsi
civilians as the cost, which they were. Indeed, the willingness to absorb large-scale killing of
their own ethnic group as the cost of victory was an essential precondition for the challenge
because even prior to the invasion the RPF expected that such retaliation would be the
government’s response. If the rebels had not been willing to absorb this cost, they would not
have invaded. As noted, the RPF membership debated and voted on this precise question —
whether an invasion was worth the deadly reprisals it would provoke against innocent Tutsi
civilians in Rwanda — prior to launching the invasion.

Of course, the RPF did not have many members within Rwanda at the time, so that those
Tutsi voting for invasion were distinct from the Tutsi civilians inside the country who would pay
the price of government retaliation. Indeed, the relationship between these two groups of Tutsi
was complex. Some of the refugee rebels resented or distrusted their brethren who had been able
to remain behind in Rwanda for three decades and who largely refused to join the rebels during
the more than three years of civil war that preceded the genocide. Meanwhile, many Tutsi in
Rwanda resented their refugee brethren for invading the country and thereby provoking Hutu

violence against them. However, the expatriate Tutsi were linked by family and cultural bonds
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to the domestic Tutsi, whom they also viewed as their eventual base of political and military
support in Rwanda. Thus, it is noteworthy that the Tutsi rebels decided consciously to sacrifice
the lives of Tutsi civilians within Rwanda as the price of achieving their goals. Interestingly, a
senior RPF official explained this decision matter-of-factly, stating: “You can’t make an omelet
without breaking some eggs.”®

The third hypothesis also explains why the rebel challenge persisted even after late 1993,
despite the escalation of the Hutu deterrent threat from sporadic massacres to a potential
nationwide mass killing of Tutsi. The rebels were aware of this increased threat, and perceived it
as credible in light of their intelligence about the Hutu regime’s acquisition of arms and training
of militia. Nevertheless, the rebels persisted in their challenge because they believed that in the
event of renewed hostilities, they could defeat the government more quickly than it could carry
out its planned killing campaign, thus keeping the Tutsi death toll within acceptable bounds. In
the event, the RPF’s offensive turned out to be slower - a -d the government’s genocide quicker
— than the rebels had anticipated, resulting in a death toll several times higher than they had
expected. Accordingly, leading rebel officials say in retrospective interviews that if they had
known how events would transpire, they would have pursued an alternative strategy.
Interestingly, however, all such officials say the alternative strategy should have been more
aggressive, rather than more conciliatory towards the Hutu regime. The error, they say, was
halting their military campaign in February 1993, when they were poised to capture the capital
but chose to hold back due to French military intervention and international diplomatic pressure.
In retrospect, they believe that if they had stayed the military course in early 1993, they could
have conquered the country before the Hutu regime had time to organize and perpetrate the
genocide. Moreover, the former rebels harbor deep resentment against the international
community for urging them in 1993 to negotiate patiently with the Hutu regime rather than
conquer it. This patience, they believe, gave the regime time to organize the genocide.

Thus, the role of the international community was important in Rwanda, but quite
different than that in Bosnia. Unlike in Bosnia, the subordinate group leaders did not expect they
would need international military intervention to defeat the government and to mitigate
retaliation, because they had their own military expertise and weapons supply lines. However,

the Tutsi rebels did believe they needed to stay in the good graces of the international community

* C. M. Overdulve, Rwanda: Un peuple avec une histoire (Paris: L'Harmattan, 1997), p. 74.
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to prevent it from intervening on behalf of Rwanda’s Hutu government. The West endorsed the
rebels’ demands for the Hutu regime to give up power, which encouraged them to be
uncompromising at the negotiating table, but the West also clearly conditioned this support on
the rebels refraining from military conquest. Unintentionally, this combination of international
pressures contributed to the eventual disastrous outcome. By lending support to rebel demands
that amounted to de facto surrender of the government, international diplomats rendered the Hutu
regime so vulnerable and terrified that it resorted to genocide in perceived self-defense. But at
the same time, by pressuring the Tutsi to refrain from military solutions, the international
community deterred the rebels from conquering the country in 1993, when they could have
averted or at least mitigated significantly the extent of genocide. Thus, by trying to apply even-
handed pressure in the name of averting ethnic violence, the international community instead

drove the situation to the breaking point and helped cause the most violent outcome conceivable.

Figure 2-2
Rwanda: Testing Rationzal Deterrence Theory
Rational Possible Cause of .
Hypothesls|  Deterrence Failure True? Evidence
Subordinate group does not RPF expected 1000's killed
1 expect its violent challenge No in retaliation if it invaded, and
to provoke retaliatory mass by '93 expected up to
killing. 100,000 if it persisted.
Subordinate group expects In Rwanda, Tutsi had been
2 mass killing regardless of No safe for 17 years, and in
whether it launches a violent Uganda, Rwandan Tutsi
challenge. were allied to the regime.
Subordinate group expects Expected victory if French
3 violent challenge to achieve Yes did not intervene, and voted
its goal at acceptable cost in to accept retaliatory killing as
retaliatory mass Killing. cost of victory.
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Kosovo

Kosovo is a fascinating case of the dog that did not bark - or at ieast did not bark when it
was expected to. From 1989 to 1997, Kosovo’s Albanians had far greater grievances and
justification to launch a violent challenge against central authority than either the Bosnian
Muslims or the Rwandan Tutsi, and yet they did not do so. Unlike in Bosnia and Rwanda, the
subordinate group in Kosovo, ethnic Albanians, had been completely disenfranchised by central
authorities — losing their political autonomy, being fired from state jobs en masse, and suffering
persistent police harassment. Moreover, unlike the subordinate groups in Bosnia and Rwanda,
the Albanians represented a clear majority of the population in Kosovo, some 80 to 90 percent.
(By comparison, Bosnia’s Muslims were about 45 percent of the population; and Rwanda’s Tutsi
were only 9 to 17 percent, depending on whether refugees were counted.) The fact that
Kosovo’s Albanians refrained from violence during this period tends to disconfirm the implicit
theory in the literature that discrimination and grievance are the most important determinants of
tragic challenges.

In 1998, however, the Kosovo Albanians switched to violent tactics. Serbian authorities
retaliated with disproportionate violence, but killed far fewer of the subordinate group (the
Albanians) than had been the case in Bosnia or Rwanda. The relatively smaller retaliatory death
toll is explained by two main factors: first, Serbia initiaiiy restrained itself in an effort to avoid
triggering international intervention against it; second, after this seif-restraint failed to forestall
NATO intervention, the Serbian campaign was constrained and truncated by that intervention.
(It is also possible that Serbia avoided mass killing of Albanians in favor of ethnic cleansing
because it was attempting to use the outflow of refugees as a coercive weapon against
neighboring countries and NATO.)’ Thus, the death toll in Kosovo never approached the
threshold in my definition of a “tragic challenge” as set out in Chapter 1. Nevertheless, the case
of Kosovo provides good cross-sectional and longitudinal evidence for when and why vulnerable

subordinate groups do, or do not, launch violent challenges against dominant central authorities.

? Sec Kelly M. Greenhill, "People Pressure: The Coescive Usc of Refugees in the Kosovo Conflict,” presented at
the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, DC, August 2000; Barry R. Posen,
*The War for Kosovo: Serbia's Political-Military Strategy.” /nternational Security, Vol. 24, No. 4 (Spring 2000).
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Background
Kosovo, a province of Serbia, has been the scene of a power struggle between Serbs and

Albanians for centuries, and whichever ethnic group has held power has oppressed the other.
Early in the 20™ century, each group represented nearly half of the province's population, but by
World War II Serbs had declined to about 30 percent. After the war, Marshal Tito was generous
to the ethnic Albanian portion of Kosovo's population, partly in an attempt to woo neighboring
Albania to join Yugoslavia. In 1974, Kosovo was gra;nted a high degree of autonomy within
Serbia, and over time the province’s ethnic demographics tilted sharply towards the Albanians
for three main reasons: higher Albanian fertility rates; outmigration of Serbs caused by a
combination of Kosovo’s poor economy and discrimination by Albanian authorities; and
immigration from Albania. As a result, by the mid-1980s, Serbs represented only about 10
percent of Kosovo's population. Where they remained. they were subject to harassment by
extremist Albanians who pursued a three-part agenda: an ethnically pure province, secession
from Yugoslavia, and ultimate unification with Albania.'°

As Yugoslavia's central communist authority waned in the 1980s, Slobodan Mi.usevic
came to prominence in Serbia largely on the nationalist issue of protecting Kosovo's Serbs. In
1989, he successfully pushed through reforms that revoked Kosovo's autonomy, required use of
the Serbo-Croatian language in its government institutions, and removed Albanians from most
government jobs, which were the only good ones in the centralized, socialist economy. In some
cases, Albanians were fired immediately; in most others, they were dismissed after refusing to
sign loyaity oaths to Serbia. In addition, a new Serb police force in Kosovo began to harass
Albanians and commit human rights violations as it hunted separatists and re-imposed Serb
dominance.

For nearly ten years under Milosevic, however, there were no attempts by Serbia either to
ethnically cleanse or commit genocide against the ethnic Albanians, apparently because the
province — unlike Croatia and Bosnia — did not attempt to secede forcefully from Yugoslavia,
despite Belgrade's oppression being heaviest there. Instead, the Albanians, led by their

charismatic leader Ibrahim Rugova and his Democratic League of Kosovo (LDK) party, pursued

' Marvine Howe, “Exodus of Serbians Stirs Province in Yugoslavia,” New York Times. July 12, 1982. David
Binder, “In Yugoslavia, Rising Ethnic Strife Brings Fears of Worsc Civil Conflict,” New York Times, November 1.

1987.
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an alternative course of passive resistance. They declared themselves independent of Serbia and
established their own parallel government institutions, but refused to take up arms to establish
true sovereignty. This parallel-institution strategy included boycotting Yugoslav and Serbian
elections, refusing to pay taxes to Belgrade, and abandoning state schools because they required
the Serbo-Croatian language and no longer taught Albanian history or culture. By 1991,
Kosovo's Albanians held their own elections and established their own rudimentary institutions
for education and health-care, funded by their own tax system that assessed Kosovo’s Albanians
in both the province and the diaspora. Though they lacked a police force or an army, and
remained second-class citizens in a province where they predominated demographically, by the
mid-1990s Kosovo’s Albanians had re-established a degree of de facto autonomy.

This relatively stable situation changed in late-1997 when a fringe group of secessionist
ethnic Albanians, calling themselves the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), rose to prominence by
using more violent tactics.'' After the rebels shot several Serb policeman, Belgrade responded
by intensifying its counter-insurgency activities, including infamously the massacre in March
1998 of an extended family associated with the rebels. This crackdown backfired by galvanizing
support for the rebels among both Kosovo's Albanians and international observers. U.S.
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright immediately declared: "We are not going to stand by and
watch the Serbian authorities do in Kosovo what they can no longer get away with doing in
Bosnia."'? In June 1998, NATO staged practice bombing raids in neighboring Albania and
Macedonia, attempting to deter Milosevic from further brutalities. However, the main effect of
the West's threats against Belgrade was to embolden the rebels to escalate their offensive, which
only triggered an even greater retaliatory crackdown by Serb forces. Although NATO declared

repeatedly that it would not serve as "the KLA's air force," the Albanian rebels believed that such

'! Four possible causes for this escalation have been identified. First, during Albania's 1997 civil war, armories
in that country were Icoted. liberating tens of thousands of small arms for the Kosovo rebels. Second, the 1995
Dayton accords which resolved the Bosnian civil war were silent on Kosovo, leading Kosovo’s secessionists to grow
increasingly frustrated with Rugova's pleas for patience. Third, peace in Bosnia also made available thousands of
Albanian fighters, who had gone to Bosnia to fight with thec Muslims, to fight in Kosovo. Fourth, the NATO air
campaign against Bosnian Serb forces in Summer 1995 suggested that if the situation in Kosovo were militarized.
the West would side against the Serbs. See. Stacy Sullivan, “From Brooklyn to Kosovo,” New York Times
Magazine, November 22, 1998, pp. 50-56. Chris Hedges, “Kosovo's Next Masters?” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No.
3 (May/June 1999), pp. 24-42. Hedges traces the KLA's first attack to May 1993, but the rebels did not emerge as a
significant threat until 1997.

"2 R, Jeffrey Smith, “Yugoslavia Will ‘Pay a Pricc.’ Albright Wams,” Washington Post, March 8, 1998.
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military intervention on their behalf was inevitable if they could continue to escalate the
fighting. "

The onset of winter and an interim agreement in October 1998 to insert international
human rights monitors into Kosovo, negotiated by U.S. envoy Richard Holbrooke, temporarily
curtailed fighting and permitted most Albanians displaced by the fighting to return home.
However, by early 1999 the KLA renewed the fight and Serbian forces retaliated with major
counter-offensives, which spurred the West to convene an international conference in
Rambouillet, France to resolve the conflict. The United States drafted an agreement that clearly
favored the Albanians and infringed on Yugoslav sovereignty in at least two ways: first, it set a
course towards an independence referendum in Kosovo after three years (explicitly in initial
drafts and subsequently implicitly through assurances to the Albanians); second, it granted
NATO troops the right of free passage throughout all of Yugoslavia. American officials
presented the agreement to Belgrade as an ultimatum, threatening to bomb Yugoslavia if it were
responsible for “cratering” the negotiations by being the only side to reject the agreement.'* The
rebels eventually signed the agreement but Belgrade refused. Living up to the American threat,
NATO started bombing in late March 1999, expecting to compel Milosevic's quick acceptance.
Instead, Belgrade responded to the bombing by unleashing a massive campaign of ethnic
cleansing in Kosovo. Within a few weeks, the Serbs expelled almost half of the province’s

Albanian population, internally displaced most of the rest, and killed thousands of rebels and

Albanian civilians.

"> By March 1998, this phenomenon was noted by Richard Huckaby, director of the U.S. Information Agency
office in Kosovo: “One of our main struggles is to convince them that we really don’t support independence. . . .
They just don't getit.” R. Jeffrey Smith, “U.S. Envoy Wams Serbs, Kosovo Rebels; U.S. Urges Restraint on Both
Sides of Strife,” Washington Post, March 11, 1998, p. 21. By July 1998, a Westemn diplomat noted that successful
Western efforts to compel Serb restraint had backfired: “Instead of calming things down and letting us figure out
how to get everyone to the negotiation table, what we’ve done is give the Albanian fighters a feeling of euphoria. . . .
This makes them bolder, and it also makes other Albanians want to join them.” Mike O'Connor, “Rebe!s Claim
First Capture of a City in Kosovo,” New York Times, July 20, 1998, p. 3. In January 1999, another press report
noted that “the guerrillas held onto the idealistic hope that America would inevitably support them because their
struggle for independence was right and good.” An American official confirmed: “They think we support their
goals.” Sce Michael Ignatieff, “The Dream of Albanians,” New Yorker, January 11, 1999. See also, Gary T.
Dempsey, “Washington’s Kosovo Policy.” CATO Institute, Washington, DC, October 8, 1998.

" Charles Trueheart, “Kosovo Accord Proves Elusive,” Washington Post, February 22, 1998. For a critique of
this strategy, see Alan J. Kuperman, “Rambouillet Requicm: Why the Talks Failed.” Wall Street Journal, March 4,

1999.
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After 11 weeks of NATO bombing that inflicted billions of dollars of economic damage
and killed hundreds of civilians,'* Milosevic conceded to somewhat less demanding peace terms
than he had rejected at Rambouillet.'® Surviving Albanian refugees returned home to Kosovo,
where many of them took revenge on Serb civilians, thereby compelling most Serbs to flee the
province. As a result, except for a small section in the north adjacent to the rest of Serbia,
Kosovo has been transformed into a virtually pure ethnic Albanian province. lfonically, it was
only with the help of NATO’s humanitarian military intervention that Kosovo’s extremist

Albanian nationalists finally were able to achieve this, their longstanding, distinctly illiberal

goal.

Testing the Theory
The third hypothesis is confirmed by events in Kosovo during both the period of passive

resistance (1989-97) and that of violent challenge (1998-99). In the initial period, the causal
variables for all three hypotheses of deterrence failure were absent, which is consistent with the
lack of a violent challenge. In the latter period. only the causal variable for the third hypothesis
had emerged, which correlates with the switch to a violent challenge. These findings are detailed
below and summarized in Figures 2-3 and 2-4.)

During the initial period, the causal variable of the first hypothesis (absence of a credible
deterrent threat) was not present because Koscvo’s Albanians clearly perceived a credible
Serbian threat to retaliate against any violent challenge. Serb authonities reinforced the

credibility of this threat by cracking down disproportionately against even the smallest of

'S Human Rights Watch, “New Figures on Civilian Deaths in Kosovo War.” February 7. 2000,
http://www.hrw.org/press/2000/02/nato207 . htm [downloaded April 21, 2002], estimates that “zbout five hundred
civilians died in ninety separate incidents as a result of NATO bombing in Yugoslavia.” The Yugoslav government
estimates the toll was between 1.200 and 5,000. NATO member states acknowledge civilian deaths in at least 20 to
30 of their attacks, but have not estimated the total number of such incidents or the total civilian death toll. See
Bradley Graham, “Report Says NATO Bombing Killed 500 Civilians in Yugoslavia.” Washington Post, February 7,
2000, p. A2.

' The deal Milosevic signed was less demanding than that offered at Rambouillet in that it reaffirmed
Yugoslavia's sovereignty over the province, abandoned the independence referendum, confined NATO troops to
Kosovo, and provided for UN authorization of the occupation. The agreement was stricter than Rambouillet in
demanding that all Serb forces initially depart the province — which was necessary to facilitate the return of
Albanian refugees who had been cleansed during the bombing — and in permitting fewer Serb forces to remain in the
long run. On this question, sec a published interchange between the author and the U.S. assistant Secretary of State.
Alan J. Kuperman, “Botched Diplomacy Led to War,” Wall Street Journal, June 17, 1999. James P. Rubin,
“Milosevic Sabotaged U.S. Diplomacy,” Wall Street Journal, July 6, 1999. Alan J. Kuperman, “Albright Painted
Milosevic Into a Comer,” Wall Street Journal, July 14, 1999.
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Albanian protests. In interviews, Albanian officials report that they expected any violent
challenge would be met with disproportionate retaliation by Serbian authorities. The causal
variable under the second hypothesis (absence of credible reassurances) also was not present,
because the province’s Albanians believed they could avoid mass killing so long as they avoided
violently provoking Serbian authorities. Indeed, many Albanian officials say they suspected that
Serbian leaders secretly wanted them to launch a violent challenge so that Belgrade would have
an excuse to retaliate massively by ethnically cleansing or killing them. Whether or not Serbian
officials harbored such desires is unclear. However, this widespread belief among Albanian
officials demonstrates clearly that the preconditions of the first two hypotheses initially were
absent in Kosovo, just as thcy were in Bosnia and Rwanda.

Unlike in Bosnia and Rwanda, however, the causal variable of the third hypothesis also
was absent during the initial period in Kosovo. The province’s Albanian political leaders did not
expect they could achieve their goal of independence by launching a violent challenge against
Serbia, they did not expect they could mitigate retaliation by defeating the Serbs; and they were
unwilling to absorb mass killing of their people as the cost of trying. These pessimistic
expectations were driven in part by the Albanians’ lack of access to weapons stocks or supply
lines, in contrast to the Bosnian Muslims and the Rwandan Tutsi refugees of Uganda. Also in
contrast to the Bosnian Muslims, Kosovo’s lacked an offer of international recognition that they
could interpret optimistically to imply protection against aggression. (The 1991 EC Badinter
panel recommendations, which offered a pathway to recognition for Yugoslavia’s republics,
explicitly denied this pathway to Serbia’s two formerly autonomous provinces, including
Kosovo.) The only offer of military support was Croatia’s proposal to form a military alliance
against Serbia, floated in a secret 1991 meeting by a top Croatian army officer who was an ethnic
Albanian from Kosovo. However, Kosovo’s Albanian leaders suspected that this alliance would
work only in one direction — that is, Albanians would fight and die for Croatia’s independence
but then be abandoned when it came time to fight for Kosovo's independence — so they declined
the offer. Lacking weapons, Kosovo’s Albanian leaders knew their populace was defenseless
against potential Serb attacks. Accordingly, they calculated that the only way to avoid mass
killing of their people was to eschew any violent challenge that might provoke the Serbs.

Ibrahim Rugova succinctly explained this situation and the rationale for a passive resistance

strategy in April 1992:
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We are not certain how strong the Serbian military presence in the
province actually is, but we do know that it is overwhelming and
that we have nothing to set against the tanks and other modern
weaponry in Serbian hands. We would have no chance of
successfully resisting the army. In fact the Serbs only wait for a
pretext to attack the Albanian population and wipe it out. We
believe it is better to do nothing and stay alive than to be

;
massacred.

Interestingly, however, Rugova’s parallel government, starting in late 1991, did secretly
establish its own rudimentary defense structures and carry out some military training in
neighboring Albania. By the following year, however, Serbian officials had caught wind of this
effort, destroyed it, and arrested numerous implicated Albanian officials, which deterred Rugova
from any furtker such initiatives. This episode indicates that the LDK’s decision to eschew a
violent challenge was not a principled pacifist stance, but rather a pragmatic strategic decision
based on its lack of military resources. Had its effort to establish a clandestine military wing
succeeded to the point of making independence appear attainable by force, at some human cost,
it is possible that even the nominally pacifist LDK might have attempted such a violent
challenge. Indeed, LDK officials say explicitly that they eschewed violence not due to any
pacifist principles, but rather because they were completely unarmed and thus expected that any
such challenge was doomed to fail. Thus, low expectations of success may have played a more
important role in deterring Kosovo Albanians from launching a violent challenge than concerns
about high human costs. If so, it would mean that the reason the conditions of the third
hypothesis were unfulfilled during this period was because the goal of independence was deemed
unattainable through violence at any cost, rather than because the cost of attaining it was deemed
too high. However, subsequent events discussed below suggest that concerns about expected
costs also may have played a role in deterring Rugova and some other LDK officials from a
violent challenge. Significantly, many of these officials maintained their pacifist stance even
after the violent path to independence became more plausible in 1998, apparently because of the
expected civilian cost.

Rugova believed that, in the long run, demographic trends and international support could

enable Kosovo’s independence through peaceful means. Higher Albanian fertility rates and Serb

'” Miranda Vickers. Between Serb and Albanian: A History of Kosovo (New York: Columbia University Press.
1998), p. 264. .
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outmigration meant the Serb percentage of the population would continue to dwindle, gradually
eroding Serbia’s claim to, and interest in, sovereignty over Kosovo. The linchpin of Rugova’s
strategy was maintaining international support. Statesmen around the world received him with
assurances of their sympathy for the plight of Kosovo’s Albanians and their support for the
restoration of Kosovo's autonomy, but also warned him against employing violence. In light of
the weakness and vulnerability of Kosovo’s Albanians, Rugova perceived this international
support as his greatest asset in the drive for independence, and was convinced that such support
depended on the Albanians remaining non-violent. Resorting to violence, he believed, would
sacrifice the moral high-ground and thereby endanger the international support that was crucial
to eventual independence. This appears to have been the primary reason he hewed to his pacifist
strategy even after the violent pathway to independence became somewhat more plausible in
1997, when large numbers of inexpensive weapons suadenly became available from neighboring

Albania.

Figure 2-3
Kosovo 1989-97: Testing Rational Deterrence Theory
Rational Possible Cause of .
Hypothesls)  Deterrence Failure True? Evidence
Subordinate group does not Albanians expected major
1 expect its violent challenge No retaliation for any violent
to provoke retaliatory mass chaiienge, based on past
killing. Serbian actions in Kosovo.
Subordinate group expects Rugova and LDK believed
2 mass killing regardless of No they could avoid retaliatory
whether it launches a violent mass Killing by sticking to
challenge. non-violent tactics.
Subordinate group expects Did not believe they could
3 violent challenge to achieve No win independence through
its goal at acceptable cost in armed conflict, and unwilling
retaliatory mass killing. to risk high human cost.

In the second period, 1998-99, Kosovo’s Albanians switched from passive resistance to a
violent challenge-against Serbian authorities. Serbian deterrence, after working for nine years,

suddenly failed. This switch is not explained by the first two hypotheses because their causal
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variables still were not present. The first hypothesis (absence of a credible deterrent threat)
cannot explain the Albanians’ turn to violence because Serbia gave no indication of lifting its
threat to retaliate disproportionately against such a challenge. If anything, Serbia reinforced the
credibility of this threat by retaliating disproportionately in early 1998 to the first significant
upsurge in attacks by the KLA. The second hypothesis (absence of credible reassurances) also
cannot explain the Albanians’ turn to violence because until early 1999 most Albanians still
believed they could avoid Serbian retaliation by refusing to support the KLA. Although the
Serbs retaliated disproportionately to KL A attacks in 1998, they targeted this retaliation
relatively narrowly at villages that harbored the KL A. Such targeted retaliation credibly
communicated both a deterrent threat and a reassurance: namely, entire Albanian villages would
be held responsible for any violence emanating from them, but they could avoid Serbian violence
entirely by refusing to harbor the KLA. This helps explain why most of Kosovo’s Albanians still
supported the pacifist LDK in 1998, even after the initial Serbian retaliation had killed hundreds
of Albanian civilians. '*

Rather, the switch to violence in Kosovo, like the tragic éhallenges in Bosnia and
Rwanda, is explained by the third hypothesis. Albanian militants came to expect they could
achieve their goal of independence through violence at an acceptable cost in retaliatory mass
killing of civilians. This new expectation was based on changes in three underlying variables -
the expected chance of victory, the expected cost in retaliatory killing, and the willingness to
accept such killing as the cost of victory.

The last of these variables (greater willingness to accept retaliatory killing as the cost of
victory) was probably the least important, but nonetheless a contributing factor. After eight
years of Serbian oppression, and perceiving little prospect of attaining full autonomy or
independence, the Albanians had become frustrated by the LDK’s pacifist strategy and thus more
willing to incur the risks of a more assertive strategy. Such frustration was reinforced by the
1995 Dayton accords, which settled the Bosnian conflict and lifted some sanctions on
Yugoslavia, but without relieving the plight of Albanians in Kosovo. The Albanians’

willingness to pursue higher risk strategies manifested itself even before the KLA came to

"* An April 1998 poll by the US Information Agency “put Rugova's approval rating at 98 percent of the 2 million
Kosovar Albanians.” See, Justin Brown, “Kosovo Reacts to Serb Shells: A Tactic of Fight and Flight,” Christian
Science Monitor, June 4, 1998. Even as late as February 1999, one of the keenest obscrvers of the Kosovo situation
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prominence in 1998. First, in October 1997, a radical Albanian student movement led a
confrontational protest against Serbian occupation, the first such protest in Kosovo in seven
years,"” despite pleas from Rugova to call it off for fear of Serbian retaliation. Soon after, in
early 1998, a major faction of the ruling LDK that favored more confrontation with Serbia
attempted to seize control of the party from Rugova. When this failed, the faction quit the party
rather than adhere to his pacifist line. Clearly, the growing frustration of many Albanians had
made them more willing to risk violent retaliation.

However, the first two varjables cited above were more decisive in the Albanians’ switch
to outright militancy. The Albanians came to expect that by launching a violent chailenge they
could defeat the Serbs, thereby attaining their goal of independence, while containing Serbian
retaliation within acceptable limits. The first group of Albanians to harbor this expectation was
the KLA, which came to prominence at the end of 1997, but was founded in 1993, and rooted in
precursor groups stretching back to the early 1980s. Previous analyses have attributed the
emergence of violence in Kosovo to the sudden availability of cheap weapons in 1997, when
neighboring Albania’s arsenals were flung open during that country’s civil war.?’ The resulting
flood of weapons did play a key role in the switch to violence by Kosovo’s Albanians, but not in
the simple way implied by such analyses. These earlier studies suggest the KL A began using the
newfound weapons to kill Serbian policemen either as an act of revenge for years of oppression
or because they thought they could defeat the Serbian forces with these weapons. However,

interviews with KLA officials reveal the actual explanation to be far more complex. Rebel

at the time, Guy Dinmore, “Balkan mix at Kosovo peace talks,” Financial Times, February 6, 1999, reported that
despite opposition from the KLA, Rugova “enjoys wide support among his people.”

' Such confrontational mass protests had ended in early 1990, at the urging of Rugova’s party and others.
because they were seen as fruitless and costly. The first subsequent mass protest was in late April 1996, when
10.000 Albanian women gathered to decry the killing of an Albanian student, but this gathering was peaceful rather
than confrontational. See Shkelzen Maliqi. “Broken April,” reprinted in Shkelzen Maliqi. Kosova: Separate Worlds
(Dukagjini: Dukagjini Publishing House. 1998), pp. 143-47.

** See, for example, Chris Hedges, “Kosovo’s Next Masters?” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 3 (May/June 1999),
pp. 24-42, which states that “the KLA probably has 30,000 automatic weapons, made available at bargain prices
after Albanian miliiary arsenals were looted in the chaos after the spring 1997 economic meltdown.” Stacy Sullivan,
“From Brooklyn to Kosovo. With Love and AK47’s,” New York Times Magazine, November 22, 1998, reports that,
“people stormed military arms depots. taking anything they could get their hands on. Suddenly there were guns
everywhere.” She also quotes one Albanian from Kosovo as saying that, “Kalashnikovs were going for $10 each.
The villagers were giving us ammunition for free.” On Jamiary 27, 1998, a NATO official was quoted as saying that
the KLA was benefiting from the “wholesale transfer of weapons to Kosovo™ from Albania. See, Stefan Troebst,
Conflict in Kosovo: Failure of Prevention? An Analytical Documentation, 1992-1998, ECMI Working Paper #1

(Flensburg: European Centre for Minority Issues, 1998), fn 151.
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leaders were not merely taking revenge, nor did they imagine that access to light weapons such
as AK-47s would enable them to defeat Serbian forces equipped with tanks, heavy weapons, and
combat aircraft. The rebels knew that if they fought against Serbia by themselves, they would be
doomed to fail and to provoke massive retaliation against defenseless Albanian civilians in
Kosovo.

The actual reason the KLA resorted to violence was that, by doing so, the rebels expected
they could bring the international community into the fight on their side. Indeed, interviews
reveal this had been their grand strategy for years prior to reaching prominence. The KLA's
founders believed that the pacifist strategy of Rugova’s LDK never could work, because the
international community would not expend substantial resources to help a people who were
unwilling to fight and die for their own freedom. Instead, the KLA calculated that the only way
to garner international intervention to achieve Kosovo’s independence would be for the
province’s Albanians to begin to fight and die against Serbian forces. The KLA was fully
cognizant of Serbia’s overwhelming military superiority and its policy of disproportionate
retaliation, and therefore expected that Albanian civilians initially would bear heavy losses. But
KLA officials were confident that when the international community received reports of Serbs
massacring Albanians who were fighting for their freedom, it would intervene militarily on their
behalf, thereby mitigating Serbian retaliation and enabling the Albanians to establish an
independent Kosovo. As noted, the KLA envisioned this strategy long before 1997, but until that
year lacked sufficient weapons to implement it by shoéting enough Serbian police. The flood of
weapons from Albania was decisive not because it raised the hopes of Kosovo’s Albanians of
militarily defeating the Serbs, but because it enabled the KL A rebels finally to put into action
their longstanding plan to attract humanitarian military intervention on their behalf. Once they
began implementing the plan in late 1997, it played out almost perfectly according to script — at
least until the final act, following NATO’s bombing campaign, when the international
community proved reluctant to recognize formally the de facto independence it had created in
Kosovo.

As noted, two intertwined expectations of the KLLA were decisive in explaining its resort
to violence: (1) independence could be achieved, and (2) retaliatory killing could be contained
within acceptable limits. The first expectation clearly rested on the KL A’s anticipation that it

could attract international humanitarian military intervention on its behalf sufficient to defeat the
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Serbs. The second expectation also was affected by the KLA'’s anticipation of intervention,
although such anticipation may not have been crucial. In any case, given that the first
expectation (victory) was an essential precondition of the violent challenge and that the KLA
viewed victory on its own as impossible, its challenge clearly was rooted in the anticipation that
it could, by provoking Serbian retaliation, attract humanitarian military intervention sufficient to
defeat the Serbs.

Ironically, both the pacifist strategy of Rugova’s LDK and the militant strategy of the
KLA were predicated on the same assumption about the decisive role of the international
community. Both assumed that the Albanians were too weak and vulnerable to achieve
independence on their own, and could only achieve it through the intervention of the
international community against Serbia. However, Rugova was convinced that the key to
ensuring international support was to eschew violence, because the international community had
asked him to. By contrast, the KLA believed that the key to obtaining such international support
was to resort to violence, despite the rhetoric of the international community. The fact that the
KLA'’s view proved correct has important implications for international policymakers, as

discussed further in Chapter 9.

Figure 2-4
Kosovo 1998-99: Testing Rational Deterrence Theory
Rational Possible Cause of .
Hypothesisi  Deterrence Failure True? Evidence
Subordinate group does not Albanians still expected
1 expect its violent challenge No major retaliation for any
to provoke retaliatory mass violent challenge, and Serbs
killing. did so from first KLA attack.
Subordinate group expects Until early 1999, Albanians
2 mass killing regardless of No expected they could avoid
whether it launches a violent retaliation by not supporting
challenge. the violent KLA.
Subordinate group expects KLA expected its attacks to
3 violent challenge to achieve Yes provoke Serb retaliation and
its goal at acceptable cost in thereby attract intervention,
retaliatory mass killing. enabling independence.
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As the above summary makes clear, Kosovo's Albanian political leadership was not

unitary during the 10 years examined. However, this does not by itself negate the rational

deterrence model, which is applicable wherever a collectivity responds as if it were a unitary
rational actor, even if it is not. This was the case in Kosovo, where the behavior of the Albanians
changed in the later period largely in response to changes in structural conditions — especially the
availability of weapons but also the growing frustration with pacifism - rather than because of
splits within the Albanian political community that existed throughout the decade. If weapons
had not become available, it is unlikely that a full-blown violent strategy could or would have
been implemented despite the existence of the KLA. Indeed, the KLA existed for many years

without any appreciable impact on Kosovo'’s politics until the sudden flood of weapons from

neighboring Albania in 1997.

Figure 2-5
Summary of Findings
Rational Possible Causeof | | _  |Kosovo | Kosovo
Hypothesisi  Deterrence Failure OSnia | TWANGR | 1989.97 | 199899
Subordinate group does not
expect its violent challenge
1 to provoke retaliatory mass No No No No
killing.
Subordinate group expects
mass killing regardless of
2 whether it launches a violent No No No No
challenge.
Subordinate group expects
violent challenge to achieve
3 its goal at acceptable costin | Y®S | Yes | No | Yes
retaliatory mass killing.
Did Violent Challenge Occur? Yes | Yes No Yes
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Summary and Analysis of Findings
The findings for the three cases are summarized in Figure 2-5. As is readily apparent, the

causal variable of the third hypothesis is perfectly correlated with the incidence of violent
challenges by vulnerable subordinate groups. In all three instances where the causal variable of
this hypothesis was present, the subordinate group launched a violent challenge:; in the one
instance where the causal variable was absent, the subordinate group refrained from such
violence. The causal variables for the other two hypotheses are not correlated with the incidence
of violent challenges. Moreover, these variables were not present in any of the cases, so the two
hypotheses offer no insight as to why there were any violent challenges. It is possible these
hypotheses explain violent challenges in other cases, but they do not explain the three violent
challenges examined in this dissertation.

The lack of evidence for the first two hypotheses in all three of the instances examined in
which vulnerable groups launched violent challenges has important implications. It
demonstrates that when subordinate groups launch violent challenges, they are well aware they
are assuming grave risks. They expect the state to respond with massive violence, and they
expect they can avoid such victimization by eschewing violence themselves. This undermines at
least two popular explanations for tragic challenges. First, it belies the notion that subordinate
groups rise up because they think they have nothing to lose, based on a purported expectation
that the state is genocidal and eventually will kill them anyway. In reality, subordinate groups
know they have much to lose by resorting to violence, yet they do so anyway because they
perceive a chance to gain as well. Second, when combined with the findings on the third
hypothesis, this evidence belies the implicit theory in the literature on mass killing — that
subordinate groups rise up violently out of frustration, without calculating rationally their
expected outcome. In reality, subordinate groups do engage in rational calculation, albeit
without the benefit of perfect information, before they launch violent challenges. While the
international community sincerely may be shocked when CNN broadcasts images of a
subordinate group’s civilians being slaughtered, the leaders of the group are not. They took
actions that they expected to provoke retaliatory violence against their own people, because they

decided in advance to accept such violence as the price of achieving their desired ends.
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The third hypothesis clearly is confirmed, but further analysis is required to identify the
specific underlying causes of the violent challenges in the cases examined. As noted in Chapter
1, the third hypothesis specifies two requirements for violent challenges: the subordinate group
must expect it can win; and it must be willing to pay the expected cost of retaliatory mass killing.
Process tracing of our cases, however, reveals that both factors were heavily influenced by
expectations of international intervention. Indeed, in Bosnia and Kosovo, the subordinate
group’s expectation of victory was premised entirely on its expectation of forthcoming
international humanitarian intervention, which also reduced the group’s expected cost of
retaliatory killing.?! Likewise, in Rwanda, the subordinate group’s expectation of victory was
premised at least in part on its expectation that the international community would support it by
not intervening on behalf of the government. The second requirement — the acceptance of an
expected level of civilian casualties — has two possible underlying causes: a willingness to
sacrifice some number of civilians as the cost of victory; and false optimism about the number of
civilians required to be sacrificed, possibly arising from false expectations about the timeliness
and extent of forthcoming intervention.

Thus, the third hypothesis can be re-framed in terms of three underlying causes of tragic
challenges:

(1) Expectation of victory based on accurate or falsely optimistic expectation of
forthcoming international support (either military assistance to the subordinate group
or withholding such aid from the state);

(2) Willingness to sacrifice some number of civilians as the cost of victory; and

(3) False optimism about the number of civilians to be sacrificed, possibly arising from
false optimism about the timeliness and extent of forthcoming intervention.

The first two causes are necessary for tragic challenges, but sometimes not sufficient

without the third cause, which otherwise is unnecessary, as explained below. The importance of
expected international support is underscored by the fact that such expectations are essential for

the first cause and potentially decisive for the third cause. Each of the causes is elaborated below

based on the findings from the three cases.

*! Onc possible difference discussed later in the text is that in Kosovo the KLA intentionally provoked retaliatory
killing as a tactic to attract intervention, whereas in Bosnia provoking such killing may have been viewed more as an
acceptable cost than as a deliberate. instrumental tactic.
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Figure 2-6
Causal Diagram of Third Hypothesis

Expectation of victory based on
accurate or falsely optimistic .

expectation of forthcoming - Violent Cha"enge
international support.

X

Willingness to sacrifice some
number of civilians as the cost
of victory.

X

(Not always required.)

False optimism about the
number of civilians to be
sacrificed, possibly arising
from false optimism about the
timeliness and extent of
forthcoming intervention.

The first cause may depend not merely on a passive expectation of international support
but an active strategy by the subordinate group to win that support. Two such strategies are
possible, both of whichﬁ require the acquisition of arms. The choice of strategy depends on the
group’s military strength in relation to that of the state. If the subordinate group is much weaker,
the strategy is to employ a media and diplomatic campaign to obtain international recognition of
the group’s right to independence, based on the claim that such recognition is the group’s only
hope of survival against a homicidal state. If the state is not initially killing enough members of
the group to make this claim credible, the group’s strategy must include forceful provocations
against the state to prompt sufficiently large-scale retaliation to convince the international
community of the state’s malevolence. That is why acquiring arms is essential to this strategy.

On the other hand, if the subordinate group is militarily stronger than the state, it still may
seek international support in order to avert foreign military intervention on behalf of the state. In
this situation, the group’s strategy to win international support is to pursue a negotiated outcome,

using military strength as leverage in negotiations rather than as a means to outright military
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victory. By so doing, the group maintains its international image as peace-loving and thereby
avoids prompting the international community to intervene against it. Acquiring arms is
obviously essential to this strategy as well, because the strategy presupposes that the subordinate
group is militarily stronger than the state. Thus, acquiring arms is necessary under both
strategies not merely to launch the challenge but also to win the support of the international
community that is perceived to be essential to victory.

As noted above, the first two causes are always required for tragic challenges, while the
third is required only in certain cases. This can be illustrated by a hypothetical example.
Suppose a subordinate group expects that the price of achieving independence through violence
will be retaliatory killing against one-thousand of its own civilians (perhaps because it expects
international humanitarian intervention to limit the retaliatory killing), but it is willing to
sacrifice up to 5,000 civilians, so it launches the violent challenge. Suppose further that the
group does achieve independence through its violent challenge, but under three different
retaliation/intervention scenarios in which the state kills either one-thousand, 5,000, or 100,000
of the group’s civilians. In the first scenario there is no false optimism about casualties, so the
failure of deterrence — i.e, the violent challenge — must be attributed exclusively to the first two
causes. In the second scenario, there is some false optimism about casualties, but the failure of
deterrence again must be attributed solely to the first two causes because even if the group had
possessed perfect information about casualties it still would have launched the challenge. In the
third scenario, the first two causes still are essential, because in the absence of an expectation of
victory or willingness to sacrifice civilians to achieve that goal, the group would not have
launched a violent challenge expected to provoke 1000 retaliatory killings. However, in this last
scenario, a third important cause of the deterrence failure is the group’s grossly false optimism
about the ultimate civilian toll. Had the group known that the retaliatory death toll would exceed
its tolerance, it would not have launched the challenge. This demonstrates that pinpointing the
causes of tragic challenges requires not only identifying subordinate group expectations, but also
determining the relation between those expectations and the ultimate outcome.

Unfortunately, the facts in the three violent challenges examined in this dissertation are
not as clear as in the hypothetical example, so it is not possible in all cases to determine the
causal importance of false optimism — about intervention, casualties, or victory. In Bosnia,

Muslim leaders initially expected their armed secession to provoke up to about ten-thousand
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retaliatory killings before international intervention would enable them to stop the killing and
assert control over a unitary Bosnia. When the initial challenge triggered the expected retaliation
but not the expected intervention, the Muslim leaders persisted in their violent challenge despite
expecting this would cause still more thousands of retaliatory killings. Over the next three and a
half years, they repeatedly made this decision to risk additional lives rather than concede to the
more powerful Serb forces. Ultimately, the Muslim death toll climbed to approximately one
order of magnitude higher than initially expected. However, it is not certain that the Muslim
leaders ever viewed this ultimate toll as an acceptable cost to achieve independence, because
throughout the conflict they based their decisions on expected marginal costs and benefits — that
is, how many additional civilians would be killed before intervention arrived to enable victory.
In addition, their perception of the plausibility and value of negotiated alternatives changed over
time, so their willingness to pay additional costs fluctuated too. Moreover, the Muslims
ultimately failed to achieve their expected goal - control over a unitary Bosnia — because the
Dayton Agreement officially bifurcated (and unofficially trifurcated) the republic along ethnic
lines, at least temporarily.

Clearly, Bosnia’s Muslims initially harbored false optimism about forthcoming
international intervention and therefore about both the costs and benefits of a violent challenge.
However, it is impossible to know what they would have done in the absence of such false
optimism. The evidence strongly suggests that in the absence of any expectation of foreign
intervention, the Muslims would not have launched their violent challenge, because they would
not have expected to achieve their goal. As noted above, their entire grand strategy was to wait
until they obtained international support for independence before seceding unilaterally from
Yugoslavia. In addition, it is possible, though less certain, that had they known intervention
would come late and be insufficient to achieve their full goal, they also might not have launched
the challenge. This would have depended on how such knowledge interacted with the two
primary causes of tragic challenges — in other words, whether they would have been willing to
view 100,000 retaliatory deaths as an acceptable cost of achieving the more limited goal of
ethnic partition of Bosnia.

As noted, Muslim officials in hindsight claim that the only thing they would have done
differently would have been to arm themselves better before seceding. However, even if this is

now their sincere belief, they cannot know for sure how they would have acted if they had
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possessed perfect information. Prior to the war the EC’s Cutileiro plan offered the Muslims an
ethnic division of Bosnia less harsh than what they ultimately accepted at Dayton and without
the cost of tens of thousands of retaliatory deaths. Thus, it is quite plausible that the Muslims
would have chosen this peaceful option over their violent challenge if they had possessed perfect
information (or, more precisely, if they had not possessed over-optimistic expectations about
forthcoming intervention). In sum, it would appear that false optimism played an important
causal role in the Muslims’ tragic challenge, but this cannot be proved definitively. Accordingly,
there are only two definite causes of the tragic challenge by Bosnia’s Muslim leaders. First, they
expected to achieve their goal of controlling an independent unitary Bosnia, despite their military
inferiority, because they expected international intervention on their behalf Second, they
decided in advance to accept the retaliatory killing of thousands of their own civilians as the cost
of obtaining that goal.

In Rwanda, the Tutsi rebels likewise originally expected that their invasion would
provoke retaliatory killing against approximately ten-thousand Tutsi civilians within Rwanda.
However, by late 1993 and early 1994, the rebels became aware of Hutu government
preparations for retaliation that the rebels expected would kill on the order of 100,000 Tutsi
before they could stop it. Nevertheless, the rebels persisted with their challenge, which indicates
that they viewed this higher toll as an acceptable cost to achieve their goal - at least in relation to
their perceived alternative courses at this later date. As events transpired, the ultimate Tutsi
death toll was a haif-million, some 50 times higher than the rebels’ initial expectations and five
times higher than their revised expectations immediately prior to the genocide. Thus, as in
Bosnia, the subordinate group clearly harbored false optimism. With the benefit of hindsight, all
Tutsi leaders say they would have chosen an alternate strategy. Interestingly, however, this
alternate strategy would not have been to eschew violence or concede more at the negotiating
table, but rather to be more militant — launching an all-out military offensive in early 1993 to
capture the country before the Hutu regime could carry out a full-blown genocide in 1994. Had
the Tutsi rebels made such an earlier attempt to conquer the country, the Hutu retaliation
probably would have been less organized but still likely sufficiently coherent to kill on the order
of 100,000 Tutsi. The fact that the rebels’ preferred strategy in retrospect would have been a
violent challenge likely to provoke approximately 100,000 retaliatory killings of Tutsi is further

evidence that they considered this level of retaliation an acceptable cost to achieve their goal.
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Although false optimism may have affected Tutsi military strategy, and thereby contributed to an
ultimately higher Tutsi death toll, such optimism does not appear to have caused the violent
challenge itself. Rather, it appears that even if the rebels had possessed perfect information, they
still would have launched their violent challenge, albeit with a slightly different strategy that
might have reduced the ultimate death toll. Thus, the two causes of the tragic challenge were the
Tutsi rebels’ expectation that they could take power in Rwanda and their willingness to accept
the retaliatory killing of up to one-hundred thousand Tutsi civilians as the cost of doing so.

In Kosovo. it is not clear what price the KLA expected to pay, or was willing to pay. in
retaliatory violence against the province’s Albanians when it launched its violent challenge
against Serbia. Certainly, given the precedents in Croatia and Bosnia, and the fact that the KLA
was less well armed than the secessionists in those republics, the KLA had reason to expect at
least as many retaliatory killings. As events actually transpired in Kosovo, however, the Serbs
initially eschewed ethnic cleansing in favor of counterinsurgency, apparently in an effort 1o avoid
triggering NATO intervention. After the start of NATO bombing, the Serbs switched to a
campaign of forced expulsion, but killed fewer civilians than in the two preceding Balkan wars.
During the 11 weeks of NATO bombing, the Serbs ethnically cleansed about 850,600 Albanians
(or about half their population in the province), mostly in the first few weeks, but killed only
about 5.000 Albanians.”? Had the Serbs chosen to pursue mass killing rather than ethnic
cleansing, they likely could have killed tens of thousands of Albanians during this same time
period. There is no evidence or reason to believe that the KL A expected its violent challenge to
provoke such a low death toll. Thus, false optimism about casualties does not appear to have
played any role in their decision to launch the challenge. However, the KL A also did not
achieve its expected goal of independence - falling short by obtaining only political autonomy
secured by an international peacekeeping force — which indicates that the KL A did harbor some
degree of false optimism about its victory. Nevertheless, this false optimism does not appear to
have been decisive in their decision-making. The KLA probably would have launched its violent

challenge even if it had known that the outcome would be not indep=ndence but only a high

* The refugee figure is from Tim Judah, Kosovo: War and Revenge (New Haven, Yale University Press, 2000).
p. 241. As for deaths, by 2001, approximately 4,000 bodics had been found. and a Hague prosecutor said the
confirmed count might go as high as 5,000 as mass grave sites were uncovered in Kosovo and elsewhere in Serbia.
Sce Joannc Mariner, “Kosovo's unquiet dead.” CNN Findlaw Forum, Junc 20, 2001,
http://www.cnn.com/2001/LAW/06/columns/fl. mariner.kosovo.06.20/ [downloaded November 11, 2001); Gregory
Piatt, “Kosovo dcath toll climbs as KFOR finds morc graves.” Stars and Stripes, August 27, 2000.
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degree of autonomy, because its underlying goal was to remove Serbian domination. Thus, the
KLA’s violent challenge can be attributed exclusively to the first two causes — their expectation
of victory (based on an expectation of international intervention) and their willingness to
sacrifice several thousand civilians to achieve that goal. In Kosovo, there was no causal role for
false optimism about intervention, casualties, or victory.?

The findings for the third hypothesis in all three violent challenges are summarized in
Figure 2-7. The significance of these findinigs, and the lessons they hold for humanitarian

intervention policy, are explored further in Chapter 9.

Figure 2-7
Summary of Findings for Third Hypothesis
‘ Cause Bosnia Rwanda Kosovo
i Expectation of victory based on
; | accurate or falsely optimistic Yes Yes Yes
| expectation of forthcoming (v;m;;.?p (sgmes;%up M;::'::;,?p
| international support.
« Willingness to sacrifice some
2 ;. number of civilians as the cost of Yes Yes Yes
i victory.
’ False optimism about the number (Faise ? (FmN°
. of civilians to be sacrificed, w‘ but mw’ bt
3 } possibly arising from false possibly not affected only No
i optimism about the timeliness and s decmv: in | miltary strategy not
: . . nching of violent | launching of violent
! extent of forthcoming intervention. challenge) cha \

* Weak Group Strategy - Pursue international intervention by claiming # is only defense against a homicidal central state. if

necessary, provoke state retaliation to make claim credible.
* Strong Group Strategy — Use military force for bargaining leverage rather than military victory, in order to retain peaceful image

and interational support, and thereby block intervention on behalf of state.
** n.b- Both strategies require acquisition of arms.

2 It is not clear whether the KL A expected the specd and extent of the cthnic cleansing by Serb forces.
Hewever, there is no evidence that such an expectation would have deterred the Albanian rebels from launching

their violent challenge.
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CHAPTER3
BOSNIA: HINT OF INTERVENTION FEEDS HUNGER FOR POWER

In retrospect, many commentators speak and write about Bosnia’s 1992 unilateral
secession from Yugoslavia — which triggered a bloody civil war that introduced the term “ethnic
cleansing” into the modern political vernacular — as if it was inevitable.! However, even a
cursory reading of history suggests it was not. Bosnia’s Muslim leadership actively engaged in
negotiations on two alternative options prior to seceding unilaterally in March-April 1992, The
first alternative was to remain in a rump Yugoslavia. The second alternative was to negotiate an
ethnic cantonization (or soft partition) of Bosnia itself prior to the republic seceding from
Yugoslavia, so that secession would have been by mutual agreement of Bosnia’s three main
ethnic groups and Yugoslavia’s central authorities, and thus less likely to trigger war.
Ultimately, Bosnia’s Muslim leaders rejected these alternatives in favor of armed unilateral
secession. The secession was “armed” in that the Muslims spent six months clandestinely
organizing a militia of 120,000 men - outfitted with at least 50,000 weapons — prior to seceding.
The secession was “unilateral” in the sense that it was opposed by Bosnia’s substantial Serb
minority and by Yugoslav central authorities, although it was supported by Bosnia’s smaller
Croat minority. In response, Bosnia’s Serbs, in conjunction with Yugoslav central institutions
that were dominated by Serbs, immediately launched a brutal military campaign to capture most
of Bosnia’s territory and purge it of non-Serbs. Within weeks, the Serbs killed thousands - and
displaced hundreds of thousands — of Bosnia’s Muslims and Croats, taking control of
approximately 70 percent of the republic’s territory. Over the course of the full three and a half

years of war, an estimated 150,000 Bosnians were killed. mostly civilian and mostly Muslim.

' The formal name of the republic is Bosna i Hercegovina, or “Bosnia and Herzegovina.” Herzegovina is the
arca in the south and west of the republic, bordering Croatia and Montenegro. However, this dissertation uses the
foreshortened “Bosnia™ in its common usage to mean the entire republic. For consistency, I substitute the short form
in all quotations that originally used one of the longer forms. This is not intended to slight the importance of the
Herzegovina region of the republic.

? A good summary of published death estimates is containced in Steven L. Burg and Paul S. Shoup, The War in
Bosnia-Herzegovina (New York: M.E. Sharpe, 1999), pp. 169-71. They cite low estimates of the total death toll in
the Bosnia conflict, in the range of 25,000 to 60,000, by the Stockholm International Pcace Rescarch Institute
(SIPRI) and by former State Department official George Kenncy. By contrast. they also cite an “unclassified” CIA
memorandum, which estimates 156,500 civilian deaths and 81.500 troops killed (in addition to 8,000 to 10,000
missing Bosnian Muslims from the Srebrenica and Zepa cnclaves) for a total of almost a quarter-million fatalities.
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Remarkably, despite all of the literature on the Bosnian war, there has yet to be an adequate
published explanation of the immediate trigger for this terribic violence: the decision by Bosnia’s
Muslim leaders to pursue armed unilateral secession.

This chapter provides backgrdund on the case and the details of the tragic challenge. The
succeeding chapter then attempts to pinpoint the cause of the tragic challenge by testing the three
proposed hypotheses of rational deterrence theory. In both chapters, I build on secondary
sources and rely heavily on interviews with key Bosnian Muslim officials from the period,
including: the eventual president (Alija Izetbegovic), vice-president (Ejup Ganic), and foreign
minister (Haris Silajdzic) of independent Bosnia; the most influential member of the governing
Muslim political party (Omer Behmen); a founder of the armed militias prior to independence
and leading arms procurer (Hasan Cengic); the first chief of staff of the Bosnian army (Sefer
Halilovic); the two men who negotiated a deal on Izetbegovic’s behalf with Serbian President
Slobodan Milosevic to stay within rump Yugoslavia in 1991 (Adil Zulfikarpasic and Muhamed
Filipovic); the vice-president who negotiated a tentative cantonization deal with the Bosnian
Serbs in early 1992 (Muhamed Cengic); and all three Bosnian Muslim officials who negotiated a
tentative cantonization deal under European Community auspices in February 1992 (Rusmir
Mahmutcehajic, in addition to Izetbegovic and Silajdzic). For additional perspective, I draw on
interviews with non-Muslim officials, including the eventual president of the Bosnian Serb
Republic (Biljana Plavsic) and its foreign minister (Aleksa Buha), a Croat member of the
Bosnian Presidency (Stjepan Kljuic), and a Serb general in the Muslim-dominated Bosnian army
(Jovan Divjak).

The remainder of this chapter is divided into five parts. First, I provide an overview of
the case, including the history of Yugoslavia, its disintegration starting in the late 1980s, the
initial secessions of Slovenia and Croatia, and finally Bosnia’s secession and the resulting three
and a half years of war. Second, I detail the Bosnian Muslims’ grand strategy that steadily
guided their decision-making throughout the tragic challenge, and I attempt to reconcile this with

the seemingly erratic stances taken over time by their president, Alija Izetbegovic. Third, I detail

A former Serb general in the Muslim-dominated Bosnian army provided the following death estimates: 154,000
Muslim; 72,000 Serb; 71,000 Croat; 13.000 other: for a total of 310,000. Jovan Divjak, interview with author,
Sarajevo, Bosnia, October 15, 1999. The Intcrnational Helsinki Federation for Human Rights, in its 1997 Annual
Repont, estimated “more than 160,000 deaths, and 2.5 million refugees and displaced persons.” [http://www.ihf-
hr.org/ar97bos.htm, downloaded December 17, 2001.] The International Peace Research Institute in Oslo, Norway.
cstimates 150,000 civilian and military deaths. Dan Smith, personal communication, December 18, 2001.
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the Bosnian Muslims’ pre-independence military preparations, which were an integral part of
their grand strategy. Fourth, I detail the first part of the tragic challenge: the Bosnian Muslims’
rejection of an agreement in July 1991 that they themselves had initiated to stay within a rump
Yugoslavia and that likely could have averted the outbreak of violence. Lastly, I detail the
second part of the tragic challenge: the Bosnian Muslims’ rejection in early 1992 of an EC-
sponsored plan — which the Muslims initially had accepted and which might have averted war —

to cantonize Bosnia along ethnic lines prior to secession, and their decision instead to pursue

unilateral secession.

Historical Overview
Yugoslavia was created in 1918, in the wake of World War [, and initially dubbed the

Kingdom of the Serbs. Croats. and Slovenes. The new state combined the kingdom of Serbia
and Montenegro — which had gained its independence from the declining Ottoman empire in
1878 and grown to incorporate Macedonia in 1912 — with the south slavic lands that had been
part of the now defunct Austro-Hungarian empire, including Croatia, Slovenia, and Bosnia. The
two halves of the new state had fought on opposite sides in the war, and because the Serbs were
among the victorious allies and represented the largest ethnic group in the new state, they came
to dominate. The capital was established in the Serb capital of Belgrade, and in 1921 a new
constitution established a centralized form of government that inherently favored the more
numerous Serbs over the smaller minority groups. Resentment of Serb dominance grew,
especially among the Croats, who were the state’s second largest group and who demanded a
federal system that would give them more autonomy. In 1928, Serb extremists assassinated the
head of the Croatian nationalist party. The following year, the king (a Serb) attempted to end
ethnic divisiveness by seizing unitary control, renaming the state the Kingdom of Yugoslavia,
and drawing new internal boundaries that cut across traditional national regions. To further this
effort, two years later, he banned ethnic-oriented political parties. However, the effort failed, as
dramatically underscored by the assassination of the king in 1934 at the hands of Croat and
Macedonian extremists. Not until August 1939, ironically just on the eve of World War I, was
agreement reached to satisfy the demands of the Croats by giving them greater regional

autonomy. This deal created its own problems, however, because it left Yugoslavia’s other
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smaller minorities dissatisfied, and it facilitated Croatian discrimination against Serbs who were
a quarter of that region’s population.?

World War 11 gave rise to ethnic violence in Yugoslavia so intense that its memory
played a powerful role five decades later. The axis powers occupied the country, partitioned it,
and allied themselves with local ultra-nationalists who murdered and oppressed Serbs and other
minorities. Most vicious were the Ustashe forces of the new Independent State of Croatia who
murdered hundreds of thousands of Serbs and tens of thousands of Jews. (The Croatian state
included most of Bosnia, and its forces included many Muslims.) Serb nationalist Chenik forces
retaliated, though to a lesser degree. In Bosnia, the fighting killed approximately 200,000 Serbs;
80,000 Muslims; and 80.000 Croats. Ultimately, successful resistance to the axis occupation was
led by the communist partisan forces of Josip Broz Tito, who were predominantly Serb but
included members of all ethnic groups, supported by the western allied powers.*

Following the war, Tito’s communists established the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia, comprising six republics: Bosnia, Croatia, Macedonia. Montenegro, Slovenia, and
Serbia, the last of which contained the two semi-autonomous provinces of Kosovo and
Vojvodina. Tito's wartime rhetoric promised that communism would quickly end Yugoslavia's
internecine ethnic conflict. In reality, over the next 35 years, Tito never fully succeeded in his
strategy of forging a common Yugoslav identity by appeasing national aspirations, despite
experimenting with a variety of federal constitutional stmeges. ranging from highly centralized
to virtually confederal. Complicating these efforts was Yugoslavia’s intermingled ethnic
demography. All of the republics and provinces except Slovenia contained significant
populations of more than one ethnic group, so that ethnic tensions existed not just between the
various republics and provinces, but also within them. Accordingly, any effort to appease one
republic’s national aspirations by devolving power to it from the center inevitably sparked
opposition from that republic’s minorities who depended on central authority to assure their
rights.’ Nevertheless, Tito somehow managed to hold Yugoslavia together by a combination of

his enormous legitimacy, intolerance for suspected secessionists, and constraints on Serbia and

* Lenard J. Cohen, Broken Bonds (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1995), pp. 13-19. Burg and Shoup, The War in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 20-2 1, characterize the 1939 arvangement as a de facto partition of Yugoslavia into Croatia

and greater Serbia.
* Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. 21-23.
* Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. 24-27.

90



¢

the Serbs. which as the largest republic and ethnic group always potentially threatened to
intimidate the other republics and ethnic minorities.

A series of events in the 1980s exacerbated Yugoslavia’s inherent centrifugal tendencies.
First, Tito died in 1980. Because no other individual duplicated his legitimacy and reputation as
an even-handed broker between the republics, he was replaced by a rotating presidency and key
decisions were based on the votes of eight representatives — one from each republic and
province. This raised risks of either gridlock or domination of some republics by others.®
Second, Yugoslavia’s economy declined rapidly in the mid-1980s, exacerbated first by its large
foreign debt and subsequently by the domestic fiscal constraints imposed by international
financial institutions.” Declining levels of absolute prosperity triggered increasing focus on the
relative wealth of the republics. Slovenia and Croatia were the most industrialized and wealthy
republics in Yugoslavia, and they increasingly resented having to subsidize the other republics.
which needed such transfer payments more than ever.® Third, the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989
and subsequent disintegration of the Warsaw Pact and Soviet Union gave rise to democratization
and nationalism throughout Eastern Europe.” In Yugosiavia, Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic
exploited this new potential for populist nationalism in order to take political control of Serbia’s
smaller sister republic, Montenegro, and Serbia’s two autonomous provinces, Vojvodina and
Kosovo, including revoking the autonomy of the provinces. (For more detail on this process in
Kosovo, see Chapter 7.) This gave Milosevic control over four of the eight votes in
Yugoslavia's collective presidency, which resurrected fears of Serbian dominance. Such fear led

to gridlock of the federal government and a constitutional crisis. '

¢ Milosevic summed up the situation in July 1989: “Even before his death the system didn't function, Tite
functioned. After his death. nothing has functioned. and nobody has been able to reach agreement on anything.”
Cohen, Broken Bonds, p. 53.

” Susan L. Woodward, Balkan Tragedy (Washington: Brookings Institution, 19953).

® For example. Slovenia had 8 percent of the population but contributed over a quarter of the federal budget and
17 to 19 percent of the Federal Fund for Underdeveloped Regions. Cohen, Broken Bonds. p. 59.

? James Gow. Triumph of the Lack of Will (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997), p. 20, argues that the
fall of the Berlin Wall also lifted the lid on nascent cthno-nationalism in Yugoslavia because “during the Cold War
the threat of Sovict annexation might always discipline fractious republican leaders.”

' He successfully installed allies in Vojvodina following the Yogurt Revolution of October 5, 1988; Kosovo in
November 1988; and Montenegro in January 1989. In March 1989, Serbia enacted constitutional amendments that
formally revoked the autonomy of Vojvodina and Kosovo, giving Milosevic de jure control of three votcs in the
Yugoslav presidency. while his allies in Montenegro provided a dependable fourth. In December 1989, Miloscvic
formally became president of Serbia. However. Miloscvic was no nationalist, but rather “he was instrumentalizing
the Serbian issuc for authoritarian and carecrist ends.” Laura Silber and Allan Little, Yugosiavia: Death of a Nation
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Slovenia and Croatia Opt for Secession

By 1990, Slovenia and Croatia began to consider the option of secession. They resexnted
the economic drain of the other republics, could no longer turn to Tito for help, and saw little
chance for federal redress so long as Milosevic controlled half the votes in the presidency. In
September 1989, Slovenia changed its constitution to explicitly establish a right of secession
from Yugoslavia, and republic officials harshly criticized Serbia for its revocation of Kosovo's
autonomy. Serbia retaliated in December 1989 by imposing an economic boycott on Slovenia.
In January 1990, at the 14" congress of Yugoslavia’s communist party, the Slovenian branch
walked out when its demands for greater regional autonomy were rejected, and the Croatians
followed, effectively ending the federation-wide party. In April 1990, Slovenia and Croatia held
the first democratic elections in Yugoslavia since 1938, and the victors ran on pledges to
establish the sovereignty of their republics and transform Yugoslavia into a loose confederation.
Soon after, Slovenia halted most of its transfer payments to the federal government. Then, in
December 1990, Slovenia held a plebiscite that supported secession if necessary to establish
sovereignty, and Croatia adopted a new constitution with an explicit right of secession. In
February 1991, both republics annulled all federal laws pertaining to them."'

At the same time, a tense competition was raging for control of military forces in
Slovenia and Croatia that potentially could enable, or prevent, armed secession. The Yugoslav
army was a federal institution dominated by Serbs and thus committed for several reasons to the
preservation of a unitary state, but each republic also had its own “territorial defense forces”
(TDF) - reserve militia originally established as part of Yugoslavia’s defense-in-depth strategy
against invasion. As early as April 1990, the army sought to preempt armed unilateral secession
by secretly collecting the weapons belonging to the two republics’ militias. In Slovenia,
however, republic officials caught wind of the plan and interrupted it, and also began secretly to
import arms. Belgrade responded in September 1990 by reasserting federal control over
Slovenia’s militias and sending federal police to occupy their headquarters, but Slovenia took

back full control in December 1990. Croatia did not act quickly enough to prevent the federal

(New York: Penguin Books. 1997). pp. 59-64. 73. 78. Svetozar Stojanovic, The Fall of Yugoslavia, (New York:
Prometheus Books, 1997), p. 120.

"' Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. Cohen, Broken Bonds, 62, 84. 88-102. 178. Siiber and Little. Yugoslavia: Death of
a Nation, pp. 78-80, 90.
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takeover of its militias, and so instead converted its police into a defense force; it also
clandestinely imported weapons, although less rapidly than Slovenia. The federal presidency
responded in January 1991 by demanding that all non-federal troops be disbanded and their
weapons surrendered to the army. Croatia formally agreed but failed to comply. '

The struggle for Yugoslavia’s future was epitomized by three competing constitutional
proposals that became the focus of debate in late 1990. Slovenia and Croatia proposed
transforming Yugoslavia into a loose confederation tied together by little more than a customs
union and common market — de facto independence for all republics.'® Serbia and Montenegro
favored continuation of a centralized federation. Bosnia and Macedonia, in the wake of their
own republic-wide democratic elections in late fall 1990, supported a compromise intended to
keep Yugoslavia together while avoiding civil war: an “asymmetric federation” in which each
republic would decide how much federal authority to accept."* The hope was that Serbia could
be satisfied by fairly strong federal control over only four republics, while the other two
republics (Slovenia and Croatia) would be willing to accept nominal federal authority so long as
they could reduce it to a bare minimum. Bosnian officials especially were eager for this
compromise in order to avert the tough decision they would face if Croatia and Slovenia seceded

— that is, whether Bosnia too should secede and risk war or stay part of rump Yugoslavia and risk

'* Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. 184-90. Silber and Little, Yugosiavia: Death of a Nation. pp. 105-109. Slovenia
began sccretly importing small arms in May 1990 and hcavy weapons in December 1990.

'3 Stipe Mesic, the Croatian representative on the Yugoslav presidency. later admitted: “Tudjman did not
proposc a confederation because a confederation was our objective. Of course not, a confederation was for us a
means to achieve a state.” Stojanovic, The Fall of Yugoslavia. p. 117,

'“ By February 1992, Macedonian president Gligorov was less enthusiastic than Bosnian president Izetbegovic
for the strong federal control that would remain on their republics under the compromise. Cohen. Broken Bonds. pp.
201-202.
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Serbian domination in the absence of the counter-balance provided by Croatia.'” However, the
compromise proved unacceptable to either of the other contending camps. '

Slovenia and Croatia moved inexorably toward secession. As late as March 1991,
Milosevic still had some hope that the federal army would preempt this outcome by forcibly
disarming the two republics. However, because the army repeatedly proved unwilling to do so.
he had begun by January 1991 to view some sort of dissolution of Yugoslavia as likely
unavoidable. !’ Milosevic insisted, however, that secession would be acceptable only if republic
borders were redrawn to account for ethnic demography. Of most immediate concern were
Croatia’s minority Serbs, who feared oppression if the republic became independent, because

they no longer would enjoy protection from Belgrade.'® These fears were exacerbated by the

s [zetbegovic compared the choice between seceding and staying within a ramp Yugoslavia to ~the choice
between leukemia and a brain tumor.” Ejub Stitkovac and Jasminka Udovicki. “Bosnia and Herzegovina: The
Second War” in Yugoslavia s Ethmc Nightmare (New York: Lawrence Hill Books, 1995). p. 166. According to
some reports, lzetbegovic urged the international community not to recognize the independence of Croatia and
Slovenia as late as November 1991, in a2 meeting with German officials in Bonn. See. John Newhouse, “The
Diplomatic Round — Dodging the Problem.” NVew Yorker. Aug. 24, 1992. However, this is disputed by
Zimmermann, Origins of a Catastrophe (New York: Times Books, 1999), pp. 173, 176, which claims that
[zetbegovic did not follow through on his plans to express such opposition in that meeting with German Foreign
Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher. However, Zimmermann confirms that Izetbegovic told him in October 1991 that
the West must not recognize Slovenia and Croatia.

** Slovenia and Croatia were unwilling to surrender any of their sovereignty to Serbia, and Serbia was unwilling
to surrender Yugoslav sovereignty over Serb regions of Croatia. Ironically. the proposal for an asymmetric
federation oniginally was made in 1989 by Slovenia. It was immediately rejected in Scptember 1989 by Serbia. By
1991, the proposal was no longer acceptable to Slovenia. Silber and Little. Yugoslavia. Death of a Nation. pp. 75-
76. 148.

' Milosevic had first tentatively arranged for federal army intervention in Slovenia as early as September 1989,
in response to the republic’s constitutional amendments asserting a right of secession. but the army demurred at the
time. Subsequently, the federal defense minister, General Kadijevic, threatened publicly in April 1990 to intervene
in Slovenia to prevent secession, but failed to do so. In December 1990, Kadijevic likewise threatened that the
federal army would disarm Croatia’s police force, but he did not. in part because U.S. Ambassador Warren
Zimmermann warned Belgrade not too. In March 1991, Kadijevic once more tentatively agreed with Serbian
leaders to tntervene preventively in Slovenia, but again backed down when he failed to win support of the Yugoslav
presidency for the declaration of a state of emergency. Silber and Little, Yugosiavia: Death of a Nation, pp. 75-76.
88-89, 108-109, 112-17. 126-27. Cohen. Broken Bonds, pp. 203-204.

'* On March 18, 1991. he told a public meeting of mayors that: It has not occurred to us to dispute the right of
the Croatian nation to secede from Yugoslavia. if that nation decides of its own free will in a referendum . . . but 1
want to make it completely clear that it should not occur to anyone that a part of the Serbian nation will be allowed
to go with them. Because the history of the Serbian nation in the Independent State of Croatia is too tragic to risk
such a fate again.” The federal army also began to come around to this position, as described by Borisav Jovic, the
Serbian representative to the Yugoslav presidency: “The army started changing its opinion. [t realized that the only
role that it had at that time, was to protect that part of Yugoslavia where the people saw it as their own army, where
they did not have to fight with the people. Basically that is the line of the Serb territory in Croatia.™ Yugoslav
Defense Minister Kadijevic later wrote that the army’s mission switched to preserving a “new Yugosiavia composed
of those peoples who wanted to live together in it and who would not allow the disintegration of such a Yugoslavia.”
Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, pp. 131, 145. Gow, Triumph of the Lack of Will, p. 33. Jovic
reveals in his own memoirs that Milosevic had settled on this strategy by January 1991: “He [Milosevic] suggests
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new Croatian government’s provocative policies, which included resurrecting the symbols of the
Ustashe regime that had killed hundreds of thousands of Serbs during World War I1. In addition,

in late 1990, the Croatian authorities forced Serbs to sign loyalty oaths and in some cases fired

them en masse. '’

As Croatia moved towards secession, its Serbs armed themselves with assistance from
local army barracks, declared autonomy in regions where they were highly concentrated, and
skirmished with the republic’s forces, sometimes spurring the intervention of the federal army.
In May 1991, Croatia’s voters overwhelmingly approved a referendum on independence, but its
Serb regions boycotted and instead approved their own referendum to secede from the republic
and unite with Serbia. Milosevic’s stance likewise was that Croatia was free to secede. but only
if its Serb areas remained part of Yugoslavia, which was unacceptable to Croatian President
Franjo Tudjman. On May 15, Serbia blocked the scheduled rotation of Yugoslavia's presidency
to its Croatian representative — alleging that he sought to destroy the federation — and directed the
army to protect Serbs in Croatia. Despite their disagreements about Croatia, however, Milosevic
and Tudjman apparently shared a vision for Bosnia. Meeting in March 1991 on their border in
Karadjordjevo, the two leaders reportedly agreed secretly that if Yugoslavia disintegrated,

Bosnia should be divided between Serbia and Croatia. *°

that we should take action as soon as possible. but only in Croatia, leave Slovenia alone. and in Croatia only where
Serbs live. if there is conflict. and there will be conflict. [He also suggests] that we limit things territorially and
avoid spreading [our] activities all over the ‘democratized’ territories but we should render them incapable of
fighting against the Serbian people who do not wish to tolerate the [Croatian Fascist] Ustasha regime.” Quoted in
Filip Svarm, “Kill, Then Tell.” Transitions. Vol. 5, No. 2 (February 1998), p. 28.

'* Stojanovic, The Fall of Yugoslavia, p. 90. Croatian officials also “changed the names of places. institutions.
streets, etc., in the spirit of nationalistic, even Ustashi [sic], tradition; Serbs were dismissed from their jobs; their
expulsion from Croatia (‘ethnic cleansing’) was tolerated and even encouraged:™ attempts were made to change the
composition of police forces in Serbs areas: and plans were designed for the cleansing or killing of the Scrbs in
Croatia.

*® Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. 203-15. Silber and Litte, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, pp. 92-104. 108, 117,
132, 137-46. 172. Adil Zulfikarpasic, in dialogue with Milovan Djilas and Nadezda Gace. The Bosniak, (London:
C. Hurst & Co., 1998). p. 157. Gow. Triumph of the Lack of Will, p. 51. Milosevic denies that a deal on Bosnia was
struck at Karadjordjevo. After EC intervention in late June, Milosevic agreed to permit Mesic to assume leadership
of the presidency and to return the army to its barracks, on condition that the declarations of independence were
suspended for three months. However, Mesic could not be appointed as planned on June 29, because Slovenia
rcfused to send its representative to attend the meeting, claiming no longer to be part of the federation. Mesic finally
was allowed to take up the post of president in July. but when the war in Croatia started soon after, he was replaced

by Montencgro's representative to the presidency.
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On June 25, 1991, Slovenia and Croatia seceded from Yugoslavia.2! The federal army
responded with force, but in Slovenia it conducted only a half-hearted, ten-day, unsuccessful war
because of two factors: the wealthy Slovenians had armed themselves heavily; and the republic
contained few Serbs or other minorities opposing secession, so Yugoslavia’s dominant Serbian
republic had little motivaticn to fight to retain it in the federation.”* Croatia was a different
story. It contained 13 percent Serbs, who had armed themselves and voted virtually unanimously
to remain in Yugoslavia. Moreover, Croatia had been less successful than Slovenia in importing
arms and converting its militia and police iﬁto a true defense force. Thus, in the wake of
Croatia’s declaration of independence, the federal army joined with local Serb forces and within
five months captured control of essentially all areas of Serb demographic concentration —
approximately one-third of the republic’s territory — at a toll of 10,000 dead, 30,000 wounded.
and hundreds of thousands displaced, mostly ethnic Croats. The military offensive was
notorious internationally for its barbarity — especially in Vukovar where both sides committed
atrocities and victorious Serb paramilitaries succeeded in carrying out extensive ethnic cleansing,

and in the medieval coastal city of Dubrovnik where the army shelled historic buildings.”

*! The two republics formally used the term disassociation” rather than secession. based on their claim that
Yugoslavia had always been a voluntary union of nations. Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, p. 167.

*2 The army had prepared a back-up plan for a full-blown war against Slovenia. but decided against it. Instead.
the army deployed minimal forces in the hopes the Slovenes would permit them to retake control of border
crossings, a seapor, and an airport. However, Slovene forces attacked the army. On the third day of the war.
Milosevic and Jovic decided against escalating to pursue victory, because there were no Serbs or others in Slovena
who wanted to remain in Yugoslavia. The war was over in 10 days, and the army withdrew within a month.
Yugoslav commander Veljko Kadijevic later wrote that the army switched its goal to fighting for the borders of a
“new Yugoslavia composed of those peoples who wanted to live together in it and who would not allow the
disintegration of such a Yugoslavia.”. Silber and Litlle, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, pp. 154-61. Gow. Triumph
of the Lack of Will. p. 33.

** Tudjman seceded — even though he knew his forces were not yet prepared to take on the federal army and
local Serb forces - in order “to avoid being left behind” when Slovenia seceded, according to Silber and Little.
Subsequently, during the first two months of the army offensive, Tudjman refused to fully mobilize his forces
because he argued that. again in the words of Silber and Little, “Croatia’s future depended not on defeating the Serbs
militarily, but on winning international recognition: a deciaration of war would bring universal condemnation from
the democratic world: it would be suicide for his fledgling state.” In addition, the EC had negotiated a 90-day
moratorium on further independence declarations, which was not set to expire until October 8. 1991. (Tudjman later
revealed that this grand strategy of courting international support had been his plan since 1990. In that year, he
rejected a proposal from his defense minister to forcibly disarm the federal army in Croatia because “it would be
political suicide for democratic Croatia. . . . [W]e would have been condemned by the world as outlaw secessionists
who wanted to overthrow the constitutional system.”) In the 1991 Croatian war, Milosevic halted the federal army
offensive after capture of the Serb territories, rather than attempting to capture all of Croatia, because by this point
he had reduced his goals to redrawing republic borders, primarily to include Serb areas secking Belgrade’s
protection. One exception was Dubrovnik, which the Serbs targeted probably cither because it was seen as a
valuable coastal city or in retaliation for Croatian blockading of Yugoslav army barracks, rather than to protect
Serbs, who were only scven percent of the city’s population. Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, pp.
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Throughout the second half of 1991, the European Community failed in several attempts
to broker a comprehensive peace in Yugoslavia, because its approach required Serbia to consent
to the dissolution of the federation along existing republic borders, which Belgrade had ruled out
from the start. By the first weeks of 1992, however, the international community did
successfully employ two major initiatives to formally halt Croatia’s fighting, which already had
diminished considerably after Serb and federal army forces gained control of Serb-concentrated
areas and cleansed them of ethnic Croats.** First, the European Community, at German
insistence, recognized the independence cf both seceding republics. The legal rationale for this
step ostensibly was established by the EC’s hastily organized Badinter panel, which laid out a
series of guidelines for recognition of the independence of the Yugoslav republics, depending in
part on whether they had held referenda on independence.”” Second, the United Nations agreed
to deploy peacekeepers to Croatia that would freeze the de facto partition between Serbs and
Croats. Croatia acquiesced to the deployment as a means of preventing any further territorial
losses. Serbia and the federal army acquiesced due to international pressure and the expectation

that UN peacekeepers would effectively lock in their gains in Croatia, at least temporarily, and

109. 165. 170, 182, 186-88. Cohen. Broken Bonds. pp. 229-30. Gow. Triumph of the Lack of Will, p. 56. Cmobmja.
The Yugosiav Drama, pp. 167-68. 171, 195, 199. 236, assents that Croatia’s strategy was to provoke the Yugoslav
army into abuses in order to win international recognition and support for Croatia as the perceived underdog. As
evidence. he claims that most ccase fires in the Croatian war were broken by the Croatian side, which perceived that
peace would undercut prospects for international recognition. He claims that Croatian forces ignited old tires inside
the walls of Dubrovnik to produce black smoke and give the impression that the town was burning due to the
Yugoslav army assault. By this logic. the Croats had to lose in the short run in order to win in the long run: “The
battle for Vukovar went a long way towards swinging intemational opinion in Croatia’s favour. In losing the town,
Croatia came much closer to winning independence.” He estimates that the Croatian war killed 6-30,000 and
wounded 25-100.000.

** Yugoslavia's former ambassador to the EC, Mihailo Crnobrnja, The Yugoslav Drama. p. 172, confirms that
the Yugoslav army s successful military campaign in Croatia. which established Yugoslav control over all major
Serb areas and a de facto partition of the province. is what enabled Belgradc to agree to a cease-fire.

%% The Badinter commission was established in November 1991. The European Community voted in mid-
December to invite each of the former republics to apply for recognition within a week, planning to recognize the
independence of Slovenia and Croatia the foilowing month. Germany preemptively recognized the two republics on
December 18, 1991. Four repubtics applied to the EC for recognition: these two plus Bosnia and Macedonia. (The
EC rejected applications from Kosovo's Albanians and Croatia’s Serbs on grounds they did not represent republics.)
In January, the Badinter commission rcported that of the four republics. only Slovenia and Macedonia met its
standard for recognition. (Despite this, it recommended Croatia for recognition, noting with reservation that the
republic had failed to enact promised legal protections.) However. the EC then recognized only Slovenia and
Croatia, as it originally had planned. Laura Silber and Allan Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation (Ncw York:
Penguin Books, 1997), pp. 199-201. Cohen, Broken Bonds. pp. 238-40. Burg and Shoup. The War in Bosnia-

Herzegovina, p. 96. Gow, Triumph of the Lack of Will, pp. 77-78.
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thereby free Serb and federal forces for other tasks, including potential coercion or warfare in

Bosnia.?

Bosnia

With Slovenia fully independent and Croatia temporarily resolved, the attention of
Belgrade and the international community now turned to Bosnia. In reality, however, Bosnia’s
leaders had been anguishing and maneuvering over their republic’s fate for more than a year. The
republic held its first democratic elections in late 1990 with the populace voting closely along
ethnic lines. The republic’s population was 44 percent Muslim, 31 percent Serb, 17 percent
Croat, and 6 percent Yugoslav (a self-identification adopted by those either of mixed parentage
or who wished to make a strong statement favoring the federation’s continued unity).>” In the
elections, the three leading ethnic nationalist parties captured 84 percent of the seats — the
Muslim SDA 34 percent, the Serb SDS 30 percent, and the Croat HDZ 18 percent. The other,
pan-ethnic parties won support mainly from the minority of Muslims who opposed the SDA’s
ethno-nationalist tilt, as well as from self-identified “Yugoslavs” (who were heavily Serb).
Building on the federal model, a seven-member “presidency” was established comprising two
members each from the ethnic parties, and a “Yugoslav” (who actually was also a Muslim
nationalist who later joined the SDA). The head of the Muslim party, Alija Izetbegovic, was

named President of Bosnia, while a Serb was named speaker of the parliament, and a Croat

prime minister.*®

% Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, p. 197-98, 204. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosmia-
Herzegovina, p. 91. Milosevic decided in principle to accept UN peacekeepers in October 1991. The rump
Yugoslav presidency sent a letter to the UN on November 9, 1991, indicating support for a peacekeeping force.
Jovic recalls: “We saw the danger —~ when Croatia would be recognized, which we realized would happen, the INA
would be regarded as a foreign army invading another country. So we had better get the UN troops in early to
protect the Serbs.” UN negotiator Cyrus Vance struck a deal with Tudjman and Milosevic in early December 1991:
the UN Security Council authorized resolution 743 on February 14. 1992; and the peacekeepers began deploying on
March 8, 1992. Gow, Triumph of the Lack of Will, p. 65, notes that another incentive for Milosevic was the promise
that the rump Yugoslavia would be recognized as the legal successor state of the disintegrating Yugoslavia.

%’ These figures are from the 1991 census. Until the late 1960s, Serbs had been the majority in Bosnia. For
example, in 1953, the figures were Serbs 44%, Muslims 3 1%, and Croats 23%. After that, the proportion of Serbs
and Croats declined steadily due to a combination of outmigration of these groups and the higher fertility of the
Muslims. Serbs tended to be rural. and Muslims urban, so that even in 1991, the minority Serbs inhabited 56
percent of the land of Bosnia. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 26-8.

*® Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, pp. 210-11. Cohen, Broken Bonds, pp. 139, 146-47. Burg and
Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 48. Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, pp. 146, 156. Robert M. Hayden,
“Bosnia’s Internal War,” Fletcher Forum, Vol. 22, No. 1 (Winter/Spring 1998), p. 55. Cabinet ministries were also
divided - ten for the SDA, seven for the SDS, and five for HDZ. The three nationalist parties made an informal
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Figure 3-1
Bosnians Vote Along Ethnic Lines in First Democratic Election

1991 Census |[1990 Elections

Nationality Percentage | Political Party
Muslim 44 34 Muslim SDA
Serb 31 30 Serb SDS
Croat 17 18 Croat HDZ
| Yugoslav 6 18 Other

From the summer of 1991 through spring 1992, Bosnia’s Muslim leaders confronted a
fateful decision: whether or not to secede from Yugoslavia and, if so, how and when. During the
preceding year, their preference clearly had been for staying within the Yugoslav federation if it
remained unitary in one form or another. The Muslims believed that so long as the federation’s
two largest rival republics, Serbia and Croatia, remained in Yugoslavia, Bosnia could play the
role of balancer between them and retain its territorial integrity and existing autonomy. By July
1991, however, this option was ruled out, as Belgrade conceded the secession of Slovenia and
Croatia, and the federal army fought only to ensure that Serb areas of Croatia (cleansed of most
ethnic Croats) remained in Yugosiavia.

Based on these facts, Bosnia’s Muslim leaders in summer 1991 had reason to believe that
if they seceded unilaterally, their republic would suffer a fate still worse than that of Croatia.
Serbs represented at least 31 percent of Bosnia’s population — more than twice their proportion in
Croatia — and the Muslim-led Bosnian government had not armed itself even as well as Croatia,
let alone Slovenia. Moreover, Bosnian Serbs lived in rural rather than urban areas, so they were
the predominant ethnic group on half or more of the republic’s territory. Thus, if Bosnia should
secede unilaterally, Belgrade would have even greater incentive to launch a military campaign to

redraw borders and perpetrate ethnic cleansing — and the republic’s forces would be even less

agreement prior to the election to support each other in the vote — by urging voters to support the nationalist party of
their choice rather than any of the pan-ethnic parties — and then to divide power afterwards. Even in the absence of
such an agreement, however, it is likely that the ethnic parties would have triumphed. Interestingly, in Bosnia’s
only previous competitive elections, in 1910 and the 1920s, ethnic nationalist parties similarly gamered most of the
vote. In 1990, the two main non-nationalist parties were the reformed communists (the League of Communists —
Social Democratic Party) and the Alliance of Reform Forces of Yugoslavia, which supported efforts to democratize

but preserve the Yugoslav federation.
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able to defend territory and civilians - than had been the case in Croatia.?” In other words,
unilateral secession appeared a recipe for military defeat and civilian bloodbath.

Accordingly, Bosnia’s Muslim leaders explored two alternatives to unilateral secession
from July 1991 to March 1992. First was the option of staying within Yugoslavia despite the
secession of Slovenia and Croatia. Contrary to many published reports, these negotiations were
initiated by the Bosnian Muslims — not the Serbs in Bosnia or Belgrade — with the full
authorization of President Izetbegovic, as detailed below. After ten days of negotiations in
Belgrade in late July 1991, a tentative agreement was forged between Izetbegovic’s Muslim
representatives, Bosnia’s Serbs, and Serbian President Milosevic. Initially, Izetbegovic
embraced the agreement. Within days, however, he reversed himself and rejected it. Milosevic
tried to revive the negotiations the following month, but the Bosnian Muslims refused to attend >°
Thus the so-called Historic Agreement Between Serbs and Muslims, or “Belgrade Initiative,”
died in August 1991

After the Muslims rejected the option of keeping Bosnia within Yugoslavia, debate
turned to the second alternative to unilateral secession: the negotiation prior to independence of
an ethnic cantonization plan acceptable to the republics’ three main ethnic groups and Belgrade,
so that secession would be by mutual agreement and thus less likely to spark war. Several
versions of this option, which was originally proposed by Bosnia’s Serbs, were considered prior
to independence, but all ultimately were rejected by the Muslims (as summarized briefly in the
following bullets and detailed later in the chapt.r):

* In October 1991, the Muslims pushed for a vote in Bosnia's parliament on their proposal
to declare immediately the republic’s sovereignty from Yugoslavia — a key step on the road to
independence — but the Serbs threatened to respond by seceding from Bosnia. The Muslims,

rather than negotiate with the Serbs to find a compromise, instead illegally reconvened

*% Bosnia also was home to many of the factories that produced equipment and supplies for the Yugoslav army,
providing further incentive for the army not to permit the republic to secede. Ultimately, when the Yugoslav army
formally left Bosnia in May 1992, it disassembled many of these factories and took them to Serbia. Crnobmja. The

Yugoslav Drar:-a, p. 180.

% Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 71. Milosevic tricd to revive the four-republic plan —
which he labeled the “Belgrade Initiative” - on August 12. 1991, but the representative from Bosnia was a Serb.
Momcilo Krajisnik, rather than a Muslim, so this was not a true negotiation betwcen Serbian and Bosnian

authorities
' Marcus Tanner, “Milosevic Woos 'Loyal' Republics.™ /ndependent, August 13, 1991, p. 9.
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parliament in the middle of the night, while Serb delegates were absent, and voted to approve the
declaration of sovereignty.

* InJanuary 1992, Izetbegovic briefly agreed to a compromise worked out between his
Muslim vice-president and the Bosnian Serbs to postpone a referendum on independence until all
the sides had agreed on a division of the republic into ethnic cantons, or some equivalent
constitutional reorganization. However, Izetbegovic then renounced the deal even as it was
being explained in parliament. Instead, the Muslims again reconvened parliament in the dead of
night to pass a resolution — this time scheduling the referendum despite the absence of an
agreement with the Serbs.

* In February 1992, one week prior to the referendum, Izetbegovic agreed to another
version of the plan, this time proposed by the European Community in Lisbon and embraced by
both Bosnia’s Croat and Serb leaders. However, once again he renounced the deal within days,
just prior to the referendum, which then was approved by Muslim and Croat voters but boycotted
by the Serbs.

» Finally, in March 1992, following the referendum and less than three weeks prior to
planned international recognition of Bosnia’s independence, Izetbegovic agreed to a further
revision of the EC plan hammered out in Sarajevo. Within days, however, he renounced this
version too, this time joined by the Croats.

Meanwhile, Bosnia’s three dominant ethnic groups and Belgrade also were pursuing
military and administrative steps intended to safeguard their perceived interests. For example,
each of the three nationalist parties conducted ethnic purges of the republic ministries and
municipal authorities under their control.*?> Throughout Bosnia, these steps increased the
insecurity of local minorities, and in Sarajevo it gave the impression that the Muslims were
seizing control of the republic’s central government. In response to these concerns, and in light
of the precedent in Croatia, four Serb areas in Bosnia declared themselves autonomous during
Sept 12-20, 1991. The Muslims responded in October by pushing their declaration of
sovereignty through parliament despite Serb opposition, as described above. The Serbs

responded in kind on November 9-10, by approving a referendum calling for establishment of a

32 Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 63-64. Robert M. Hayden, “Bosnia’s Internal War.”
Fletcher Forum, Vol. 22, No. 1 (Winter/Spring 1998), p. 55. Robert M. Hayden. “The Partition of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, 1990-1993,” RFE/RL Research Report, Vol. 2, No. 22 (May 28, 1993). pp. 4-5. includes a copy of the
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greater Serbia that should incorporate Serb areas of Croatia and Bosnia. The Bosnian Croats
soon followed suit, in mid-November, when two of their areas likewise declared themselves
autonomous. The European Community exacerbated this cycle on December 17, when it invited
Yugoslavia’s republics, including Bosnia, to apply for recognition of independence. In reaction,
on December 18, one of Bosnia’s Serb autonomous areas (Bosanska Krajina) declared itself to
be part of Yugoslavia rather than Bosnia. Despite this, on December 2, the Muslim and Croat
members of Bosnia’s presidency applied to the EC for recognition of Bosnia as a unitary,
independent state. Responding to this, on December 21, the Bosnian Serbs’ rump assembly
declared its own republic, and on January 9, it announced that the “Serb Republic of Bosnia-
Herzegovina” would encompass the majority of Bosnian territory.*

Military preparations in Bosnia began as early as 1990, when Belgrade started
transferring weapons to Bosnia’s Serbs.>* Efforts on all sides escalated significantly in the latter
half of the following year. In the summer of 1991, Bosnian Serbs and Croats started fighting on
opposing sides in the neighboring Croatian war. In October 1991, the Yugoslav army ordered
the mobilization of northwest Bosnia for the war in Croatia, and some of its reservists from
Montenegro crossed into Bosnia en route to their attack on Dubrovnik and skirmished in Bosnia
with Herzegovina Croats. On December 5, 1991, Milosevic ordered a reorganization of the
Yugoslav army to withdraw from Bosnia troops who were born elsewhere and to return to the
republic troops who were born there. Drawing on the lessons of the Croatian war, where the
Yugoslav army suffered international criticism and initially performed poorly, Milosevic was
attempting to ensure that the Bosnian Serbs would have an army that was indigenous ~ and thus
more willing to fight and less vulnerable to accusations of being an invading force. By the end

of December 1991, 85-90 percent of the federal army in Bosnia consisted of troops born there.**

Serbs’ initially proposed map for cantonization of Bosnia in late 1991, the Croats’ response, and the EC's
subsequent proposal in early 1992.

% Silber and Little. Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, p. 215. Burg and Shoup. The i¥ar in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
pp. 64, 73, 97. 99.

3 Stitkovac and Udovicki, “Bosnia and Herzegovina: The Second War.” p. 172. The early flow of arms to
Bosnia’s Serbs was revealed by Yugoslav Prime Minister Antc Markovic in September 1991, based on tapped
conversations between Milosevic and Karadzic.

% Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 62, 74, 82-83, 101-102. Silber and Little, Yugoslavia:
Death of a Nation, pp. 217-18. Burg and Shoup claim the 85-90% figure was rcached by the end of December 1991,
citing Yugoslav Defense Minister Kadijevic: Silber and Little say only that it was rcached prior to recognition of
independence in April 1992, citing Milosevic’s close ally, Borisav Jovic. In the Croatian war, Serb soldiers from
Serbia who were in the federal army had proved not very willing to fight outside their home republic.
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Meanwhile, Bosnia’s Croats armed themselves during the war in Croatia, and Bosnia’s Muslims
began arming in the fall of 1991, as detailed below. Despite this arms race, until March 1992,
there was no fighting in Bosnia except for minimal spillover from the war in neighboring
Croatia.

The spread of fighting in Bosnia came only after the republic’s Muslim and Croat voters
approved an independence referendum on March 1, and the fighting did not intensify into war
until a month later, after the EC and United States announced they would be recognizing
Bosnia’s independence on a date certain. The chronology is illuminating. As noted, on
December 17, 1991, the EC invited all of Yugoslavia’s republics to apply for recognition within
a week. Three days later, the Muslim and Croat members of Bosnia’s presidency voted to apply
for recognition over the objection of its Serb members. This raised the question of a referendum
on independence, because the EC’s Badinter panel had not recommended recognition of Bosnia,
but did say a referendum could “possibly” show the will of Bosnia’s peoples to establish an
independent state. On January 23, the EC president removed this ambiguity by declaring a
willingness to recognize Bosnia if its voters approved an independence referendum.*® Two days
later, Muslim and Croat legislators authorized the referendum despite Serb opposition, thereby
violating Bosnian constitutional requirements, as detailed below. On March 1, the referendum
was approved with the overwhelming support of Muslim and Croat voters, but was boycotted by
virtually all Serbs.*’

The day after the referendum, on March 2, 1992, the Serbs set up barricades across
Sarajevo, apparently preparing to partition the city by force. They also demanded that final
agreement be reached on their cantonization plan prior to any declaration of independence, but
Izetbegovic spurned the request and on the following day declared independence, which the

parliament then ratified over Serb opposition. ** By mid-March, barricades between Serbs and

% Robert M. Hayden. “Bosnia’s Intemal War,” Fletcher Forum. Vol. 22, No. 1 (Winter/Spring 1998). p. 58.
Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, pp. 200, 217. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina. p.
99. At the time, Izetbegovic explained the December 20, 1991 decision to seek recognition by saying that the only
alternative, living in a Greater Serbia, was unacceptable.

%" The referendum received 62.68 percent support, “almost precisely the outcome one would expect if all the
Muslims and Croats supported the referendwin.” Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 117.

% Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, p. 205-206. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, p. 118. The Serbs claimed to be retaliating to an attack over the weckend against a Serb wedding
party that had been held, perhaps provocatively, in the old Muslim section of Sarajevo. Aleksa Buha, a senior
official in the Bosnian Serb nationalist party, still insists that the barricades were a spontaneous local reaction, which
was then quelled by his party. Aleksa Buha. interview with author, Belgrade. July 27. 2000.
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Muslims had spread to the eastern Bosnian city of Gorazde, which was in a state of emergency.
Skirmishes also broke out in March between Croats and Serbs in the central Bosnian town of
Kupres, in the southern city of Mostar and elsewhere in Herzegovina, and in the northern towns
of Doboj,‘Derventa and Bosanksi Brod, where Croats tried to prevent the entry of federal troops
from Croatia.”

Still, full-blown war and “ethnic cleansing” did not break out until the international
community, at the urging of the United States, announced its intention to recognize Bosnia’s
independence by a date certain, regardless of whether cantonization had been agreed. As
detailed below, on March 5, 1992, U.S. Secretary of State James Baker sent a letter to the EC
urging recognition of Bosnia, based on his department’s belief that recognition might deter
fighting in the republic. Five days later, Baker reached private agreement with EC officials to
recognize Bosnia on April 6, regardless of the status of cantonization negotiations and assuming
only that the republic would by that date have adopted constitutional guarantees for minorities.
The following day, March 11, Baker leaked this private decision to Bosnia’s Muslim foreign
minister, Haris Silajdzic, thereby undermining severely any remaining chance that the Muslims
would agree to cantonization.*’

Ethnic cleansing began on April 1, when the Serb paramilitary leader Arkan entered the
northeast Bosnian town of Bijeljina from neighboring Serbia, launched attacks on Muslim
civilians, and engaged the Muslim militia known as the Patriotska Liga. Interestingly,
Izetbegovic initially appealed to the federal army for assistance to stop the violence, but when
the army’s mainly Serbian troops rolled into the town on April 3, they instead supervised the
cleansing, as they had done in Croatia. Accordingly, on April 4, Izetbegovic declared the
mobilization of the republic’s territorial militia, putting Bosnia on a war footing against the rest
of Yugoslavia. This prompted the immediate resignation of both Serb members of Bosnia’s
presidency, Nikola Koljevic and Biljana Plavsic. On April 6, the EC recognized Bosnia’s
independence, and the Serbs responded by declaring independence of their own Bosnian Serb

republic, thereby sparking the eruption of war in Sarajevo between Serb and Muslim forces. The

» Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 64, 119-20.

“* James A. Baker, 111, with Thomas M. DeFrank, The Politics of Diplomacy (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons,
1995), pp. 641-42. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 1G0-101. As part of the proposal. the
United States also was to recognize Slovenia and Croatia. which the EC had done long before.

104



‘
next day, April 7, the United States added its recognition of Bosnia. On Aprii 8, the Yugoslav
army entered the war in Sarajevo.*'

As noted by a rare pairing of Yugoslav co-authors, one Serb and one Muslim, “The
international recognition of Bosnia marked the point of no return. Immediately, the slaughter
began.”** Likewise, an American analyst observed that, “recognition triggered the outbreak of
full-scale war: just as they had said they would, the Serbs proclaimed their own independence
from the independent Bosnia and Herzegovina and began to establish it militarily.”* Within two
months, the Serbs had seized control of 70 percent of Bosnia’s territory — significantly greater
than the approximately half of the republic in which they predominated during peacetime, and
even exceeding some of the expansive territorial claims in their cantonization proposal several
months earlier. In the process, Serb regular and paramilitary forces killed thousands of Muslims
and compelled hundreds of thousands more to flee their homes. Croat forces seized control of
another 15 percent of the republic’s territory, leaving the Muslims squeezed mostly into a smail
region in the republic’s center and another pocket in the West.

At independence, Bosnia’s territorial defense force still was multi-ethnic and dominated
by Serbs, at least on paper. For example, on April 8, 1992, Sarajevo’s first corps nominally
contained 60 percent ethnic Serbs and 12 percent Croats. On April 15, however, Izetbegovic
created a new territorial defense force by merging the remnants of its predecessor with the
Muslim militias that, as detailed below, his party had established clandestinely prior to
independence. Five weeks later, this new territorial force was officially renamed the Army of
Bosnia, and by July 1992, Muslims represented 79 percent of its personnel, with the remainder
comprising urban or inter-married Serbs and Croats who favored a unitary republic. By 1994, no
Serb officer even commanded a brigade in the Bosnian army.** On the opposing side, the

Yugoslav army officially withdrew from Bosnia on May 21, 1992. In reality, however, it left

“! Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation. pp. 224-28. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, pp. 119-20. Baker, The Politics of Diplomacy, p. 642. The American recognition was delayed for a
day, out of sensitivity to the fact that April 6 was the anniversary of Hitler’s bombing of Serbia.

** Stitkovac and Udovicki. “Bosnia and Herzegovina: The Sccond War.” p. 175.
“ Hayden. “The Partition of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1990-1993.” p. 7.

* Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000. Jovan Divjak, former vice-commandant of the
Bosnian army, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 15, 1999. Stjepan Kljuic, interview with author, Sarajevo,

October 11, 1999.
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behind most of its forces — now staffed virtually exclusively with Bosnian-born Serbs - to
become the new army of the self-declared Bosnian Serb republic.

The initial military success of the Bosnian Serbs was hardly surprising given their
overwhelming advantage in armaments. In 1992, the republic’s Serb forces had approximately
300 tanks and 100 armored personnel carriers, compared to virtually none for the Bosnian army.
Even by the following year, the Muslims had leveled the playing field only marginally, with the
Serbs continuing to enjoy advantages in tanks of 330 to 20; in APCs of 400 to 30; and in artillery
pieces of 800 to 500. (It is noteworthy that both sides were able to build up their forces
substantially despite the imposition of a UN arms embargo, although the Muslims were unable to
acquire much armored equipment such as tanks.) Only in manpower did the Muslims eventually
dominate, because their population was larger and became highly mobilized in the wake of the
initial Serb atrocities. Upon the outbreak of war, the numbers of soldiers on each side were
roughly equivalent. By the following year, however, Bosnian army troop levels had tripled,
while Serb numbers stagnated - leading to a three-to-one manpower advantage for the Muslim-
led army that it retained for the remainder of the war.** (This enormous manpower advantage
reflected a much greater rate of mobilization among the Muslims because they enjoyed only a

4:3 population advantage over the Serbs in Bosnia.)

Figure 3-2
Early Order of Battle: Serbs Predominate in Hardware, but Muslims in Troops
Category April 1992 1993

Serb Army (RS) Bosnian Army Serb Army (RS) Bosnian Army
Tanks 300 ~0 330 20
APCs 100 ~0 400 30
Artillery 230 ~ 30 800 500
Combat Air 25 0 25 0
Troops 80,000 120,000 80,000 261,500

(< 60,000 armed)

The complicated course of the 3 2-year war can be summarized only briefly here. After
the initial Serb offensive in Bosnia, the sympathies of the United States and most of the

international community went to the Muslims. Accordingly, in May 1992, the United Nations
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imposed economic sanctions against Yugoslavia for its involvement in the Bosnian Serb
oficnsive. Still, the UN also felt compelled that month to withdraw its peacekeepers from
Bosnia — where they were headquartered for the peace operations in neighboring Croatia —
because they had no mandate in the Bosnia conflict.** As Bosnia’s humanitarian crisis worsened
in the summer of 1992, however, the UN reversed itself and authorized the return of
peacekeepers to Bosnia to facilitate the delivery of humanitarian aid, mainly to Sarajevo and
other besieged Muslim areas.*’ Serb officials in Bosnia and Belgrade acquiesced to this limited
UN assistance to the Muslims, apparently in hopcs of lifting the sanctions against Yugoslavia,
averting any more significant UN military intervention, and locking in the Serb military gains in
Bosnia, as the UN presence had done in Croatia. Bosnia’s Serb forces did manage to hold their
gains after the UN deployment, although the Serbs did not crush remaining pockets of Muslim
resistance that they surrounded - mainly small cities in eastern Bosnia — either because they
could not or because they chose not to bear the casualties and diplomatic costs of doing so. In
early 1993, however, the Muslinis suffered another blow when their erstwhile allies, the Bosnian
Croats, turned against them. During the next year, all three ethnic groups engaged in fighting
and ethnic cleansing against each other — with especially vicious fighting between the Muslims
and Croats — but without any significant, lasting shifts in territorial control.

Throughout the war, the United Nations and subsequently a “contact group” of major
world powers tried to broker several versions of a peace agreement. Initially, the plan was based
on cantonization of Bosnia into 7 to 10 non-contiguous ethnic areas, similar to the pre-war EC
proposal. Subsequently, it evolved into a harder partition, which granted the Serbs control of a

single contiguous region that included about half of Bosnia’s territory. Despite Milosevic’s

* Richard Merle Wilcox, The politics of transitional anarchy: Coalitions in the Yugoslav civil wars, 1941-1945
and 1991-1995, Ph.D. Dissertation (Cambridge: Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 2000), Chapter 7. Also.
documentation provided by Jovan Divjak. interview with author, Sarajevo. October 15. 1999.

* Gow, Triumph of the Lack of Will, pp. 92-94. The European Community also withdrew its monitoring
mission. Despite the lack of a mandate, the peacekeepers did conduct ad hoc peace operations throughout the first
weeks of the Bosnian war. Even after their formal withdrawal, a few UN peacekeepers remained to foster peace
efforts. For a fascinating account, see Lewis MacKenzie, Peacekeeper: The Road to Sarajevo (Vancouver: Douglas
& Mclntyre, 1993), the memoirs of the first UNPROFOR deputy commander, who also was its commander in

Sarajevo.

*7 The sanctions were authorized in UN Security Council Resolution 757 on May 20, 1992. The humanitarian
airlift, authorized June 29, 1992 in UNSCR 761, was started on July 2, 1992. David Owen, Balkan Odyssey (New

York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1995). pp. 45. 49.
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support, however, these agreements were stubbornly resisted by Bosnia’s Serbs, who would have
had to surrender substantial areas that their forces already had captured and ethnically cleansed.

The turning point of the war came in February 1994, when the United States repaired the
alliance between the Muslims and Croats by brokering the so-called “Washington Agreement.”
which created a Muslim-Croat Bosnian federation that also nominally was confederated with
Croatia. Later that year, the United States began to facilitate the arming and training of Croatian
and Bosnian government forces despite the continuing UN arms embargo on Bosnia.*® Bolstered
by this military aid, the Croatian army in May 1995 launched an offensive that quickly
recaptured and ethnically cleansed Western Slavonia, one of three areas of its republic that had
been controlled by Serbs since 1991. Soon after, in July 1995, Bosnian Serb forces crushed
remaining Muslim strongholds in eastern Bosnia that had resisted capture for three years,
including Srebrenica, where they massacred thousands of Muslim men. In August 1995, the
Croatian army launched another lightning offensive, quickly recapturing and ethnically cleansing
the second Serb-held region of its republic, the Krajina, and appearing poised also to take the last
Serb enclave, Eastern Slavonia. Meaawhile, in Bosnia, the bolstered Muslim and Croat forces
launched their most successful offensives of the war, pushing Serbs back from positions they had
held for three years. At the end of August 1995, NATO also launched its first substantial air
strikes of the conflict - against Serb positions in Bosnia — which further accelerated the gains of
the Muslim and Croat forces.*

By mid-September 1995, the Bosnian Serbs had been reduced from holding 70 percent of
the republic’s territory to approximately the half they had been offered in previous peace
proposals, and their grip was slipping even on these remaining holdings, including their capital
of Banja Luka. At this point, the United States succeeded in brokering a cease-fire, and then
codifying it in the Dayton Agreement of November 1995, by threatening to oppose whichever
side rejected the deal.® The agreement codified an internal partition of Bosnia into two halves —

a contiguous Serb republic and a contiguous Muslim-Croat federation. Nominally, U.S. and

* The arms embargo originally had been imposed on all of Yugoslavia in September 1991. Beginning in 1994,
U.S. forces that ostensibly were to police the UN arms embargo against Bosnia instcad looked the other way as arms
were imported from Iran and other suppliers to Croatia and thence to Bosnia. In addition, the United States financed
the training of Croatia’s army by the private firm MPRI, which was led by retired U.S. military officers. See Burg
and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 308-309.

** The bombing campaign. Operation Deliberate Force, was conducted from August 29 to September 14, 1995.
% See Richard Holbrooke. To £nd a War (New York: Knopf, 1999).
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Muslim officials claimed that Bosnia remained an integral state, but Sarajevo’s authority
effectively ended at the federation’s border with the new Bosnian Serb republic, which enjoyed
almost complete political autonomy and maintained closer economic and cultural ties to Serbia
than to the federation. Dividing Bosnia internally along ethnic lines, which had been proposed
originally by Bosnian Serb officials in late 1991 in response to Muslim insistence on unilaterally
seceding from Yugoslavia, and which the Muslims and the United States had vehemently
rejected at the time, was now a reality. However, the cost of achieving this outcome through
war, rather than negotiation, had been huge - including approximately 150,000 dead. mostly

Muslim and mostly civilian.

The Grand Strategy of Bosnia’s Muslims

Process tracing of the Bosnian Muslims’ tragic challenge reveals a grand strategy that
guided all of their key decisions for more than a year prior to the outbreak of war in the republic.
Under this strategy, their first preference was to take political control of an intact Bosnia within a
Yugoslavia that still included Croatia. Only this outcome could satisfy their desire for political
power without risking the war they sought to avoid. Bosnia’s Muslims believed that as long as
both Croatia and Serbia stayed within Yugoslavia, these two republics would want to preserve
Bosnia intact as a balancer between them and be content to let the Muslims dominate the
republic’s politics. However, if Croatia seceded from Yugoslavia, the Muslims’ second
preference was to take control of an independent Bosnia rather than stay within a rump
Yugoslavia that would be dominated politically by Serbia and deprive them of the political
power they sought. Izetbegovic made no secret of these preferences, stating them clearly at least
as early as September 1990.°'

Equally clear is that the Muslims sought political domination in Bosnia, not merely inter-
ethnic power-sharing as they often claimed to Western audiences. In September 1990, before
Bosnia’s first democratic elections, Izetbegovic declared that his party opposed “national parity”
~ a system that would give each of Bosnia’s three main ethnic groups an equal voice. Instead,
his party insisted on a system of one-man, one-vote, which in light of Bosnia’s rapidly increasing

Muslim population — that was expected to grow to be a majority — would soon give the Muslims

o Burg and Shoup. The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 47.
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absolute control over the republic, regardless of Serb and Croat opposition.”> The moderate co-
founder and original vice-president of the party, Adil Zulfikarpasic, abandoned the party in
September 1990 on grounds that it was increasingly dominated by Muslim nationalists who
“seemed to be under the illusion that they would impose their rule over the whole of Bosnia.”"*
After the Muslim’s first preference became unattainable, upon the success of Croatia’s
secession in fall 1991, the Muslims were fully cognizant that pursuing their second preference
risked war against Yugoslavia’s much stronger Serbs. Accordingly, they embraced a secret four-
part plan designed to achieve independence while reducing the risk of a disastrous war against
the Serbs. The plan was explicitly premised on the Muslims’ military weakness and their
expectation of international support. The first part of the plan was for the Muslims to avoid
provoking Serb attacks prior to independence by eschewing violence themselves. This point was
rooted in the Muslims’ fear that they could not defend themselves against Serb forces without
international intervention, and their expectation that the international community would perceive
hostilities prior to independence as civil war rather than cross-border aggression and thus not fit
for intervention. As one of the architects of the strategy recalls, “We knew we were very very
very weak and not capable of defending ourselves. . . . We wanted independence before war to

make clear that the others were international aggressors. . . . By contrast, if it’s an internal war,

. 54
no one around the world will care.”

The second part of the plan was to pursue western recognition of Bosnia’s independence.
The Muslims believed that such recognition would guarantee them assistance in defending
against a Serb attack, 7nd might even deter the Serbs from launching aggression. The plan’s
third part, to be implemented after recognition, was to declare that Yugoslav army troops on
Bosnian territory were a foreign occupying force and to appeal to the international community to
insist they be withdrawn. The Muslims adapted this part of the strategy from former Warsaw
Pact states, such as East Germany, which had just used it to negotiate the withdrawal of Soviet
troops. The fourth part of the plan, initiated in the second half of 1991, was clandestinely to

build up a defense capability in case Serb forces launched hostilities prior to independence or

> Silber and Little, Yugosilavia: Death of a Nation, p. 209.

* Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, p. 141. He also notes the party “was using well-worn religious and nationalist
slogans to mobilize the masses.” Also, Adil Zulfikarpasic. interview with author, Zurich, Switzerland, October 18,

1999.
** Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000,

110



L3

refused to leave Bosnia after independence.55 (These military preparations are detailed in the
next section of this chapter.)

The vice-president of Izetbegovic’s party at the time, Rusmir Mahmutcehajic,
underscores that the party viewed international recognition of Bosnia’s independence as its holy
grail. This was especially true after the Muslims learned through secret channels, in the last
quarter of 1991, of the discussions earlier in the year between Milosevic and Tudjman about
dividing Bosnia between their two republics. As he summarizes the strategy: “We had to avoid
the explosion of war prior to recognition — because it would be an internal war — and in the
meantime strengthen the institutions of territorial defense, police, etc. . . . Once we were
recognized, we could say that we are defending our own territory. Otherwise we would be the

aggressor, rebelling against the federal army.”*®

Seeking international support was integral to the party’s strategy from the very start.
Indeed, at its founding meeting in February 1990, the party’s leaders decided that future foreign
minister Haris Silajdzic should be sent overseas to make their case in the United States and
Europe. They also decided at the same time that permanent channels should be established to the
United States through an expatriate there, Nagib Sacirbegovic, whose son Muhammed Sacirbey
later became Bosnia’s foreign minister and ambassador to the United Nations.

The Muslims hewed steadfastly to this grand strategy for more than a year prior to the
outbreak of war, which explains the content and timing of their key decisions. First, the grand
strategy explains why, in April 1991, Izetbegovic rejected the advice of a leading Muslim
intellectual, Muhammed Filipovic, to secede from Yugoslavia at the same time as Slovenia and
Croatia. Filipovic argued for such early coordinated secession because there would be power in

united action and because the Serbs were not yet fully mobilized to launch a retaliatory war.*’

%% Hasan Cengic. interview with author, Sarajevo, Juiy {8, 2000. Cengic was a founder of the party — and earlier
had been imprisoned with Izetbegovic in 1983 — and identifies these four key points of its strategy. Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev had announced plans to withdraw Soviet troops from Eastern Europe in 1988, but details for
final withdrawal were hammered out in a series of subsequent agreements. In July 1990, in anticipation of German
reunification, the Soviets signed an agreement to withdraw 17 divisions from East Germany, totaling more than
360,000 troops. by 1994. http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/cfe/cfebook/chrono.html [downloaded January 13, 2002).

*¢ Rusmir Mahmutcehajic. interview with author, Sarajevo. July 19, 2000. Among other key early roles. he was
a co-founder of the main Muslim militia force, the Patriotska Liga, which evolved into the Bosnian Army. He also
was one of three Muslim representatives at the EC negotiations in Lisbon in February 1992.

*” Muhammed Filipovic, interview with author, Sarajeve, October 13, 1999. Filipovic argued that this was the
ideal moment for Bosnia to secede because the republic’s Serbs were not yet ready to fight and Europe would be
more willing to rccognize three republics that seceded simultancously, especially if they then confederated with the

remainder of Yugoslavia.
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However, under the grand strategy, this step was deemed premature because Bosnia did not yet
have the promise of recognition from the international community, so the Muslims would have
to fight against the Serbs without international backing. Though Filipovic was correct that Serb
forces in Bosnia were getting progressively stronger, the grand strategy hinged not on the
Muslims themselves being able to defeat the Serbs, but rather on the Muslims garnering
sufficient international support to defeat or deter the Serbs.

Second, the grand strategy explains why, in July 1991, Izetbegovic ultimately rejected the
Belgrade Initiative. The compromise agreement would have violated a key tenet of the strategy,
which dictated seeking independence if Croatia seceded from Yugoslavia, in order to avoid
becoming part of a greater Serbia. As detailed below, it appears that Izetbegovic initially lent his
support to this initiative without the knowledge of other key members of his party, based on his
personal inclination to compromise. In addition, he apparently held out hope that the initiative
between Yugoslavia’s Serbs and Muslims could grow into a broader agreement encompassing
Croatia and the Bosnian Croats as well. However, when the dominant hardliners in
Izetbegovic’s party learned that the agreement did not include Croatia, and thus would fix Bosnia
in a rump Yugoslavia that they viewed as tantamount to a greater Serbia, they insisted he reject it
immediately.

Third, the grand strategy explains why Bosnia’s Muslims generally did not raid federal
army weapons caches in the republic prior to independence, as had occurred in Slovenia and
Croatia, to prepare themselves for war against the Serbs. The Muslim leadership assessed such
raids as feasible, because army depots in the republic were not well protected. However, the
grand strategy militated against such raids, because they might provoke war with the Serbs prior
to international recognition, which would not only subject the Muslims to retaliation but
potentially jeopardize their goal of attaining international recognition because it would make the
Muslims appear to foreign audiences as aggressors in a civil war.’® As summarized by

Mahmutcehajic, the Muslims had to “prevent violence from breaking out because it would

obstruct recognition.””

Fourth, the grand strategy explains why the Bosnian Muslims, starting in late November

1991, sought international recognition, held an independence referendum, and then declared

% Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000.
%% Rusmir Mahmutcehajic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.
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independence in March 1992, even though their military preparations for war against the Serbs
were still months away from completion. Until mid-November 1991, Izetbegovic had opposed
international recognition of any of the Yugoslav republics, because he still was hoping to keep
Yugoslavia intact in some form. Once it became clear that the EC was moving inexorably
towards recognition of Slovenia and Croatia, however, he reversed himself on November 30,
1991, urging the recognition of all six Yugoslav republics and the preventive deployment of
international peacekeepers to Serb areas of Bosnia.** When the international community invited
Bosnia to apply for recognition in December 1991, the Muslims felt they had no choice but to
apply, even though they had barely begun their military preparations, because their strategy
dictated doing everything possible to obtain recognition. Likewise, when the EC indicated the
following month that it would recognize Bosnia’s independence if a referendum were approved,
the Muslims’ strategy dictated that they schedule the referendum as quickly as possible. They
did so, despite still being woefully unprepared to defend themselves against the expected Serb
retaliation, because they feared that the long-sought offer of recognition could be withdrawn at
any moment, compelling them to act while it was still on the table.

Fifth, the grand strategy explains why, from late 1991 to March 1992, Izetbegovic
ultimately rejected all proposals to divide Bosnia into ethnic cantons prior to independence,
because they would have contravened his party’s goal of asserting Muslim political control over
all of Bosnia. Party hardliners permitted Izetbegovic to participate in negotiations under EC
auspices in February and March 1992, even though they had no intention of accepting such an
agreement, because they feared that rejecting the EC invitation might endanger recognition of
Bosnia’s independence. Similarly, Izetbegovic initially agreed to the Lisbon proposal in
February 1992 because the tough tactics of EC mediator Jose Cutileiro convinced him that
rejecting the agreement might endanger recognition. Izetbegovic reversed himself within days,
in part because U.S. officials told him they would recognize Bosnia’s independence even if he
rejected cantonization. The following month, Izetbegovic temporarily accepted a revised version
of the EC plan, but it appears this was a wholly insincere gesture intended only to sustain

international support for recognition scheduled to occur three weeks later.

% Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, p. 216.

I3



1

As President [zetbegovic later admitted, “Our tactics were to buy time. . . . [we pursued]
a zig-zag line for independence . . . so the international community would defend this country.”®"
His foreign minister, Haris Silajdzic, is even blunter: “All the negotiations were just a farce to
buy legitimacy.” Silajdzic also recalls that, “My strategy was to get Bosnia independent so that
it would be granted rights by the international community.” Initially, during the first half of
1991, this appeared to be a daunting task, because both the EC and United States declared that
they did not support unilateral secession from Yugoslavia. When U.S. Secretary of State James
Baker communicated this to Milosevic during a visit to Yugoslavia in June 1991, it was
interpreted by some in the media as a “green light” for Serb force, even though Baker
simultaneously said that the United States would not support the use of force to keep Yugoslavia
together. Further impeding secession, in September 1991, the United Nations imposed an arms
embargo on Yugoslavia that, although not perfectly enforced, tended to freeze the military
inferiority of the Bosnian Muslims.*® Silajdzic says that, “My main priority in the whole strategy
was to get Western governments and especially the United States to get involved, 'because
[Serbs] had the whole Army and if not the green then the yellow light from the West.”"®

The final question is whether the Bosnian Muslims’ grand strategy assumed that
obtaining international recognition of independence would actually prevent war in Bosnia, by
deterring the Serbs from attacking, or merely guarantee the Muslims international assistance
after the Serbs attacked in retaliation to the Muslims’ unilateral secession. As detailed below, a
few Muslim officials claim they hoped or expected that recognition would deter the Serbs from
attacking. However, most Muslim officials say they expected to have to endure Serb retaliation
before the international community would intervene. As revealed by Omer Behmen, perhaps the
most influential official in the ruling party,65 the key to the grand strategy was for the Muslims to

“put up a fight for long enough to bring in the international community.”*

%' Alija Izetbegovic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.

52 Haris Silajdzic, phone interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.
% Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina. pp. 80, 85.

* Haris Silajdzic, phone interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.

% Behman is characterized by Adil Zulfikarpasic. a co-founder of the party, as “the most important figure in the
SDA after Alija Izetbegovic,” and “along with Izetbegovic one of the most important leaders of the SDA, in charge
of its fundamentalist wing.” Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, pp. 124, 184.

% Omer Bchmen, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. However, because this was a retrospective
comment, it does not confirm beyond doubt that this strategy was anticipated prior to the outbreak of violence.
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Previous accounts have documented the Muslims’ use of this strategy following the
outbreak of war. For example, the first commander of UN peacekeepers in Bosnia, Canadian
General Lewis MacKenzie, told EC representative Lord Carrington on April 23, 1992 - barely
two weeks into the war - that the Muslim-led “Bosnian Presidency was committed to coercing
the international community into intervening militarily.” On July 21, 1992, MacKenzie told
reporters he was unable to arrange a cease-fire in Bosnia because, “I can’t keep the two sides
from firing on their own positions for the benefit of CNN.” His successor, British General
Michael Rose, likewise reported that the Muslim-led Bosnian army refused a cease-fire because,
"if the Bosnian Army attacked and lost. the resulting images of war and suffering guaranteed
support in the West for the 'victim State." Additional confirmation is provided by Burg and
Shoup, who cite “evidence that the Muslims were not beyond deliberately inflicting casualties on
their own civilian population in order to gain the sympathy of the international community.”
Even James Gow, whose book is overtly sympathetic to the Muslims, concedes that it was the
Muslim-led “Bosnian army which was sometimes responsible for breaking those ceasefires — in

the hope of provoking a U.S. intervention which the ‘ American Club’ in the Bosnian leadership

» 67
was sure to come.” ®

However, it has never before been documented that the Muslims formulated this strategy
- of intentionally engaging in a losing war in order to attract the international intervention
necessary to win it — even before the outbreak of war. When the Serbs launched their brutal
military offensive in April 1992, following Bosnia’s unilateral declaration of independence, the
international community appeared to be genuinely shocked. But most Bosnian Muslim officials
were not shocked. Indeed, these early losses were all part of their grand strategy, which the

international community did not realize at the time and still has not acknowledged.

Explaining Izetbegovic's Repeated Flip-Flops
As discussed briefly above, and in greater detail below, Bosnia’s Muslim President, Alija

[zetbegovic, in the year prior to the outoreak of war in Bosnia, repeatedly embraced

7 Lewis MacKenzie, Peacekeeper: The Road to Sarajevo (Vancouver: Douglas & MclIntyre, 1993), pp. 159,
308. Michael Rose, Fighting for Peace: Bosnia 1994 (London: Harvill Press, 1998), p. 141. Burg and Shoup, The
War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 13. James Gow, Triumph of the Lack of Will (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1997), p. 96. Gow identifies the “American Club™ members as four top Bosnian Muslim officials who had
spent time living in the United States: Foreign Minister Haris Silajdzic. UN Ambassador Muhamed Sacirbey, vice-

president Ejup Ganic, and opposition leader Zlatko Lagumdjzia.
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compromises intended to avert war, but then rejected them within hours or days in favor of
pursuing the unilateral secession that triggered Bosnia’s terrible civil war. In July 1991,
following the secession of Slovenia and Croatia, he announced his support for the Belgrade
Initiative to stay within Yugoslavia — which had been proposed and negotiated by his own
envoys in meetings with Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic — but then reversed himself. In
January 1992, he gave his support to a proposal to postpone a referendum on independence until
details could be worked out to divide Bosnia into ethnic cantons — an approach that had been
negotiated by the vice-president of his own party, with his permission, in meetings with Bosnian
Serb leaders — but then reversed himself even while the compromise was being explained in the
Bosnian parliament. In February 1992, Izetbegovic endorsed a plan to divide Bosnia into ethnic
cantons prior to seceding from Yugoslavia, which was proposed by the European Cormmunity,
but he then rejected it several days later, on the eve of Bosnia’s independence referendum.
Finally, in March 1992, he embraced a revised version of the EC plan, but then rejected it too
several days later, on the eve of the international community’s recognition of Bosnia’s
independence. In the absence of a cantonization plan, that recognition triggered the onset of full-
blown war and ethnic cleansing against Bosnia’s Muslims.

There are three keys to understanding these repeated flip-flops by Izetbegovic. First,
Bosnia’s Muslim leadership was not unitary. Izetbegovic sincerely was inclined toward
compromise with the Serbs, but he was beholden to hardline ethnic nationalist leaders of his
party, because they generated the grassroots support for him and his party through a network of
mosques around the country. This is not to suggest that Izetbegovic was less of a Muslim
nationalist than his comrades. Indeed, Izetbegovic wrote in his famous 1970 Islamic
Declaration: “There can be neither peace nor coexistence between the Islamic Faith and non-
Islamic social institutions.”®® But in 1991-92, Izetbegovic was more willing than the hardliners
to compromise with the Serbs, in the hope of averting retaliatory violence.”” Whenever he
publicly endorsed such a compromise, however, the party hardliners immediately confronted him

in private meetings and forced him to reverse himself publicly. As detailed below, this occurred

%8 Stojanovic, The Fall of Yugoslavia, p. 118. Izctbegovic was imprisoned for the publication of this document.

% As explained by Husein Zhivalj, who has known Izetbegovic for 30 years, was imprisoned with him (as one of
12) in 1983, and later served as his deputy minister of foreign affairs: “Izctbegovic is always ready for compromise.
in full knowledge that you’re gaining and losing something. Later, he explains it to others™ in the party and tries to
convince them. Husein Zhivalj. interview with author, Sarajevo, October 13. 1999.
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in all four of the instances cited above. The best documented instance of Izetbegovic being
reproved by his party leadership occurred in late February 1992 after he endorsed the EC’s
cantonization proposal in Lisbon. A large meeting of party faithful was held in Sarajevo, and
many of his lifelong allies verbally assaulted him, compelling him to withdraw his commitment,
as detailed below.”

The second explanation for these flip-flops is Izetbegovic’s style of decision-making,
which was prone to long debates, frequent changes of mind depending on who had spoken to
him most recently, and eventual reliance on consensus. According to Ismet Kasumagic, a close
associate for many decades who was imprisoned with Izetbegovic in 1983 and later became one
of his cabinet ministers, “Izetbegovic weighs everything three times. So you have to tell him
three times.” A somewhat less charitable characterization is that of Adil Zulfikarpasic, who
helped found the ruling Muslim party with Izetbegovic and later negotiated the Belgrade
Initiative on his behalf® “I had experienced numerous situations where he claimed, said or swore
one thing, and then did another.” According to Biljana Plavsic, one of two Serb members of
Bosnia’s pre-war collective presidency, Izetbegovic once explained his erratic positions by
asking her: “Do you ever wake up in the morning and think one thing, and then later think
something else?” (She says she replied, “No. Not on important issues.”) Husein Zhivalj, who
also was arrested with Izetbegovic in 1983 and later became his deputy foreign minister,

concedes that Izetbegovic had a “hard adjustment” from philosopher to political leader. ”*

7® A similar meeting of about 400 party leaders in late March 1992 rejected Izetbegovic’s agreement to the
revised EC proposal. Several attendees of these meetings confirm these accounts. In addition, others who were not
there confirm that the party’s prevailing Muslim nationalist stance would not accept such a compromise. “If he
hadn’t retracted, he would have been removed.” says Bosnia’s first army chief of staff, Sefer Halilovic, interview
with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999, regarding the Lisbon proposal. “It was absolutely clear that any Bosnian
politician that accepted Lisbon was dead.” concurs a leading Bosnian Muslim reporter at the time, Zlatko
Dizdarevic, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 16, 1999. Izetbegovic’s “hand was forced by Muslim
nationalists,” according to his close adviser Mirza Hajric. interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000, However.
the prospect of Izetbegovic being removed was never seriously considered, because he was committed to consensus
decision-making and quickly acceded to the prevailing will of his party. On important decisions, his standard
operating procedure was to gather approximately 40 top party officials, typically at a restaurant, to debate and forge
a consensus, which he then would adopt as his own position. He himself reports that he had “autonomy” to
negotiatc internationally so long as he stayed within the confines of the grand strategy set by his party, which is a
restricted form of autonomy. Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000. Izet and Ismet
Serdarevic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 17, 2000. Muhammed Filipovic, interview with author, Sarajevo.
October 13, 1999. Alija Izetbegovic. interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.

" Ismet Kasumagic, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 15, 1999. Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, p. 142.
Biljana Plavsic, interview with author. Banja Luka, July 24, 2000. Husein Zhivalj, interview with author, Sarajevo,
October 13, 1999. In addition, Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 67, notes that Izetbegovic was
“notoriously indecisive and prone to change his mind when dealing with international negotiators.”
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A third explanation may be most important, especially with regard to the EC’s final effort
to avert war through its revised cantonization proposal of March 1992. In this instance, at least,
it appears that [zetbegovic initially embraced the compromise even though he had no intention of
honoring his commitment. He did so to give international audiences the appearance that he was
committed to a peaceful resolution, in order to retain their support for recognition of Bosnia’s
independence, as dictated by the Muslims’ overall grand strategy. .

\
Bosnian Muslim Military Preparations

Preparation for war, prior to its outbreak, was an integral part of the Bosnian Muslims’
grand strategy. As noted, under the strategy formulated in 1990, the Muslims decided that if
Croatia did not remain in Yugoslavia, they would pursue the secession of a unitary Bosnia from
Yugoslavia despite Serb opposition. Ideally, they hoped to achieve this goal without resort to
war by using their plan, detailed above, of avoiding any violent provocation and delaying
independence until they had the support of the international community, which they hoped would
deter the Serbs from retaliating. However, the Muslims realized from the beginning that they
might not be able to achieve independence without fighting for it, and so initiated military
preparations as soon as their Muslim nationalist party was elected in Bosnia’s first democratic
elections in late 1990. As Omer Behmen recalls, prior to the election he anticipated becoming
cabinet minister for the economy and construction because he was a civil engineer, but
afterwards he dedicated himself instead to “organization of a resistance, to mobilize our men and
organize weapons purchases.”’> Over the next 16 months preceding the outbreak of war, the
Muslims’ preparations included converting the republic’s police force into a proto-army,
clandestinely deploying police to Croatia for military training, stealing weapons from police
armories, importing weapons in contravention of the UN arms embargo, creating militias of
more than 100,000 men, organizing the militias into units up to the battalion level, recruiting
officers from the federal army to lead the Muslims’ forces, combining the various police and
militia into a single integrated command, and drafting a war plan.

However, these preparations for war, combined with the Muslims’ refusal to compromise

on cantonization, provoked violent Serb retaliation and thereby transformed the Muslims’ pursuit

"> Omer Behmen, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. He says that the tensions experienced in
Slovenia and Croatia, as those republics moved towards sccession in 1990, indicated to him that war was likely in

Bosnia too as the Muslims pursued their goal of independence.
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of secession into a “tragic challenge.” The Muslim military preparations communicated clearly
to the Serbs that the Muslims were intent on pursuing unilateral secession and, if opposed,
fighting to retain control of as much territory as possible. By contrast, as detailed in Chapter 7,
when Kosovo’s Albanians declared independence in 1991, they did not take the military
preparations necessary to pursue this goal by force. As a result, the Serbs did not respond to
Kosovo’s unarmed secession in 1991 with the same violent retaliation that they did in response
to the armed secessions of Croatia and Bosnia in 1991 and 1992, respectively.

The spiral of arms racing that led to war in Bosnia is interpreted by some as stemming
from a classic security dilemma between the Muslims and Serbs.”” However, the evidence
presented in this chapter indicates that the Muslims originally were seeking more than mere
security. Otherwise, they could have opted either to stay in a rump Yugoslavia or to pursue more
seriously the negotiations on ethnic cantonization prior to independence. They did not do so
because they were seeking, rather than mere security, to maximize the territory under their
political control. This goal impinged on Serb preferences, which arose in part from security
concerns but mainly from their desire to maximize power by keeping all Serbs in one state. It
was these competing, and mutually incompatible, desires for increased power — not mere security
— that gave rise to the initial acquisition of arms on each side. The formation of armed Muslim
militias did heighten fears of attack among nearby Bosnian Serbs, just as the earlier arming of
Serbs had frightened nearby Muslims. However, the Bosnian Serbs had opposed secession and
started arming well before the formation of Bosnian Muslim militias, so it cannot be said that a
security dilemma caused the Serb arming. The original Serb military preparations were
offensive and intended to coerce the Muslims into staying in Yugoslavia, not defensive and
inadvertently threatening, as required for the security dilemma to be the root of the conflict.
Once the arms race began, it did lead to a security-dilemma dynamic, in which defensive
preparations were perceived by the opposing side as offensively threaiening. However, it is
crucial to understand that the security dilemma was not the cause of the conflict but merely an
intervening variable.

Bosnia’s Muslims did not act quickly enough to commandeer the republic’s territorial
defense force (TDF), as Slovenia had. The Yugoslav army collected most of the territorial

militia weapons in mid-1990, prior to Bosnia’s first democratic elections, specifically to preempt

i Barry Posen, "The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict,” Survival, Vol. 35, No. | (Spring 1993), pp. 27-47.
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any attempt at armed secession. To further inhibit such attempts, the communist authorities also
drastically downsized Bosnia’s territorial militia, from the 1988 total of 330,000 to a 1991 level
of only 130,000, most of whom were ethnic Serbs. Accordingly, the Muslims decided to focus
their initial defense efforts on utilizing the republic’s police force as the kernel of a new army.
After the elections of 1990, when the three ethnic parties divided cabinet posts among
themselves, the Muslims insisted on heading the interior ministry, which controlled the
republic’s police forces. By mid-1991, they reached consensus with the other ethnic parties to
replace the republic’s communist-era police force with new recruits chosen by local police
chiefs, which enabled each party to solidify authority in the territories it dominated. The
Muslims then directed the police chiefs in municipalities under their party’s control to recruit
only fellow Muslims, in order to form the core of an army that could fight the Serbs if that
proved necessary to attain Bosnia’s independence. A small number of these new recruits,
designated “special police forces,” were sent to Zagreb, where the Croatian interior ministry
provided them paramilitary training starting by the fall of 1991, when Croatia was in the midst of
a war with Serbia. This demonstrates that a Croat-Muslim alliance had formed at least six
months prior to the outbreak of war in Bosnia. ™

Despite this training, the Bosnian Muslims realized their police forces were grossly
outmatched by Bosnian Serb forces that were being reinforced by the federal army.
Accordingly, in the fall of 1991, the Muslims began to establish new institutions that would
enable a general mobilization of the republic’s Muslims if war broke out. The most important of
these new institutions was the “Patriotska Liga,” or Patriotic League, which had the structure of
a civilian militia, although initially it had no weapons. The founding documents of the League
were authored in September 1991 by Hasan Cengic and Rusmir Mahmutcehajic. The latter, then
vice-president of Izetbegovic’s party, says the initial goal of the League was to convey to
Bosnia’s Muslims that they might soon need to fight to defend the republic’s independence. The
League, he says, was not dedicated to breaking up Yugoslavia (which still officially was intact
because none of the seceding republics had yet been recognized internationally), but if
Yugoslavia disintegrated, it was dedicated to defending Bosnian independence. Sefer Halilovic,
a Muslim officer in the Yugoslav army, retired from his federal post to become the Bosnian

militia’s military commander on September 13, 1991. The League also recruited other Muslims

’* Hasan Cengic. interview with author, Sarajevo. July 18, 2000.
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who were former or reserve army officers to manage small local units of 20 to 100 people, which
were then combined, at least on paper, up to battalion level. Beginning in late 1991, some
elements of the League also joined the republic’s reserve police force, which provided the new
militia its first access to weapons. (Although members of the reserve police did not normally
carry weapons, the republic’s Interior Ministry maintained weapons stocks for them, which had
not been confiscated by the federal army.) In addition, other Muslim militias arose
spontaneously. Most prominently, a small force in Sarajevo’s old city started wearing green hats
to signify a Muslim nationalist version of the federal army’s “red berets.” Before long, copycat
“green beret” units sprang up in cities across the republic, eventually totaling about 3-4,000.”

The next step in preparing for war was to acquire weapons, which the Muslims started to
do in earnest in early 1992. As noted above, the Muslims chose not to raid federal army barracks
for weapons prior to the outbreak of war, in order to avoid sparking war prematurely or
appearing to international audiences as aggressors, which they feared might endanger foreign
support for Bosnia’s independence. The Muslims eschewed such raids even though they had
obtained intelligence — for example. about the location of minefields protecting the barracks —
that would have facilitated success. Instead, they sought to import weapons clandestinely, which
was a considerable challenge for several reasons. First, Bosnia had only two land borders — one
with Serb-controlled Yugoslavia and the other with Croatia, which itself was partially occupied
by the Yugoslav army. Second, as mentioned, the United Nations had imposed an arms embargo
on all of former Yugoslavia, including Bosnia and Croatia, in September 1991. Third, Bosnia
was replete with federal army soldiers and Bosnian Serb police, who had good intelligence
networks and were conducting joint patrols with Muslim police. Hasan Cengic, a leader of the
Muslim efforts to acquire weapons, credits the survival of Bosnia during the first months of the
war to early arms imports through Slovenia and Croatia. Sefer Halilovic, the first commander of
Bosnia’s army, says the weapons originated in East Germany, Hungary, Romania, and Albania.
Omer Behman reports that the funding to purchase the weapons came 95 percent from Bosnian
Muslim expatriates in Germany. To supplement these imports, as war approached in February
and March of 1992, the Muslims also cooperated with Bosnia’s Croats to distribute weapons

from the republic’s Interior Ministry stocks to their respective ethnic police forces. Cengic

7> Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000. Rusmir Mahmutcehajic, interview with author,
Sarajevo, July 19, 2000. Omer Behmen, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999.
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claims they “did it all legally and tried not to provoke” the Serbs, by announcing that the
weapons were being distributed to reserve police as an emergency measure in light of the “pre-
war” insecurity gripping the republic. Many of the Muslim reserve police who were armed in
this manner were also members of the Patriotic League militia.”®

In the first months of 1992, the Muslims also attempted to unify their various forces into
a coherent army that would be able to fight if necessary, as seemed increasingly likely when the
Muslims rejected cantonization and declared independence. In January and February 1992, the
leaders of the Patriotic League and Green Berets met and agreed that in case of war the two
militias would merge into a new army controlled by President Izetbegovic. In addition, prior to
the outbreak of war, the Muslims established contacts with ten to 15 federal army officers —
mainly Muslim, but also Croat and Serb — who were sympathetic to the goal of establishing an
independent and unitary Bosnia and who might join their army if war broke out. Upon the
outbreak of war, the Muslims divided their interior ministry police forces into two parts — one
serving as a true police force to maintain civil order, and the other joining the army. Halilovic
reports that even before the war started, the new Bosnian army structures already were fully
mobilized and centralized under his control, with a total manpower of 120,000. However, he
reports that fewer than half — about 50-60,000 — were armed, including those with personal,
vintage weapons. According to Izetbegovic, the armed units included about 30-40,000 members
of the Patriotic League, and 10-15,000 individuals who had armed themselves, such as the green
berets and interior ministry police. The unarmed majority of the new army consisted mainly of
members of the Patriotic League for whom weapons had yet to be procured.”’

On March 7-8, 1992, several weeks prior to the first large-scale Serb attacks, Halilovic
briefed his war plan to officials in a village cutzide Travnik. The next month, on April 15, 1992,
following international recognition and the outbreak of full-blown war, the Bosnian presidency

(which the Serb members had abandoned on April 4 in response to Izetbegovic’s initial

' Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000. Sefer Halilovic, interview with author,
Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. Omer Behmen, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. Ejup Ganic,
interview with author, Sarajevo, October 14, 1999. The Interior Ministry weapons were taken by Bosnian Croat
leader Mate Boban to Herzegovina, where they were divided between the Muslim and Croat police forces. After the
outbreak of war, the Bosnian army also captured weapons from opposing forces and eventually began to produce
weapons domestically.

" Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18, 2000. Omer Behmen, interview with author,
Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. Sefer Halilovic, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. Alija Izetbegovic.
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mobilization of the republic’s military forces) formed a new Territorial Defense Force, and asked
all of the republic’s unofficial Muslim militias to join it. Remarkably, despite going to war
against Serb forces and the Yugoslav army, Izetbegovic tried for several weeks to persuade the
army to switch sides and support his government. As could be expected, the army refused unless
a political compromise first were struck with the Bosnian Serbs, which Izetbegovic refused to do.
Finally, on May 20, 1992, Izetbegovic formally renamed his territorial defense forces the
“Army” of Bosnia, having given up hope of persuading the Yugoslav federal army to support
Bosnia’s independence. He then implemented the final element of the Muslims’ long-planned

grand strategy — declaring the Yugoslav army a foreign occupation force on Bosnian territory.”®

Tragic Challenge, Part 1 — Muslims Reject Staying in Yugoslavia

The “Belgrade Initiative” was the brainchild of two Bosnian Muslim intellectuals, who
proposed in July 1991 that the republic’s Muslims should avoid a disastrous war by agreeing to
keep Bosnia within a rump Yugoslavia despite the secession of Croatia and Slovenia the
preceding month. The leader of this effort, Adil Zulfikarpasic, was a Bosnian Muslim who had
fled Yugoslavia in the 1940s, made a fortune in Switzerland, and then four decades later co-
founded Bosnia’s first post-communist political party with Izetbegovic.” In September 1990,
two months before the republic’s first elections, he left the party because of its increasingly
Muslim nationalist stance and took with him many of its secularist intellectuals, including
Muhammed Filipovic, to found a new party, the Muslim Bosniak Organization. In the election,
the hastily formed MBO garnered barely one percent of the vote, but Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic

stayed active in politics and maintained their relationship with Izetbegovic. In April 1991, when

interview quoted in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, February 17, 1993, based on Radio Bosnia-Hercegovina.
Sarajevo. 2140 GMT, February 13, 1993.

78 Wilcox, The politics of transitional anarchy. Burg and Shoup. The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 130-31.
Edgar O’Ballance, Civil War in Bosnia 1992-94 (New York: St. Martin’s Press. 1995), pp. 44-45.

7 Zulfikarpasic proposed establishing the party during a meeting with Izetbegovic in Paris in 1989. The name of
the party, Party for Democratic Action (SDA), was chosen in a meeting between these two and Omer Behmen in
Switzerland during the first two months of 1990. The non-ethnic name was chosen because a new Yugoslav law
had barred parties having a national or ethnic affiliation. Each man brought something different to the table:
Zulfikarpasic brought wealth and international connections; Izetbegovic brought populist appeal among Bosnia’s
Muslims because of his famous imprisonment for his ethno-political writings: Behmen brought the potential for
grassroots mobilization because of his contacts with a network of Muslim preachers in Bosnia. Zulfikarpasic
wanted to exclude Behmen's religious wing from the party but says Izetbegovic told him, “Behmen with his five
hundred imams has direct contact with people, so they’ll play an important role in organizing our party.” Adil
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it became clear that Slovenia and Croatia were seceding from Yugoslavia, Filipovic urged
Izetbegovic to join them, arguing that this moment was the “best, lowest-cost” chance for
secession on two grounds: the Serbs were not yet fully mobilized for war, and the international
community would be more likely to recognize three republics seceding simultaneously as a
single federation willing to confederate with the rest of Yugoslavia. Zulfikarpasic also supported
the proposal on grounds that Serbia would be less likely to confront a coalition of three republics
acting together. However, Izetbegovic rejected this initial proposal on grounds that it violated
his grand strategy of postponing secession until international recognition was guaranteed.®

After Slovenia and Croatia seceded in June 1991, however, Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic
switched their prescription, because they judged that Bosnia’s window of opportunity for
secession had passed. If the Muslims now pursued secession, they believed, even with support
from Bosnia’s Croats, they would have little chance against the much more powerful Serbs, who
were backed by the Yugoslav army. Moreover, Zulfikarpasic believed that the republic’s Croats
were an unreliable ally because they and Croatian President Tudjman ultimately wanted Croatia
to annex Bosnia’s ethnic Croat areas of Herzegovina. Thus, Zulfikarpasic feared that allying
with the republic’s Croats to pursue secession would result in a bloody war against the Serbs that
would kill many Muslims and still not avert the dismemberment of Bosnia. On the other hand,
he believed that the Serbs, in contrast to the Croats, wanted to keep Bosnia whole, albeit within
Yugoslavia. He realized that allying with the Serbs might trigger a war against Bosnia’s Croats,
but viewed that war as winnable and less bloody for the Muslims, who would have the Yugoslav
army on their side. For Zulfikarpasic, the choice was obvious, and in his memoirs he recites the
arguments he made in 1991: “It is not dangerous for our survival if the Croats feel threatened. . .
. But our lives are in danger if the Serbs feel threatened. . . . so nothing should be done against
the Serbs.”®' He also recalls the fears and expectations that led him to propose a compromise
with the Serbs: “I saw that the impending war was . . . between the Serbs and the Muslims.

Since I had experience from the Second World War, I knew the kind of horrors that could take

Zulfikarpasic, interview with author, Zurich, Switzerland, October 18, 1999. Omer Behmen., interview with author,
Sarajevo, October 12, 1999. Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, p. 136.

* Muhammed Filipovic, interview with author, Sarajevo, October 13, 1999. Adil Zulfikarpasic, interview with
author, Zurich, Switzerland, October 18, 1999.

%' Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, p. 138.
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place. . . . I saw that there was nothing left for us to do but go to the enemy camp and try to

negotiate. . . . "

In separate interviews years afterward, Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic, who no longer belong
to the same political party, relate virtually identical accounts of the origins and fate of the
Belgrade Initiative, and their account is substantially corroborated by Izetbegovic. On July 13,
1991, the two met with Izetbegovic, who said he agreed with their assessment that Bosnia’s
Muslims were heading toward conflict with the Serbs. They asked him if he had received any
guarantee of protection from either the Yugoslav army or a foreign power, or if he had taken
steps to enable Bosnia to defend itself, but he said that he had not. They responded that in the
absence of such guarantees it was too late for Bosnia to pursue independence because it had
missed the opportunity to secede with Slovenia and Croatia. As Filipovic recalls saying, “it
would be too hard to leave now without great damage to Bosnia.” The only hope, they said, was
to negotiate a deal between Bosnia’s Muslims and the Serbs to preserve a unitary sovereign
Bosnia in exchange for keeping the republic within Yugoslavia. Croatia and the Croats should
not be part of the negotiations, they said, and would simply have to deal with the agreement as a

Jait accompli. Izetbegovic agreed but said that he personally could not lead the negotiations for
two reasons. First, the Serbs did not trust him. Second, he already had come under criticism
from Muslim hardliners in his party for proposing that Yugoslavia become an asymmetric
federation in which Bosnia would have closer ties to Serbia than would Slovenia and Croatia.
Thus, he could hardly be the one now to propose an exclusive association between Bosnia and
Serbia, without any connection to Croatia. Instead, Izetbegovic asked Zuifikarpasic and
Filipovic to negotiate with Milosevic. They replied that they would agree only if 1zetbegovic
gave them his mandate to negotiate on behalf of all Bosnia’s Muslims, not merely for themselves

or their small party. Izetbegovic agreed, saying they could negotiate on his behalf.**

82 Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak. p. 150.

*3 In addition, Muhamed Cengic. who was vice-president of Izctbegovic's party. confirms that the proposal was
initiated by Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic, not Belgrade. Another close associate of Izetbegovic. Hasan Cengic (no
relation), who is considered a hardline Muslim nationalist. confirms that “we sent them” to negotiate with the Serbs.
Muhamed Cengic. irterview with author, July 16, 2000. Hasan Cengic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 18,
2000. Alija Izetbegovic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000. Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak. pp. 171-78.
Adil Zulfikarpasic, interview with author, Zurich, Switzerland. October 18. 1999. Muhammed Filipovic, interview
with author, Sarajevo, October 13, 1999. Previous accounts, including Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a
Mation, p. 214, have stated incorrectly that the Serbs originated the proposal and that Zulfikarpasic pursued it behind

[zetbeg~vic's back.
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The following morning, Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic had a meeting with the top three
leaders of the Bosnian Serbs — Radovan Karadzic (President of the Bosnian Serb nationalist
party), Momcilo Krajisnik (Speaker of the Bosnian Parliament), and Nikola Koljevic (one of two
Serb members of the Bosnian presidency) — in the office of the last. The Serb leaders agreed that
in exchange for an agreement keeping Bosnia within Yugoslavia they would suspend their
creation of autonomous Serb areas within the republic, but they demanded proof that [zetbegovic
supported the proposal. The five men then walked to Izetbegovic’s office, where the Muslim
president confirmed that he backed the proposal. He was leaving that day for the United States,
but told them to negotiate the details while he was away and he would sign it upon his return.
That night, Koljevic expressed relief on TV: “We have come to an agreement that will resolve

the question of Bosnia in the best way. We are no longer in danger of coming to blows with our

neighbors.”®*

Zulfikarpasic proposed that Filipovic and Koljevic draft the agreement but insisted on
negotiating its final details directly with Milosevic. The next day, he and Filipovic flew to
Belgrade to start negotiations with the Serbian leader. Milosevic said he would agree to suspend
creation of autonomous Serb zones in Bosnia (although not in Croatia). He also offered that a
Bosnian Muslim could be the first president of the new Yugoslavia, and that Muslim officers
could command Yugoslav army forces in Bosnia. Despite this, both sides understood that
Milosevic and the Serbs would retain ultimate authority in such a renewed federation. Filipovic
says there were two fundamental premises of the negotiations: (1) Bosnia would remain within
Yugoslavia; and (2) Bosnia would remain whole and be sovereign, although not independent.
After ten days of negotiations, the two sides reached general agreement on which government
functions would be centralized in Belgrade and which devolved to Sarajevo. Filipovic says the
remaining disagreements centered on the question of whether the new Yugoslavia would be a

“federated state” or a “federation of states,” which was more than a semantic difference, as

elucidated below.®’

* Adil Zulfikarpasic, interview with author. Zurich, Switzerland, October 18, 1999. Muhammed Filipovic,
interview with author, Sarajevo, October 13, 1999. Zulfikarpasic. The Bosniak, pp. 176.

% Adil Zulfikarpasic, interview with author. Zurich, Switzerland, October 18, 1999. Muha.med Filipovic.
interview with author, Sarajevo, October 13, 1999. Aleksa Buha - a close colleague of Karadzic, influential
member of his party’s executive board, and eventually foreign minister of the Bosnian Serb republic — confirms that
the Serbs offered Izetbegovic the opportunity to be the first president of the new rump Yugoslavia under the
agreement. Alcksa Buha, interview with author, Belgrade, July 27, 2000. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, p. 72, cite two competing drafts prepared by Zulfikarpasic’s MBO party and the Bosnian SDS party,
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When Izetbegovic returned from the United States, he declared publicly that he had been
behind the talks and that, “We are about to reach a very good agreement.” Zulfikarpasic briefed
a meeting of several thousand Muslims in Sarajevo’s old city on the agreement and initially
received a warm reception. He claims that Izetbegovic then proposed, “let’s sign the agreement
together” on behalf of the Bosnian Muslims. Zulfikarpasic went on TV to tout the agreement,
but during the show he received a fax from Izetbegovic’s party opposing the agreement. He says
that Izetbegovic initially denied being associated with the fax. However, after Izetbegovic met
with the hardline leadership of his party, who strongly denounced the agreement, Izetbegovic
went on television to declare that, ““I reject the agreement and the idea of the agreement."86 The
powerful Behmen later explained the reversal by saying that Izetbegovic initially had had too
much respect for Muslim “intellectuals” like Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic. By contrast, he said,
the hardline leadership of the party, as well as average Bosnian Muslims, “were disappointed
with our intellectuals, who were quislings or servants of the [Milosevic]| regime."87

It is clear that Izetbegovic reversed himself after the hardliners in his party opposed the
agreement, but he subsequently offers other explanations. In a retrospective interview.
Izetbegovic claims that his initial positive reaction was before he had seen the actual text of the
agreement, and was based on inaccurate press accounts of its content. Specifically, he says, he
initially thought the agreement incorporated Slovenia and Croatia into a reQitalized Yugoslav
federation. He claims that once he read the agreement and realized it would leave Bosnia in a
rump Yugoslavia without Slovenia and Croatia, he rejected it because his party had long before

decided that Bosnia would only stay in Yugoslavia if Croatia remained as well. “Sticking to this

strategy, [ had to reject it.”**

Izetbegovic’s explanation appears to be only half true. His party indeed had a

longstanding position that it would not stay in Yugoslavia unless Croatia stayed as well. Party

although it is not clear these are the final drafts that emerged from the Belgrade negotiations on July 24, 1991. They
cite four differences in the MBO drafi: 1) Bosnia would have equal status with Croatia and Slovenia. if those
republics joined the new federation; 2) Bosnia would be a state within a Yugoslav federation of states, not merely a
republic within a single federated state of Yugoslavia: 3) Bosnia would have a unitary government without
regionalization or cantonization; 4) If the Krajina Serbs scceded from Croatia, the border of Bosnia should be
expanded to include both the Serb-dominated Krajina region of Croatia and the Muslim-dominated Sandzak area of

Serbia and Montenegro.
% Adil Zulfikarpasic, interview with author, Zurich, Switzerland, October 18, 1999. Muhammed Filipovic.
intervicw with author, Sarajevo. October 13, 1999.

% Omer Behmen. interview with author, Sarajevo, October 12, 1999,
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hardliners reminded Izetbegovic of this when they met with him after he praised the agreement.
However, it is not credible that Izetbegovic originally believed the agreement included Slovenia
and Croatia. Filipovic says the explicit strategy discussed with Izetbegovic from the start was for
the Muslims alone to negotiate a deal with the Serbs about the future of Bosnia within
Yugoslavia.*” The Muslims did hope that the republic’s Croats would acquiesce to the deal but
realized this was doubtful, which is precisely why the Croats were not included in the
negotiations in the first place. The Muslims obviously also would have preferred if Slovenia and
Croatia subsequently rejoined this newly reconfigured Yugoslav federation, so they left open this
possibility in the agreement, but no one expected this to happen given the longstanding
opposition of these two republics to staying in a federation with Serbia.”® Most importantly,
there were no Croatian or Slovenian representatives in the negotiations, as Izetbegovic well
knew. Thus, it is not plausible that Izetbegovic initially thought the agreement included Slovenia
and Croatia.

Zulfikarpasic says that Izetbegovic offered him a slightly different explanation of his
reversal by arguing that the Muslims simply couldn’t break faith with the Bosnian Croats
because that would lead to a Muslim-Croat war.”' The Bosnian Croats did indeed denounce the
agreement at the time as a casus belli. Even the relatively moderate Bosnian Croat leader,
Stjepan Kljuic, who favored the republic’s unity, declared that “to the extent that a four-member
federation is formed by force, although we are for a confederation of Bosnia with Croatians, we
would consider this an occupation and organize an uprising.”*?> However, Izetbegovic had
known the Croats probably would oppose an agreement to keep Bosnia in Yugoslavia at the time
he originally endorsed the negotiation of such an agreem ent, so apparently he did not always
have such qualms about breaking faith with the Croats.

The real explanation appears to be that Izetbegovic initially strayed from his party’s

position after being persuaded by Zulfikarpasic and Filipovic of the danger of pursuing unilateral

% Alija Izetbegovic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.
* Muhammed Filipovic, interview with author. Sarajevo. October 13, 1999.

* Zulfikarpasic, The Bosniak, in some instances also somewhat disingenuously characterizes the agreement as
preserving the six republics of Yugoslav within a confederation. Such an outcome conceivably could have
transpired if the agreement had been implemented, but it was far from guaranteed and probably unlikely.

*' Adil Zulfikarpasic, interview with author, Zurich, Switzerland, October 18, 1999.
%2 Burg and Shoup. The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, p. 73.
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secession and the merits of staying within a rump Yugoslavia. He hoped they could negotiate
such an agreement with the Serbs and then persuade the rest of Bosnia’s Muslims to accept it.
After the agreement became public, however, the hardliners who controlled his party were
furious and insisted that Izetbegovic stick to the party’s previously formulated grand strategy.
They also reiterated to him the reasons they had adopted the strategy — most importantly, to
avoid joining a “greater Serbia.” but also to avoid war with Bosnia’s Croats. It is not clear
whether Izetbegovic personally was persuaded by these substantive counter-arguments, including
the one he subsequently cited to Zulfikarpasic, or merely acceded to the will of his party’s
dominant hardliners. However, given the power dynamics of his party, he probably could not
have defied the hardliners even if he had wanted to. Thus, the key decision that must be
explained in this initial part of the tragic challenge is why the party’s leadership rejected the
compromise of the Belgrade Initiative — that might have averted war or at least mitigated its
consequences — and instead pursued unilateral secession despite Serb threats that it would bring

war. The answer is provided in Chapter 4.

Tragic Challenge, Part 2 - Muslims Reject Cantonization Prior to Independence

After the Muslims rejected the Belgrade Initiative in July 1991, the focus of proposed
compromise turned to negotiating a division of Bosnia into ethnic cantons prior to its becoming
independent. This was because the Serbs, throughout the pre-war period, held to a remarkably
consistent stance — insisting from the time of the first elections that the Serb areas of Bosnia
would have to remain politically connected to Serb-controlled Yugoslavia. When the Muslims
rejected keeping Bosnia in Yugoslavia, the only other acceptable option for the Serbs was to
divide Bosnia along ethnic lines prior to independence, so that the Serb areas could be
autonomous and associate themselves with Yugoslavia. This proposal actually was first
broached with the Muslims a month prior to the Belgrade Initiative, when Milosevic, Tudjman,
and Izetbegovic discussed it at a summit in Split, Croatia on June 12, 1991.”> However, it was
not until the Muslims rejected the Belgrade Initiative and began aggressively to pursue Bosnia’s
independence that the question of cantonization came to dominate the debate in Bosnia.

On October 14, 1991, the Muslims introduced resolutions in Bosnia’s parliament to

declare the sovereignty of the republic and to boycott the Yugoslav federal government so long

% Silber and Little, Yugoslavia: Death of a Nation, p. 148.
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as Slovenia and Croatia did so. Previous Muslim resolutions in February and May 1991 to
declare sovereignty had failed in the face of Serb opposition, but this time the Muslims were
intent on pushing through the resolutions, with the support of the Croats and despite the Serb
objections. The Muslims wanted to put Bosnia explicitly on the path to independence and to
remove permanently the prospect of joining a rump Yugoslavia. In order to pass their
resolutions over Serb opposition, the Muslims claimed that the question of sovereignty should
now be decided by a simple majority vote of the legislature, which they were sure to win, despite
constitutional provisions that provided each ethnic group an effective veto over legislation to
avoid such ethnic out-voting. Under the constitution’s relevant provision (clause 10 of
Amendment LXX), any group of 20 legislators (the Serbs had three times this many) could refer
a parliamentary resolution to Bosnia’s independent council on ethnic equality, which was to be
composed of equal numbers of the republic’s three main ethnic groups and a few representatives
of its smaller ethnic groups. Once referred, a resolution could not return to parliament unless it
was approved by “agreement of the [council] members from the ranks of all of the nations and
nationalities.” Even in the unlikely event that the council could reach such consensus, the
constitution then required a two-thirds super-majority vote in parliament to pass such a
resolution. Accordingly, the Serbs demanded that the Muslim resolutions be referred to the
council — a step that effectively would have killed them. The Muslims refused, claiming that the
constitutional requirement was void because the council had yet to be constituted >

The Serbs also responded by introducing their own resolution, stating that if Croatia’s
secession from Yugoslavia were recognized internationally (which would encourage the
Muslims to seek similar recognition for Bosnia), then each of Bosnia’s main three ethnic groups
also should have the right of “self-determination including secession” from Bosnia. In addition,
the Serbs explicitly warned the Muslims that if they insisted on unilaterally separating Bosnia
from Yugoslavia, the Serbs would unilaterally separate their regions from Bosnia by the use of
force that would decimate the Muslims. At the end of a heated debate on the competing
resolutions that carried over to the morning of October 15, 1991, the Sert:s, who controlled the

speakership of the parliament under the ethnic power-sharing deal that made Izetbegovic

% Robert M. Hayden, “Bosnia’s Internal War,” Fletcher Forum. Vol. 22, No. 1 (Winter/Spring 1998), pp. 56-7.
Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 71, 76-7. Amendment LXX (10) was authorized in July 1990.
The council was officially known as the “Council for Questions of the Establishment of Equality of the Nations and

Nationalities of Bosnia and Herzegovina.”
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president, gaveled the session adjourned and went home. The Muslims, however, declared
unilaterally that the parliament was not adjourned but merely recessed for an hour, after which
time they gaveled it back into session and voted with the Croats, in the absence of the Serbs. to
approve the resolutions 142-0 (out of 240 seats). Furious at this violation of their constitutional
rights, the Serbs initially threatened to boycott Bosnia’s governing bodies until the vote was
reversed. In the event, however, though the Muslims refused to reverse the vote, the Serbs
continued to participate in parliament and worked to design an ethnic cantonization proposal that
the Muslims and Croats would accept prior to secession, in order to avert war. Because of the
possibility that these efforts would prove futile, however, the Serbs also prepared for war —
apparently both as a means of coercing the other ethnic groups to accept cantonization and as a
contingency in case such coercion failed.”

The Serbs presented their first cantonization proposal at the end of 1991. It called for the
division of Bosnia into numerous territorial cantons, each of which would be administered by the
majority ethnic group in the canton. Because of Bosnia’s patchwork ethnic demography, this
meant that each ethnic group would administer several non-contiguous cantons — which
underscores that the Serbs did not originally propose a hard partition of Bosnia. The plan was
designed by Nikola Koljevic, one of two Serbs on Bosnia’s collective presidency and a relative
moderate who was not formally a member of the nationalist Bosnian Serb SDS party. However,
the plan enjoyed extremely broad support among Bosnia’s Serbs — ranging from Radovan
Karadzic, president of the nationalist party, to leaders of the small non-nationalist Bosnian Serb
opposition. Biljana Plavsic, the other Serb member of Bosnia’s presidency, who was a member
of the nationalist party, confirms in an interview that she also supported the proposal at the time.
It was not until the outbreak of war, she says, that the Bosnian Serb leadership rejected the

notion of non-contiguous cantons in favor of hard partition.”®

% Hayden, “Bosnia’s Internal War.” pp. 56-7. Burg and Shoup. The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina. pp. 71, 76-77.

* Hayden dates the initial Serb cantonization proposal to late 1991, whereas Burg and Shoup say mid-January
1992. Hayden. “The Partition of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1990-1993, p. 4. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, pp. 59. 104, Biljana Plavsic. interview with author, Banja Luka, July 24, 2000. Plavsic also confirms
that Karadzic supported the plan at the time. “Prior to the war, we favored this sort of negotiated outcome, to avoid
the horrors of WWIL. . .. [but] afler the war started, our goals changed to wanting territorial contiguity.” She says
that is why in May 1993 the Bosnian Serbs rejected the Vance-Owen peace proposal, which was still based on
cantonization. For more detail on the cthnic alliances in Yugoslavia during WWII, scec Wilcox, The politics of

transitional anarchy.
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The first of several instances in which the Muslims temporarily agreed to cantonization
was in late January 1992. At the time, the Muslims were pushing a resolution in parliament to
schedule a referendum on independence, because the EC had indicated it would recognize
Bosnia’s independence if such a referendum were approved. The Serbs insisted that some sort of
cantonization plan had to be accepted before the referendum was scheduled, and again warned
that independence without cantonization would mean war. Muhamed Cengic, the Muslim vice-
president of Bosnia and former vice-president of Izetbegovic’s party, took such threats seriously
because he expected that the Muslims would fare worst in a war, and so he embraced the idea of
postponing the referendum until a cantonization plan could be negotiated. Izetbegovic gave his
support to Cengic’s approach the day before parliamentary debate began on the referendum,
according to Muhamed Filipovic. As Plavsic recalls, Cengic took the floor of the parliament
and, in the presence of legislators from all ethnic groups, urged his fellow Muslims to
compromise because “if war comes, the Serbs and Croats will be OK because they have Serbia
and Croatia behind them. But we have nothing.” When Cengic left the floor, Plavsic ran after
him and urged him to take the floor again with Karadzic so that the two jointly could endorse the
idea that cantonization should precede the referendum. Cengic replied that he needed to obtain
Izetbegovic’s approval once more for such a dramatic step, but then returned 15 minutes later,
saying he had received it.”’

Cengic and Karadzic took the floor of the parliament and, in a historic moment, the two
senior Bosnian officials — one Muslim and one Serb ~ simultaneously endorsed the same plan to
avert war in Bosnia. Karadzic declared, “We have never been so close to an agreement as we are
now.” The president of the Croat caucus in parliament also expressed his support. Ten minutes
into their presentation, however, Izetbegovic rushed to the floor — apparently compelled by
hardline members of his party — and confronted Cengic, asking who had given him permission to
express support for the compromise. “You Alija, ten minutes ago,” Cengic replied.
Nevertheless, Izetbegovic announced that he now opposed any preconditions on the referendum

and declared that any negotiations on cantonization would have to take place after the

”’ Biljana Plavsic, interview with author. Banja Luka, July 24, 2000. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, pp. 105-6. Hayden, “Bosnia’s Internal War,” p. 59. Muhammed Filipovic, interview with author,
Sarajevo, October 13, 1999. The details on Cengic’s interaction with Izetbegovic were provided by Plavsic, but
Filipovic, a Muslim, confirms that [zetbegovic had given his approval the previous day for Cengic’s plan to delay
the referendum until cantonization could be negotiated. When Izetbegovic reversed himself, Filipovic says the
Serbs told the Muslims, “you’re pushing us on the nosc” ~ in other words. provoking a fight.
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referendum. With both sides incredulous that Izetbegovic could have reversed himself in such
short order, Karadzic asked Plavsic whether she intentionally had set him up for an embarrassing
failure.”®

The rest of the night was a virtual replay of the parliamentary maneuvering three months
earlier. The Serbs called for the resolution on the referendum to be referred to the council on
ethnic equality. But the Muslims refused. arguing that the council still was not constituted. The
Serb speaker of parliament then adjourned the session at 3:30 am on January 25, 1992,
scheduling the next session to begin at 10am. At 4:30 in the morning, however, a Muslim
legislator declared the session resumed. and then, in the absence of Serbs, the parliament voted
130-0 to schedule the referendum.”

The next attempt at cantonization was made by the European Community. The EC’s
negotiator for the Balkans, British Lord Carrington, foresaw that if Bosnia seceded prior to some
agreement between its ethnic groups, there would be a bloody war. As early as January 6, 1992,
he proposed that Portuguese diplomat Jose Cutileiro convene negotiations between the Bosnian
groups. Starting the next month, Cutileiro held six rounds of negotiations prior to the outbreak
of war, at rotating venues: (1) Sarajevo, Feb. 13-14; (2) Lisbon, Feb. 21-22; (3) Sarajevo, Feb.
27; (4) Brussels, Mar. 9-10; (5) Sarajevo, Mar. 17-18; and (6) Brussels, Mar. 30-31. He also
tried repeatedly to revive the talks during the first four months of the war, but the Muslims
refused.'®

At the critical Lisbon meeting, the EC was trying desperately to get an agreement on
cantonization before Bosnia’s referendum on independence, slated for five days later. The
Bosnian Muslim delegation was led by Izetbegovic, who was joined by Mahmutcehajic and
Silajdzic. Mahmutcehajic reports that Cutileiro was “very tough” on Izetbegovic, threatening to
withdraw EC support for Bosnia’s independence if he did not acquiesce. The pressure appeared

to work, because on February 23 the three ethnic groups agreed to a set of “Principles for a New

* Biljana Plavsic. interview with author. Banja Luka. July 24, 2000. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosma-
Herzegovina, pp. 105-6. Hayden, “Bosnia’s Internal War.” p. 59.

* Hayden, “Bosnia’s Internal War,” p. 59.

‘% Gow, Triumph of the Lack of Will, p. 80. Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 108-109,
117, report that the final session of the talks was held July 28, 1992. Aleksa Buha, interview with author, Belgrade,
July 27, 2000, reports that a session was scheduled for May 20-23, 1992 in Lisbon, but the Muslims refused to
attend, citing the ongoing Serb aggression and travel difficuitics. Sce also, Laura Silber, Judy Dempsey, and
Michael Littlejohns, “UN in disarray as Serbs halt Croatia pullout: Fears grow that war could break out anew in
Croatia.” Financial Times, May 22, 1992, p. 2.
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Constitutional Structure” that would would divide Bosnia into seven cantons, of which three
would be Serb-controlled. Two days later, Izetbegovic presented the plan to a meeting in
Sarajevo of about 40 top officials of his party, who roundly denounced it. As recalled by Izet
and Ismet Serdarevic, two attendees who were close friends and longtime associates of the

president:

Izetbegovic got heavy criticism when he got back from Lisbon. It was a black
spot for him. . . . He offered three justifications for signing the agreement — he
was trying to avoid war, buy time to prepare for war because both of the other two
sides were better prepared than us, and cooperate with Croats. But the rest of the
party said this was a bad tactic and that he had no right to speak publicly without
consulting them. Those of us close to the President were really upset. . . .
Sometimes people were screaming at him. . . . He was supposed to be there as
president of the party, not president of Bosnia. And he shouldn’t have even
discussed it [cantonization] until the referendum. . . . We were ready for war, not

Serb occupation.'®!
Following the meeting, Izetbegovic announced that he was withdrawing his support. As
Mahmutcehajic explains, “Izetbegovic felt strong resistance when he came back [from Lisbon],

50 he withdrew his support.”'%?

After the referendum was approved (by the Musiims and Croats, with the Serbs
boycotting) on March 1, and small-scale fighting erupted in early March, the EC intensified its
efforts to forge a compromise before the date it was scheduled to recognize Bosnia’s
independence, April 6, 1992. On March 10, in Brussels, Cutileiro proposed a more unitary
government to attract the support of the Muslims, but the Bosnian Serbs predictably resisted. 103
Then, on March 18 in Sarajevo, the EC forged its second — and last — cantonization agreement
between the three ethnic groups. Bosnian Serb leader Karadzic exclaimed it was “a great day for
Bosnia.”'™ His close colleague, Aleksa Buha, confirms in an interview that “we were
delighted.” The revised constitutional principles now stated that Bosnia was “one state

composed of three constituent units, based on national [i.e., ethnic] principles and taking into

'%! Izet and Ismet Serdarevic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 17, 2000.

192 Rusmir Mahmutcehajic, interview with author, Sarajevo, July 19, 2000.

' Burg and Shoup, The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 108-109, reports that both Milosevic and the United
States expressed support for this plan.

'% David Binder, “U.S. Policymakers on Bosnia Admit Errors in Opposing Partition in 1992, New York Times,
August 29, 1993, p. 10. Although all three groups agreed to the principles, they did not sign them. Burg and Shoup,
The War in Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 110, 112
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account economic, geographical, and other criteria.”” The agreement also provided for an
effective ethnic veto by designing a second legislative chamber that would have equal
representation from the three ethnic groups and require a four-fifths super-majority on important
decisions. Furthermore, although Bosnia would be “sovereign,” the agreement provided that
each ethnic group was free to “establish and maintain links” to other states — which the Serbs
wanted to do with Yugoslavia. and the Croats with Croatia. In addition, according to Buha, the
Serbs proposed that the cantons should provide substantial rights to minorities, including local
control of school curricula and guaranteed quotas for representation in cantonal governments.
Serb support for such rights was logical, given that after cantonization many if not most Serbs

would be living as minorities in cantons controlled by one of the other ethnic groups, as detailed

below. '**

On the crucial question of territorial boundaries for the cantons, each of the ethnic groups
presented its own preferred map. However, Cutileiro pressed them to accept the EC’s
compromise proposal, which apportione