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In The Fletcher Forum’s Winter 2001 issue, Miroslav Prce, the then defense
.minister of the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina, proposed that it was time to
revise the peace implementation process set in place by the General Framework
Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (GFA), more commonly known
as the Dayton Peace Accords.' He reasoned that the Dayton Accords have not
been able to resolve the conflict that led to the 1992 war. While Bosnia might
seem stable, Prce believes this is due to the presence of NATO peacekeepers and
the active intervention of international actors in Bosnia’s domestic affairs.

Pree’s call to modify the existing process is not new; moderate politicians
and extremists in Bosnia have been making the same argument for quite some
time. What is interesting about Prce’s essay is that he makes the argument that
Washington, rather than Brussels, has dominated the process of peace imple-
mentation. He proposes further that the interests of Bosnias citizens and those of
the European Union should lead the revision process. '

Contrary to Prce’s view, European interests have played an important part
in shaping events in post-Dayton Bosnia. In fact, since mid-1997 the European

powers have guided the process of peace implementation and have restructured

the original peace-building mission according to their interests. Through the
work of the Peace Implementation Council (PIC) and the Office of the High
Representative (OHR), the EU has directly administered Bosnian society.

This article does not attempt to belittle Pree’s observations, as many of
them were made before the new non-nationalist government was in place. Rather,
this investigation reviews the process that led to the Dayton Accords and its
implementation, and disproves Prce’s argument that Europe has not influenced
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the peace implementation process. In this way, this investigation shows the dif-
ferences between American and European peace-building strategies and the inter-
ests that informed these positions. Because the OHR'’s work is a subject that has
received little attention in academic research, this investigation devotes much of
its attention to the OHR’s efforts, as it has become the lead international organi-
zation in post-Dayton Bosnia.

AMERICAN POWER AND THE DAYTON PROCESS

Many recent studies have demonstrated how the Clinton administration
forged the Dayton peace initiative according to its self-interests.” For the purposes
of this study, it is important to underscore that U.S. officials diminished the role
of European countries in the search for peace.’ This is not to say that the Clinton
administration ignored European demands and ideas. While taking European
proposals into consideration, American diplomats ultimately refashioned them
according to the Clinton administration’s more immediate needs and interests.
For example, the International Conference
on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY), headed
For the U.S., the problem by European diplomats, developed many
was not necesmrily the provisions similar to the Dayton Accords
that were in the end rejected by the U.S.*

Why did the U.S. decide to spearhead
the Dayton peace initiative? Had something
transatlantic relations and  changed in the way the Clinton administra-

Bosnian war, but the
impact it had on

on Clinton’s reelection bid tion perceived Bosnia, or did changing inter-

national circumstances force it to reconsider

its decision to let the Europeans find a solu-
tion to the war? For the U.S., the problem was not necessarily the Bosnian war,
but the impacr it had on transatlantic relations’ and on President Bill Clinton’s
reelection bid.¢ For better or worse, these concerns guided American foreign policy
in Clinton’s first term.

While worsening transatlantic relations required the U.S. to take a more
preemptive stance towards the Bosnian war, the fear that America would be
caught in a military quagmire in the Balkans before the 1996 U.S. presidential
elections forced the Clinton administration to take charge of peacemaking efforts
in August 1995. Although these two motives helped shape the American response
towards Bosnia, it is important to emphasize that the U.S. solution involved a

mix of diplomacy and the use of NATO air strikes.
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TOWARD DAYTON

American interests heavily influenced the process leading to the Dayton
peace talks. After the fall of Srebrenica and the resulting massacre in July 1995,
European countries strongly voiced their conviction for the withdrawal of the
European-led United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). Since NATO
had already vowed to extract UNPROFOR and because this operation would
have likely involved 25,000 U.S. troops, the Clinton administration decided to
take control of peacemaking efforts and pressure the parties to accept a settle-
ment.” Clinton’s response, however, meant that the U.S. would take full control
of these efforts, reducing the Europeans

ability to influence the process. For their
part, the Europeans were ready to accept Aﬁé’r the ﬁll[ 0f Sebrenica,
American leadership, as long as the Clinton ¢}, challenge was to ﬁnd a
administration assured them that the U.S.

military would extract UNPROFOR if its i ) )
peacemaking efforts failed. Bosnian Serbs to relinguish

way to convince the

The proposed peace plan was very part of the territory t/ﬂey
similar to the Contact Group peace plan of ... 11,/
1994 The U.S. plan reaffirmed Bosnia’s
unity as a country made of two entities, the
Muslim-Croat Federation and the Republika Srpska. The plan also stated that the

Republika would administer 49 percent of Bosnia’s tertitory, while the Federation

would control the remaining 51 percent (a 49-51 formula). Furthermore, it
strongly declared that both entities were to be united by a set of common state
institutions, which would be responsible for issues of common concern.

After the fall of Srebrenica, the challenge was to find a way to convince the
Bosnian Serbs to relinquish part of the territory they controlled. Because the
Bosnian Serbs were unwilling to give up their claim to conquered land, the U.S.
argued that aerial bombardment was needed to weaken Bosnian Serb military
positions and to unofficially support the Bosnian Muslim (also known as
Bosniak) and Bosnian Croat offensives. While the Contact Group’s European
members raised ethical questions regarding this approach, they supported air
strikes because they would advance the peace process by changing the map of
Bosnia. NATO bombing began on August 30, 1995. Once the Federation’s forces
won 19.4 percent of Bosnian Serb territory, the Contact Group pressured the
U.S. to stop the air strikes and to support a cessation of the hostilities in order to
start the peace talks.

Following two pre-negotiation sessions,-one held in Geneva and the other
in New York, Clinton invited the Boniaks, Bosnian Croats, and Bosnian Serbs to
join the Contact Group negotiators at the Wright Patterson Air Force Base in
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Dayton, Ohio. Slobodan Milosevic headed the Serb delegation, Franjo Tudjman
led the Croat one, while Alija Izetbegovic represented Bosnia’s interests.
Learning from ICFY’s efforts, Ambassador Richard Holbrooke, Clinton’s
chief negotiator, recognized that a settlement to the Bosnian war could only be
achieved if Tudjman and Milosevic pressured Bosnian Serb and Bosnian Croat
leaders to support peacemaking efforts.” To

this end, the Clinton administration
The U.S. controlled the informed Milosevic that once the Bosnian

negotiatiom, while the Serbs accepted an agreement, the UN

Europeans were supposed to would lift the economic sanctions that were

. C ippli Yi 1 | ,
reserve their criticisms and ~— <'PP'"8 the Yugoslav economy. n tum
Tudjman was offered Eastern Slavonia, the

endorse the resu[tlng peace  only territory the Croat military had not

agreement——w/aether it been able to reclaim from Yugoslavia, in

complied with Europeczn exchange for his cooperation.

The peace negotiations revolved

interests or not. around a set text written by American diplo-

mats. European officials did share their own
strategies with their American counterparts, but the text closely reflected U.S.
interests. Pauline Neville-Jones, the British representative at Dayton, notes that
the U.S. controlled the negotiations, while the Europeans were supposed to
reserve their criticisms and endorse the resulting peace agreement—whether it
complied with European interests or not."

THE DAYTON PEACE ACCORDS AND ITS WEAKNESSES

After 21 days of negotiations, the Dayton peace talks had settled the war,
though not all of the participants were satisfied with the outcome. While
Tudjman and Milosevic secured their immediate objectives, Izetbegovic felt that
the agreement did not reflect all his interests. The Bosniak delegation attempted
to derail the negotiations, but Holbrooke made it clear to Izetbegovic that failure
to accept the agreement meant that the U.S. would not assist the Bosniaks if the
war resumed. European leaders supported the agreement in the signing cere-
monies held in Paris on December 14, 1995, but there were at least two issues
that had angered them. These controversies set the mood for transatlantic rela-
tions in 1996. :

The first issue of disagreement was Bosnia’s constitution, included in Annex
Four of the GFA. Attempting to minimize any conflicts that could derail the peace
talks, the American team “proposed an extremely decentralized governmental
structure creating hardly any effective central powers.”* The constitution did not
even envision the combination of the entities’ military forces. As a result, rather
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than creating the strong state the Europeans desired, the end product is what Carl
Bildt, the EU’s representative at the peace talks and the first high representative
(HiRep), described as “the most decentralized state in the world.”"

The Bosnian Serbs and the Bosnian Croats quickly endorsed this proposal,
but the Bosniaks and the Europeans were outraged. As a European mediator
remarked, “We were in favor of a stronger centralized power because we live on
the same continent with these people, and we are going to have to deal with them
over a long term.”" In his memoirs, Bildt conveys his frustration with the pro-
posal by recounting a story of a confrontation between him and ‘one of the U.S.
negotiators: “I asked someone from the U.S. team if he would like to live in a
country with a constitution of the kind which was beginning to emerge. He just
laughed. Clearly not!”*

Why did the U.S. negotiators ignore their counterparts’ demands on this crit-
ical matter? The U.S. believed that creating a strong central government could hold
back the negotiations. Holbrooke wanted the parties to focus on the map of Bosnia,
as the entities had to exchange territory in order to achieve the 49-51 formula estab-
lished by the Contact Group. For Holbrooke, land was “the core issue of the war.”*¢

The second issue of contention between the U.S. and Europe over the
Dayton Accords was the American vision of the post-conflict peace-building mis-
sion and the responsibilities of the institutions that were to supervise the process
of peace implementation. For the Clinton

administration, the peace-building mission . L
was to be a military endeavor, assisted by a Atzempring to minimize
civilian element that would be responsible 472y Conﬂift5 that could
for organizing the post-war elections and  Jepgs/ the peace talks, the
helping Bosnias officials put together the
new institutions established by the Dayton i
Accords. Obsessed with an exit strategy, the 47 ext Vemdy decentralized
U.S. military commanders argued that governmental structure
NATO peacekeepers and international civil

American team ‘proposed

‘ : creating hardly any
servants were to stay in Bosnia for only a

year. State-building was something that the eﬂéctzve Centrdlp owers.

U.S. did not want to do, so the mission’s
objective was to establish a balance of military power on the ground. This gave
NATO and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
the responsibility for the demobilization of Bosnia’s two militaries and the coor-
dination of elections that would put in place a new government.

In contrast, the Europeans wanted the peace-building mission to be
dominated by a civilian element and be supported by NATO forces. The
French government proposed the creation of a HiRep to direct peace-building
efforts. Initially, the U.S. supported this idea. The GFA’s original draft gave the
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HiRep a strong mandate, but Robert Gallucci, the U.S. diplomat responsible
for developing the position’s responsibilities, believed that the HiRep was going
to be an American. Gallucci did not know that Holbrooke had already told
Bildt that a European could hold this position, as the Clinton administration
wanted the EU to pay for the bulk of the peace-building mission. Fearing that
“a powerful person whom Washington could not control might fumble the
implementation effort or, worse still, interfere with the military effort,”” the
Clinton administration ordered Gallucci to reduce the HiRep’s powers and
restrict his or her mandate to only civilian affairs. Thus, the HiRep could orga-
nize the elections and help Bosnia’s officials to establish the new state, but could
not order NATO peacekeepers to support this objective.

In the end, the Dayton Accords settled the war, but its provisions did not
establish a self-sustaining peace. The Clinton administration’s formula that a bal-
ance of military power and the holding of elections would create a new govern-
ment willing to implement the Dayton Accord’s provisions and address Bosnia’s
many problems was too simplistic. Even though European negotiators reminded
their American counterparts of Bosnia’s complexities, the Clinton administra-
tion’s number one priority was winning the 1996 presidential elections and ful-
filling its wider European agenda, including NATO’s eastward expansion.
Eventually, Bosnia did become a problem during Clinton’s second term in office,
but this time around the U.S. was willing to let the Europeans head the restruc-
turing of the peace-building mission.

EUROPE AND THE REVISION OF THE PEACE-BUILDING MISSION

The international peace-building operation included only a small role for the
UN. The UN was sidelined in the peace-building phase because the Clinton admin-
istration and Republicans in the U.S. Congress were irritated by UN criticism of
NATO air strikes and U.S. policies. The Europeans were upset with this predica-
ment, but the marginal role played by the UN presented Europe with an opportu-
nity to gain more influence over the peace-building mission. With more wiggle room
to assert itself, the Europeans formed a new ad hoc body to control the implemen-
tation phase of the Dayton Accords. This new body, called the Peace
Implementation Council (PIC), was created on December 8, 1995, to oversee the
GFA’s implementation and to create new strategies to fulfill the peace accord’s goals.
The PIC replaced the ICFY and retained the ICFY’s members. The PIC’s power rests
in its executive arm, the Steering Board, which is chaired by the HiRep. Holbrooke's
decision to permit a European to hold this position gave the Europeans a chance to
restructure the original peace-building operation if it did not achieve its objectives.

Although the Clinton administration’s conception of peace-building shaped
the international community’s work in Bosnia for the first year, the OHR’s reports
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and Bildc’s dissatisfaction with aspects of the Dayton Accords and the peace-build-
ing strategy led to a new program, built mainly on European interests. In the end,
Washington was interested in the cessation of hostilities, not in making the peace
agreement self-sustaining. Having won a second term in office, the Clinton
administration started to cede more power to Brussels. Since mid-1997, the
Europeans have firmly controlled the PIC and increased the HiRep's powers, and
NATOQO’s commanders have been more willing to support the OHR’s work.

In many ways, the PIC’s revisions of the original peace-building program
have been informed by weaknesses inherent in the diplomatic process that pro-
duced the Dayton Accords.'® Two weaknesses are especially important in the con-
text of this investigation. First, the GFA legitimated the leaders that started the
war. The Clinton administration did not

invite leaders of Bosnias non-nationalist

parties—who actually supported the ideals /7 the end, \Vashington was
of multiethnic democracy and market eco-  jp1orested in the cessation
nomics—to the peace talks.” Second, the
Dayton Accords produced a weak central
state. The strength of the entities vis-a-vis the peace agreement felf’

the central government meant that Bosnia Sustﬂining_

of hostilities, not in making

was more separated than united. Thus, the

Dayton Accords actually guaranteed both

the unity and partition of Bosnia. Many in Bosnia strongly believed that NATO’s
departure would allow them to continue the dissolution of Bosnia and the annex-
ation of parts of its territory to Croatia and Serbia, leaving in the middle a small
Bosniak-dominated state.

To comprehend why the OHR’s mandate was strengthened and how its
peace-building strategies have attempted to make the Dayton Accords self-sustain-
ing, it is important to briefly review the wortk carried out by Bildt and his successors,
Carlos Westendorp and Wolfgang Petritcsh. This review will focus on the efforts by
the PIC and the OHR to correct the GFA’s shortcomings, as mentioned above.

FROM MILITARY TO CIVILIAN CONCEPTIONS OF PEACE-BUILDING

The divergent American and European visions of peace implementation
hampered Blid’s first weeks of work as HiRep. It is important to underscore that
the OHR’s mandate was vague and consequently required the OHR to work on
more issues than those addressed by the IFOR commander. This is significant
because military officials in the Clinton administration started to criticize the
OHR in mid-January 1996 for not implementing important provisions of the
peace agreement.” This criticism angered Bildt and complicated matters for the
OHR. While IFOR had the resources to impose its will on the parties, Bildt
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lacked the resources or the mechanisms to coerce the parties to implement the
peace agreement’s civilian provisions. The public criticism by the Clinton admin-
istration and by U.S. military officials for something that was not necessarily
Bildr’s fault undermined the little authority the OHR originally had.

The OHR and the IFOR commander sometimes contradicted each other
on important issues. These differences had a negative impact on the implemen-
tation of the agreement’s civilian elements. While this conflicting relationship is
responsible for the many setbacks the PIC experienced in the first year, most of
the blame rests with the Clinton administration’s preoccupation with ending the
operation in Bosnia by the 1996 presidential elections and avoiding any “mission
creep.” In fact, the Clinton administration’s decision to deploy IFOR for only a
year deterred the parties from working with Bildt to construct the structures of
the new state or from amending the entities’ constitutions so they were in line
with the country’s new constitution, created at Dayton.

The biggest problem facing the OHR was staging democratic elections in
Bosnia. The OHR and the OSCE were responsible for organizing and conduct-
ing elections. According to the Dayton Accords, elections had to be held no ear-
lier than six months and no later than nine months after the signing of the
agreement.” The Dayton Accords also stipulated that elections could only be held
if social conditions could guarantee a free and fair process. As previously men-
tioned, the elections were the most important element in the peace-building
agenda, because it was the only way to establish a government that would con-
tinue implementing the Dayton Accords, while permitting the international
community to decrease its responsibilities in Bosnia.

The international community hoped Bosnia’s citizens would elect moderate
politicians that were willing to carry out the OHR’s work. But conditions in
Bosnia were not conducive for free and fair elections. Threatened by the election
procedures, nationalist parties restricted freedom of movement, freedom of the
press, and used intimidation and propaganda to rally their respective communities
against the implementation of the Dayton Accords. Alarmed by these develop-
ments, the OSCE chairman, Flavio Cotti, wanted to postpone the elections for a
year. Bildt did not agree with Cotti’s proposal and instead sided with the Clinton
administration by proposing a strategy to challenge the nationalist parties’ plat-

forms and increase the chances of moderate, civic-minded political parties’ win-

ning the elections.”

This strategy included the creation of independent media outlets, IN-TV
(also known as the Open Broadcast Network) and Radio FERN (or the Free
Elections Radio Network). The OHR had to get licensing rights for the operation
of these outlets in each entity. Because leaders of the nationalist parties controlled
these institutions, they denied the OHR’s request. The OHR finally secured the
required permits, but it was too late, as they went on air only a week before the

VOL.27:1 WINTER/APRING 2003



RESOLVING THE BOSNIAN CONFLICT: EUROPEAN SOLUTIONS

elections.” In the end, national elections were held in September 1996, but the
OSCE and the OHR decided to postpone the municipal elections until 1997.
Months before the elections were held, opinion polls were showing that the
nationalist parties would win. Indeed, the results of the national elections con-
firmed these polls’ forecasts. The international community agreed that it could
not leave Bosnia in the hands of the same people that had driven the country to
war. The problem now was not implementing the GFA’s military provisions, as
IFOR and the OSCE had completed most of these requirements, but—as the
Europeans had predicted at the Dayton peace talks—the carrying out of the
GFA’s civilian components, which were being blocked by newly elected officials.
A new coercive strategy was needed,

the first element of which Bildt provided IF Bosnid, onali
before he stepped down as HiRep. If Bosnia’s f 0snias naiionaiist

nationalist parties were not willing to imple-  P4¥ ties were not u)llllng to

ment the Dayton Accords, the international imp[ement the Dayton

community ?Nould ha?/c to (.iommat.e‘ dlg Accords, the international
country politically and impose its provisions.

At the PIC’s Sintra meeting in May 1997, it €OMmunity would have to
was decided that all international financial dominate the country

assistance earmarked for Bosnia would be politz'cally and impose its

made contingent on Bosnias implementa- iy
tion of the Dayton Accords. This measure provisions.
strengthened the OHR’s mandate. Due to

the fact that the media organizations actively supported the nationalist agendas, the

Sintra meeting also gave the OHR the power to “curtail or suspend any media net:
work or program whose output is in the persistent and blatant contravention of
either the spirit or letter” of the Dayton Accords. *

The OHR’s new responsibilities signalled a power shift from Washington
to Brussels. The Clinton administration not only approved the extension of the
NATO peacekeeping force, but it also instructed General William Crouch, who
succeeded Admiral Smith, to support the OHR’s work. With this decision in
place, the peace-building operation became a civilian undertaking, strongly sup-
ported by NATO’s peacekeeping force, the name of which was changed to
Stabilization Force (SFOR).

STATE-BUILDING AND ITS UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES

Having changed the nature of the peace-building mission, Bildt retired as
HiRep in June 1997. The PIC elected Carlos Westendorp, a Spanish diplomat,
to succeed him. A new round of obstacles greeted Westendorp’s arrival in
Sarajevo. In September 1997, the nationalist parties won the municipal elections,
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further hampering the implementation of the Dayton Accords. Intransigent
Bosnian Serb leaders, rising corruption, and the general ineffectiveness of the
central government threatened to unravel the Dayton Accords. In response,
Westendorp lobbied the PIC to extend the mandate of the HiRep.”

The PIC meeting in Bonn in December 1997 unanimously decided to
extend the OHR’s mandate by conferring the HiRep two new powers. First, the
OHR was given the power to write and implement legislation when the Bosnian
government did not or could not do so. According to this provision, the HiRep
could also rewrite existing laws that con-
flicted with the Dayton Accords. Second,
the PIC authorized the HiRep to dismiss
public officials that obstructed the peace

Against the backdrop of

rising productivity,
agreement’s execution or hindered the OHR

declining unemployment,
and improving living
standards, Westendorp
believed that Bosnias

from fulfilling its mandate.” Moreover, the
PIC’s Bonn conclusions re-emphasised that
SFOR would actively support the work of
the OHR and enforce its decisions.”

o ) The PIC’s Bonn Conclusions were pro-
citizens were going to elect nounced against the backdrop of two impor-
a new wave of politz'ciam tant debates: the Bosnian national elections,
which were held in September 1998, and
SFOR’s scheduled exit in June 1998, which

never took place because the Clinton admin-
istration eventually decided to keep NATO

that wanted to cooperate
with the international
community to implement

the Dayton Accords.

peacekeepers in Bosnia for an undetermined
period of time. The PIC’s Bonn Conclusions
reflect the international community’s frus-

tration with the slow pace of peace implementation and the low levels of inter-
ethnic cooperation. Because many diplomats feared that Bosnia’s officials would
continue hindering the international community’s agenda, the PIC instructed
Westendorp to propose a new approach if in the months following the Bonn meet-
ing the situation had not changed for the better®

In early 1998, central government officials met to consider a legislative
package put together by the OHR. Many of the proposed bills were designed to
strengthen the Bosnian state and enhance the integration of the two entities into
a single unit. Westendorp wanted Bosnia’s parliamentary assembly to adopt a new
flag, a single currency, common license plates and passport, citizenship laws, and
a permanent law on customs. The OHR also required the government to con-
sider legislative projects dealing with foreign investment laws, property laws that
enabled refugees and internally displaced persons to return to their homes, and
an election law to organize and hold municipal elections following the 1998
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national elections.” The Bosnian government, however, still under the control of
nationalist politicians, failed to pass the legislation. In response, Westendorp uti-
lized his Bonn powers and imposed all of the legislation except the election law.
He also dismissed a number of public officials for obstructing the process of peace
implementation.

While Westendorp preferred that Bosnia’s politicians adopt this legislative
package, he believed that his actions would reform existing governmental prac-
tices and would secure the country’s economic recovery. In fact, for the first time
since 1992, the Bosnian economy experienced growth. Against the backdrop of
rising productivity, declining unemployment, and improving living standards,
Westendorp believed that Bosnia’s citizens were going to elect a new wave of
politicians who wanted to cooperate with the international community to imple-
ment the Dayton Accords. Unfortunately, Westendorp’s judgment was incorrect.
The nationalist parties won the 1998 national elections, despite increased logis-
tical and financial aid to civic parties from the international community.

In light of the election results, the OHR presented a new peace-building
strategy at the PIC’s Madrid meeting held in December 1998. The new strategy
was intended to fix one of GFA’s weaknesses, namely the weak nature of the cen-
tral state. The strategy presented a bold state-building program focused on
strengthening the central government’s capacity to order society according to its
vision. This process hinged on increasing citizen dependence on state structures
and the monopolization of legitimate forms of violence. By increasing their
dependence on the state, citizens will feel that their interests can best be secured
by supporting the work of state institutions. In a democratic society, this means
that citizens will elect candidates that support the state and are willing to improve
or extend the services provided by the state.

To this end, Westendorp’s state-building strategy listed eight key objectives
including reforming the military, creating an apolitical civil service, and destroy-
ing the financial bases of the nationalist parties.” Westendorp wanted Bosnia’s
parliamentary assembly and its Council of Ministers to implement this program
in 1999, but the controversial decision on the town of Brcko® and NATO’s mil-
itary operation against Yugoslavia slowed the strategy’s execution. These events
forced the OHR to pay more attention to preserving internal stability rather than
implementing Westendorp’s strategy.”

Westendorp stepped down in 1999 and was succeeded by an Austrian
diplomat, Wolfgang Petritcsh, who vowed to continue his predecessor’s efforts.
Immediately after taking office, the PIC instructed Petritcsh to devise a new strat-
egy that would fulfill the objectives set out in the Madrid Declaration and also
reduce Bosnia’s increasing dependency on the international community. There
was growing concern among international organizations, leading news maga-
zines, and scholars that the strengthening of the HiReps mandate contradicted
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the GFA’s objective of making Bosnia an independent nation-state. In other
words, the unintended consequence of the PIC’s strategy was that Bosnia was
becoming a de facto protectorate of the international community.

By mid-1999, the PIC concluded that it was necessary to reduce political
and economic assistance to Bosnia. Financial assistance for Bosnia was drying up,
as the UN started to divert funds to post-conflict peace-building efforts in
Kosovo and East Timor. To adjust to these new realities, Petritcsh had to intro-
duce a number of new incentives to increase citizen participation in the political
process. Greater participation by the public was needed to ensure that Bosnia’s
officials would assist the OHR and other international agencies to translate the
Dayton Accords into a self-sustaining peace. This was known as Petritcsh’s “own-

ership approach.”
MAKING BOSNIA’S CITIZENS OWNERS OF THE PEACE PROCESS

The ownership approach, as captured in the PIC Steering Board’s
Communiqué of September 1999, sought to make Bosnia’s citizens and officials
“owners of their progress in implementation of the [Dayton] Accords and the
eventual entry of Bosnia-Herzegovina into European institutions.” If Bosnia’s
leaders cooperated with the OHR, the EU would push for the country’s integra-
tion into Western European political and economic institutions, ultimately lead-
ing to full entry into the European Union. This incentive was proposed to
convince Bosnia’s citizens to change their political alliances in order to strengthen
non-nationalist political parties that supported multi-ethnicity, market econom-
ics, and democracy.

Petritcsh called on international agencies in Bosnia to decrease the scope of
their activities in order to let local institutions independently address country’s
problems. This did not mean that Petritcsh would not use his powers. In fact,
shortly after announcing his intentions to put in practice the ownership
approach, he dismissed 22 officials for hindering the peace process and imposed
a package of property and housing legislation to harmonize the laws of Bosnia’s
entities and to allow returnees to reclaim lost property. For Petritcsh, these actions
were necessary because they would, in his words, “level the playing field” before
the OHR started to decrease its role.** Furthermore, these decisions, while con-
troversial, served as a reminder that the OHR’s willingness to diminish its role did
not mean that Bosnian politicians could openly contradict the GFA’s implemen-
tation. In the end, the OHR would be forced to intervene in Bosnia if the inter-
national agenda’s goals were not achieved.

The international community never embraced Petritcsh’s ownership
approach wholeheartedly. In fact, on several occasions he was forced to defend his
approach in international policy circles. But it was not until the disappointing
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results of the April 2000 municipal elections that the PIC directed the OHR to
increase the scope of its activities in Bosnia. The PIC met in May 2000 in
Brussels and adopted a stronger state-building program, similar to Westendorp's
strategy, to substitute Petritcsh’s ownership plan.”

The new forceful agenda was aimed to continue leveling “the playing
field.” The strategy’s key objectives were to strengthen the capabilities of Bosnia’s
state institutions and undermine the nationalist political parties’ activities to give
civic-minded parties a chance to win the November 2000 parliamentary elec-
tions. To achieve the former, the OHR actively interfered in Bosnia’s affairs. A
number of officials were dismissed and new laws were imposed to continue the
process of peace implementation.

Petritcsh’s actions clearly contradicted the tenets of his own ownership
approach, but he was convinced that international intervention was needed to
support civic-minded parties in the future parliamentary elections. With the end
of Milosevic’s regime in Serbia, the election

of a moderate government in Croatia after

Tudjman’s death, and Izetbegovic’s retire-
ment, Petritcsh believed that the people of
Bosnia were more inclined to support
younger leaders and the platforms of non-
nationalist parties. The non-nationalist

With the end of Milosevic’s
regime in Serbia, the
election of a moderate
government in Croatia

campaigns were also boosted by a series of

after Tudjman’s death, and

Izetbegovics retirement,
Petritesh believed that the
people of Bosnia were more

reports that linked a number of corruption
cases to nationalist party leaders. More
importantly, the country’s citizens were frus-
trated with the nationalist parties’ inability

f Bosnia’s soci O
to tackle many ol bosnias socioeconomic mc[med to supportyounger

leaders and the platforms

of non-nationalist parties.

problems, such as high unemployment,
budget deficits, and cuts in pension plans.*

To capitalize on public sentiment, the
OHR (with the assistance of the OSCE and

other international bodies) established

public information campaigns that explained how the nationalist political parties
were responsible for Bosnia’s ills. These information campaigns were supple-
mented by financial and technical assistance to moderate, civic-minded parties.
Additionally, the World Bank, IMF, and EU bolstered non-nationalist parties
after they declared that future levels of financial assistance for Bosnia would be
dependent on the election results.”

The 2000 parliamentary elections produced a victory for non-nationalist polit-
ical parties. By February 2001, Petritcsh created a 10-party coalition of non-national-
ist parties, led by the Socialist Democratic Party, to run the national government and
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administer the Federation. To strengthen these coalitions, Petritcsh imposed key
aspects of the Brussels Declaration and actively opposed the nationalist parties’ chal-
lenges to the election results, especially those of Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ),
which wanted to create a separate entity for the Croat population.

The election outcome stimulated new optimism of Bosnia’s reform efforts
and provoked a change in attitude from the international community. In a
November 2001 report, for instance, the International Crisis Group stated that
the international community “has come out of ‘war mode’ and now stresses com-
mitment to ‘partnership’ with the Bosnian authorities: communicating, negotiat-
ing, and bargaining, rather than conspiring, commanding or imposing.”* Seeing
light at the end of the tunnel, the PIC asked Petritcsh in June 2001 to draft a new
plan that would set “the stage for the final phase of peace implementation.”

The new plan, as captured by the PICs Brussels Communiqué of
September 13, 2001, reaffirms the main objectives of the Brussels Declaration
and strongly supports Petritcsh’s ownership approach. The new plan also invited
Petritcsh to propose a new structure for the international presence in Bosnia in
order to fulfill the GFA’s full implementation before 2007.

Enjoying strong diplomatic backing, Petritsch expanded his ownership
strategy and created a Consultative Partnership Forum and a Civic Forum. The
objective of the Consultative Partnership Forum is to bring rogether members of
Bosnia’s Council of Ministers and the HiRep’s advisors “to discuss and resolve
urgent issues, mainly related to the agenda” set by the PIC.” The Civic Forum
was created to “promote active citizenship” and increase the ability of civil soci-
ety groups to play “a more active role in the public policy discourse.”

These new mechanisms have strengthened Bosnia’s nascent civil society and
reinforced the new spirit of partnership between Bosnian officials and international
diplomats. Petritsch was not only willing to hear the concerns and proposals of civic
leaders invited to Forum meetings, but to also “follow up on some of them with
policy initiatives.”* The new institutions have promoted inter-ethnic reconciliation
as communal leaders come together to share their views of the future. The making
of a strong multicultural civil society—an objective the EU has supported in Bosnia
since 1995—can become a reality through this mechanism.

Support for the current agenda is still not as strong as the PIC wants, and
while Petritcsh was forced to impose and rewrite legislation to continue the reform
process and the GFA’s implementation, Bosnia’s state institutions have taken more
responsibility for their own affairs. The coalition government, for instance,
approved the election law that nationalist officials opposed since an earlier version
of the bill was introduced in the parliament in 1998. The national government
also passed legislation protecting civil liberties, as well as other laws that helped
Bosnia obtain membership in the Council of Europe.

Petritcsh left Sarajevo in May 2002 and was replaced by Lord Paddy
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Ashdown, former leader of United Kingdom’s Liberal Democratic Party.
Ashdown has vowed not only to continue his predecessor’s strategy, but also to
extend it. One of his first decisions as high representative was to appoint a promi-
nent Bosniak law professor, Zoran Pajic, as head of the OHR’s legal reform unit.”
The widespread support for this decision convinced the OHR to announce on
September 12, 2002, that Bosnia’s citizens

can apply to any advertised job, including
those for senior staff. These decisions FEconomic dl_'ﬂicu[tief,

demonstrate Ashdown’s faith that Bosnians politiazl instabilities, social
are capable of implementing the GFA not

only at the local level, but also at the inter-
national level.® between the current Bush

divisions, and even conflicts

Although this is a positive develop- administration and its

ment, many of Petritcsh’s accomplish- European counterparts

ments—including the coalition that has )
could undermine the

administered Bosnia since February
2001—have been undone. The coalition international COMmmMuUnitys
government was not able to tackle Bosnias  yorent successes in Bosnia.
economic problems or curb corruption.

Consequently, in October 2002, vorters

elected a new government led by the nationalist parties.* Many commentators
and decision makers in Europe and the United States have expressed their con-
cern that the new government will not successfully carry out the PIC’s agenda.*
Thus, a new strategy may be in the making. What should be this strategy’s objec-
tive? Should Washington and Brussels play a leading role? Answers to these
important questions will conclude this study.

CONCLUSION

A review of the making and implementation of the Dayton Accords shows
that Prce’s argument that Washington has controlled peace-building efforts since
the GFA'’s signing is inaccurate. EU members have played a dominant role in
peace-building since the PIC’s Sintra meeting in 1997. European diplomats have
been deeply involved in the implementation of the Dayton Accords, constantly
adjusting the mission’s civilian component to correct Dayton’s most crucial weak-
nesses. HiRep Petritcsh, for instance, helped create a coalition government to

reform Bosnian society according to EU standards and to implement key ele- .

ments of the Dayton Accords.

But Bosnia’s future is still uncertain. Economic difficulties, political insta-
bilities, social divisions, and even conflicts between the current Bush administra-
tion and its European counterparts could undermine the international
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community’s recent successes in Bosnia. Due to the poor performance of the non-
nationalist parties in the recent elections, the PIC will likely request Ashdown to
construct a new program that allows the international community to finish its
work before 2007. Even though Ashdown will be tempted to take a stronger
stance in Bosnia, it is important for him to give the new government an oppor-
tunity to present its agenda and administer Bosnia. The results of the elections,
while not in line with Western expectations, should not force Ashdown to take
drastic measures. After all, it is Petritcsh’s ownership strategy that has been the
most successful in aligning Bosnia’s interests

with those of the international community.
In the ena’, it should not be Ulcimately, Ashdown should only use his

W/ashington or Brussels thar authority if the new government attempts

dominates the process Of to promote more division in Bosnia or if it
P tries to pursue policies that could challenge

peacebuilding, but the reform process.

Saragevo. Ashdown must also remember that
Petritcsh’s work produced a sense of empow-

erment among Bosnias citizens and offi-
cials. Therefore, Ashdown should nurture this feeling of partnership by making
use of the Civic Forum and the Consultative Partnership Forum to establish com-
munication mechanisms between the OHR and Bosnia’s officials and citizens.
These sessions must enable participants from Bosnia to realign their interests
with those of the international community. Thus, the key objective should not be
the GFA's full implementation. Instead, it should be to give people in Bosnia the
opportunity to influence new peace-building efforts.

In doing so, Ashdown should also try to help strengthen the position of
moderate leaders in Bosnias nationalist parties to make sure that the new govern-
ment will carry out the reforms needed to move Bosnia closer to Europe. This will
increase the chances that Bosnia will be administered by leaders who believe that
reforming Bosnia according to the PIC’s standards is the only path to political sta-
bility, economic growth, and a self-sustaining peace. In the end, it should not be
Washington or Brussels that dominates the process of peace-building, but Sarajevo.

BOSNIAN ELECTIONS TIMELINE

September 1996:  National Election (Parliamentary, Presidential, and Enticy-
Level)

September 1997:  Municipal Elections (Note: municipal elections were
scheduled to take place in 1996, but they were postponed
by the OSCE and the OHR because the political environ-

ment was not conducive to holding a free and fair vote.)
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October 1998: National Elections (Parliamentary, Presidential, and
Entity-Level)

April 2000: Municipal Elections

November 2000: National Elections (Parliamentary Elections and Entity-
Level)

October 2002: National Elections (Parliamentary, Presidential, and

Entity-Level)
*Other entity-level elections have taken place in the Republika Srpska and
Bosnian-Croat Federation due to varying events which forced early elections.
However, these elections are not relevant to this article. m
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