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Senator Lugar, members of the committee, thank you for your invitation to appear before you today. There are few issues more important for American leadership in the coming decades than its role in bringing peace to Bosnia and Herzegovina and in commanding a multinational force led by a new NATO. Let me record that I speak here as an individual, as a scholar studying the former Yugoslavia for many decades, and do not represent the views of the Brookings Institution or any group of people.

No one visiting Bosnia and Herzegovina these days can fail to sense the change in mood since winter when IFOR arrived--the tentative hopefulness, the gradual improvement in physical conditions, the willingness to admit a longing to see close relatives and friends on the other side of military confrontation lines, and the hive of activity among politicians preparing for this month's elections. One cannot fail to notice also that young people sit in cafés drinking one cup of coffee all day long because no jobs are being created, except by international organizations implementing the Dayton accord, that no reconstruction on public buildings and firms has begun, that the political division of the country into three ethnic enclaves is strikingly apparent, and that there is total consensus on one thing: that if IFOR leaves at the end of the year, war will start again.

The Dayton accord and the spectacular success of IFOR in separating the warring parties, demobilizing armies, cantoning or destroying heavy weapons, and challenging violations of the accord have stopped the war in Bosnia. Now the overriding task is to prevent it from starting again. For those who say that this is up to the Bosnians, that we can only do so much to help them, they forget that the success of the Dayton process has two other goals equally important to the United States as peace in Bosnia: regional stability in the Balkans (which is not yet at all guaranteed), and the future of NATO (including the shift in burdensharing for European security between the United States and its allies, its relation to Russia, and public support for the changing missions of the U.S. military).

There is nothing in the Dayton accord that assures peace automatically. In fact, it leaves the political outcome of Bosnia ambiguous, increasing the insecurity that IFOR troops have been sent to reduce. IFOR's presence has made it possible for the parties to channel their fight into the political and economic arena, but this has not been pretty for advocates of human rights, free elections, and a rapid transfer of responsibility to civilian police. The way the Dayton accord is written, nothing can go forward--above all the next steps of economic reconstruction and investment necessary for peace to take hold--until elections create legal governments. In Bosnia currently, everything except the election campaign is on hold until the elections.

I. ELECTION PROSPECTS

The question of whether the elections will be free and fair if held in September is the wrong question. No, they will not be fully free and fair, but the reason is that the three parties to the Dayton accord do not wish them to be. They are political parties with partisan interests acting like sovereign governments in their respective territories, and we are contributing to this problem because we are holding them accountable as if they are governments. Why should they give up the economic and political resources of power and dominance--control over media, police, movement, and monies--especially when each one of the three views the state they have fought the war to create insecure, their political goals not yet fully achieved? As long as we in the international operation insist that it is their agreement to keep and their peace to make, we can do very little about this. Holding elections now or in six months will make no difference.

The right question to ask is, will the elections achieve their purpose? That purpose can only be, so soon after the cessation of hostilities, to take the first step in the political process in a way that gives confidence to Bosnian citizens that other steps--the setting up of legal and accountable governments, elections in two years, legislation to create economic institutions--will follow. It may be counterintuitive, but the more we treat these elections as only the beginning of a long process which will have to be supplemented by civilian reconstruction, the sooner the international military presence can leave.

Indeed, any one proposing the postponement of elections should be asked to explain what good will come from the postponement that has been decided for municipal elections. While we focus on recreating a single Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bosnian citizens are far more concerned about getting their lives back together and about getting competent people in power in their localities. The central focus of politics and community in Bosnia has always been the local level, and this is even more true now when the most pressing issues are those of local jurisdiction: housing, jobs, schooling, water, electricity, heating, busses and trams, policing.

Secondly, it was at the local level that the opposition parties in all areas had some hope to win seats. Necessarily having to take the long view, they believe that even a few victories at the local level will keep alive the hope of a restored Bosnia until the next elections, in two years' time, when they will have had the time--in conditions of peace--to organize, inform, and prove to constituents that the currently ruling parties are not really their protectors with their best interests at heart. Instead, the overwhelming victory in the all-Bosnian and entity elections of the three ruling parties, each inhtheir own one-party mini-states, will now not be diluted even symbolically. To keep President Clinton's promise to Congress to withdraw American troops at the end of the year, local elections will be held around the first of December when conditions will not have changed at all for the better--indeed, they will be worse because of the onset of winter and because all the electoral rules written by the Provisional Electoral Commission that gave some voice to opposition views will, after the September 14 elections, be written by the new Bosnian government whose interests, like all ruling parties, will be in writing rules that give them even greater advantage at the polls. Like nearly every other decision taken since Dayton, whatever the good intentions, the international presence is helping the ruling parties to consolidate their power and their territorial partition of the country.

II. The Political Goals of Dayton

So where does that leave us regarding the success of the Dayton process? The Dayton accord aims to restore prewar Bosnia and Herzegovina. This is not possible. Yugoslavia is gone. And wars never do end with a return to the status quo ante. Something new must be created, including a different political system for an independent Bosnia. The cruel reality which none of us want to face is that to create an independent Bosnia so that Muslims also have a national state out of the ruins of Yugoslavia and can feel secure against any more horrors will require the Bosniak leadership to guarantee the rights of minorities--the Serbs and Croats who do not want to be in a Muslim national state--and to reassure them that they are safe. For obvious reasons, that is not going to happen in the immediate future. But that does not mean, as many argue, that we should accept the fait accompli of partition. The existing division is not stable. 

Moreover, those who think that by getting rid of Ratko Mladic, in hopes that the Bosnian Serb army will collapse and, following the scenario in Croatia in 1995, Bosnian Serbs will simply leave, should put away any hopes of a peaceful resolution of the Kosovo and Macedonian problems. This is particularly important to recognize given the two most hopeful signs since Dayton that occurred in the last two weeks: the mutual recognition of Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) in their current borders, and the agreement between Serbian president Milosevic and Kosovo Albanian leader, Ibrahim Rugova, to return ethnic Albanian children to official schools.

What is the alternative? It is a slow, patient reconstruction of Bosnian society until natural processes of business contracts, labor and capital markets, migration, and antipathy to war from the younger generation are strong enough to defeat the nationalist parties. There is no reason why a Bosnia partitioned into three areas cannot gradually evolve from three nationally controlled parastates to three regions of a prosperous democracy with open borders. In the meantime, there is no way to save Bosnia unless the right to independent governance of all three peoples is accepted by outsiders as long as they remain within one country, and unless the peace implementation operation works out a plan for its staged reintegration.

There are four obstacles to this alternative, three of them originating in Congress. First is a psychological obstacle for most outsiders. We have to recognize the consequences of our decisions and actions on the ground for the political future of Bosnia, including the fact that the political party we support has long ago abandoned the rhetoric and the practice of a multiethnic Bosnia. But the SDA does not represent all Bosnian Muslims, and the first step toward any hope of stability is democracy within each of the three national communities.

The second and third obstacles are the Congressional requirements to direct all economic resources to the federation, isolating the Serb Republic, and to train and equip a federation army. These requirements are making the interentity boundary line between the two entities a hard, international border. They deny to many Muslim towns and businesses the nonantagonistic relations with Serb towns and businesses which they need to survive. There is no common ground between the conflicting political goals of the two parties, Bosniak and Bosnian Croat, in the federation. And the requirements depend on continuation of the federation, which will not survive the breakup of Bosnia. 

Fourth is the absence thus far of a capacity to plan and to execute a strategy for peace in Bosnia--a single authority over all aspects of the implementation process, civilian and military, that can both effectively coordinate and direct the separate organizations involved so that it is done as efficiently as possible. And this above all requires a follow-on force after December. 

The military goals of IFOR may be complete, and accomplished superbly, but they can unravel and be reversed in a flash. Already IFOR has had to be vigilant against violations by all three armies. But even if this were not the case, the civilian tasks that now take center stage cannot be accomplished without military assistance--in preventing a reversal in the ceasefire and demobilization; in keeping transportation moving and ensuring freedom of movement for international agencies; in providing many intelligence and logistics services that would be expensive duplication for civilian organizations to undertake, if they could do so at all; and in maintaining a secure environment for all. The result of delay on such a commitment by the United States is to prevent effective planning for the next stage of peace and therefore a resort to the far more time consuming process of muddle through--doing more of the same with fewer troops will prolong the time that troops are needed.

From all accounts, the sole obstacle to this crucial fourth element of peace in Bosnia is the U.S. Congress. Because the Dayton process cannot succeed in twelve months, and a follow-on force will be needed to prevent local armies from returning to fill the vacuum that IFOR leaves, the refusal of the United States to commit troops would mean the withdrawal of NATO allies. That would leave a force of non-NATO countries--probably Sweden, Russia, Islamic countries such as Jordan and Pakistan--under United Nations mandate. Is that preferable? Or, we could continue to use this operation to effect the reform of NATO--using a NATO-led force with American participation to develop the operational details of the CJTF during 1997 and then transferring to European responsibility the continuation in 1998 until the next Bosnian elections.

However, if we do not take this task of peace or the NATO alliance seriously and instead let Bosnia break up into its three states, whether or not the Croat and Serb areas succeed in being annexed to their neighboring national states, then the current territorial borders of the Dayton map do not work. They must be redrawn, with all the diplomatic difficulties of the previous rounds of mapmaking, or the Bosniak army will try to do it with force--a war that they will lose even more tragically than the last. And so will we.

III. Conclusion

We have invested a great deal during the war to aid civilians and contain the war from spreading; we have invested a great deal to stop the war and to help implement the Dayton accord. Everywhere you turn, individual Bosnians tell how tired they are of war and how much they want a job and normal life. This alone marks the Dayton accord a success. Whether we like it or not, we cannot abandon Bosnia at the end of the year. We now have to invest time, money, and strategic thinking to prevent this from being a lost investment--that we leave and then have to return, that Dayton fails and American leadership is shown to be hollow, and that a new NATO crisis occurs.
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