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Abstract

This paper attempts to prove that the United Stitiéed to fulfill
its international legislative obligations — namtig Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genoeigtethe conflicts
that occurred in the disintegrating state of Yugess during the early
1990s. By doing this, the paper also attemptsdorddit the idea
promulgated by the first Bush administration tlwofving the Gulf War
and the end of the Cold War in 1991 there had eateag'New World
Order” which would combat the dark side of humatureaand ensure that
human rights and international law were observésrmationally.

The paper attempts to prove these conclusions, ttm®ugh an
examination of the history of the rise of ethnitrad in Serbia — then a
republic of Yugoslavia — and how this hatred ledht® breakup of
Yugoslavia and the genocide of the non-Serb pojoulamainly Muslim,
in the Yugoslavian republics of Croatia and Bosmaijnly Bosnia.
Second, the paper attempts to document the suiladt@mounts of public
information about the genocide — available in tmétédl States as the
genocide was taking place — as well as public avéie
acknowledgments by the U.S. and other governmentade as the
genocide occurred — that a genocide was in fagtggiace in Bosnia. To
accomplish this the paper uses accounts from bawikbkarticles in
magazines, journals, and newspapers written bedore)g, and after, the
genocide took place.

The thesis attempts to prove one overriding commudespite an
abundant amount of information that genocide migké place, was
taking place, and had taken place Bosnia, the &h& other governments
did not act to prevent the genocide from occurrifigs was especially
startling as the deliberate inaction took place edrately following the
end of the Cold War and the supposed creationNsva World Order,
which President George H.W. Bush was then proctajras a global
effort to support the “victory for the rule of laand for what is right”.
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Introduction
The first couple of years of the 1990s were a dyndime for the

United States and the world. Just prior, in 1988,Berlin Wall had
fallen, and the U.S.S.R, the U.S.’s competitothie €Cold War, had been
self-destructing ever since. By the end of 1991Sbeiet Union would
cease to exist. Moreover, during that same yearUttited States, along
with the help of many other nations and with thprapal of the United
Nations and a united Security Council, had expeladdam Hussein from
Kuwait after his army had invaded that countryphevious year. The
breaking of the bi-polar world and the unity ofeémtational action
surrounding the Gulf War was seen by some, inclyittie first President
Bush, as the start of a “New World Order”, one vehttre United States
and its allies would be able to finally act fordgfun foreign policy, not
only to protect vital interests, but also to proteerished values (Power,
2003, p. 260).

President George H.W. Bush had first proclaimeddea of a
New World Order on September 11, 1990, when heesdéd the U.S.
Congress about Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. Irag'gasion was a
“contravention of international law”, Bush claimékhis “mockery of
human decency” offered the world a test, “a rangoofunity” for it to
coalesce and create a “New World Order” that wan@dfreer from the
threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justamd more secure in the
guest for peace” (Bush, 1990). In the months tbiddwed, Bush would

claim the world had passed this first test, aaihe together — led by the



United States — and forcibly removed Saddam Hussgwops from
Kuwait, winning a “victory for the rule of law arfdr what is right”
(Bush, 1991).

Following the end of the Gulf War, President Busiterated his
hope for a New World Order on March 6, 1991, agaia speech before
the U.S. Congress where he claimed that the caalesmf international
will and force seen in the Gulf War “would not endh the liberation of
Kuwait”, but instead would “forge a future that skwnever again be held
hostage to the darker side of human nature” (ilBdsh proclaimed his
hope that “the United Nations, free from Cold Walemate”, could
“fulfill the historic vision of its founders...protéthe weak against the
strong” and create a “world in which freedom argpext for human rights
find a home among all nations” (ibid).

The end of the Cold War had brought many new mblthat did
create the need for international action in ordesreate a world for
freedom and respect for human rights. The beligf democracy would
sweep the world in the post-Cold War world wasswsimply realized
(Fukuyama, 1992). Instead, the end of the Cold Warld bring about a
proliferation of problems that the internationahwaunity should have
responded to effectively in order to comply withdBis vision of a New
World Order. One of these problems was the erupifonolent conflicts

based upon ethnicity and nationalism.



Indeed, the lid of at least superficial peace aadisty that the
Cold War had provided more or less disappearedtrangost-Cold War
world featured well-armed factions that soughtdize power in countries
that no longer had two superpowers propping ther{Bapber, 1992;
Rosenau and Durfee, 1999). Thus, the idea of aWewd Order would
soon receive another test following its successsapgosed affirmation in
the Gulf War. The test would come in the ethnicfects of a
disintegrating Yugoslavia, then a communist coumtrgoutheastern
Europe that shared a border with Italy, Greeceathdr Eastern European
countries. The ethnic conflict in this country wawjuickly develop into
genocide, the first to occur in the post-Cold War. e

The United States had the legal authority, by md&onal law, to
intervene in Bosnia and halt the genocide. The Entwn on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genoclielerly defines

genocide as,

any of the following acts committed with intentdestroy, in whole or
in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religiayr®up, as such:

() Killing members of the group;

(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to membetbef
group;

(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions|dé
calculated to bring about its physical destructiowhole
or in part;

(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births witnén
group (Blaustein et al, 1987, p. 100).

In 1986, the United States had signed onto the Gdao
Convention, which mandates signatories “to preaaaltto punish” any

attempt of genocide as defined above (ibid). Thtithe Gulf War posed



the first test for U.S. foreign policy in the pdsvld War world, the
Bosnian genocide offered a second” (Power, 20034pP).

This paper attempts to thoroughly demonstratettteat).S. and
other governments failed this second test of the M&rld Order. It
attempts to prove this conclusion by demonstratiadg)the U.S. and other
governments 1) had warning to expect that genauialg occur in
Yugoslavia, 2) that there was enough informatioti lpablicly available
and confidentially held by the U.S. and other gavegnts as the Bosnian
genocide took place to confirm that a genocide wdact occurring, and
3) that the U.S. and other governments deliberatelyeloped misleading
rationales to justify their policies of nonintertm during the Bosnian
genocide. Moreover, in the aftermath of the Bosgi@anocide, the U.S.
and other governments continued to fail in theloréfto create a New
World Order as their policies both awarded Serbreggion and genocide
while failing to do anything to punish it.

The conclusions of this paper, while somewhat apple to other
genocides during the 2@entury, are specific to the Bosnian genocide
and the context in which it took place, a time whies President of the
United States was asserting the idea of a New Wortter that he
claimed was a major change in the foreign polioiethe U.S. and other
governments. The paper’s overall goal is not tcegally analyze U.S.

foreign policy and when the U.S. and other govemmdecide to



intervene and when they do not, although implicetiof the failure of the
New World Order will be drawn out in the conclusion

However, the overall goal of the paper it to simaitempt to
demonstrate that during the Bosnian genocide, tBe &hd other

government failed to live up to the ideas of thevN&orld Order.

|. Bosnian Genocide History

Introduction to the Bosnian Genocide
Different from the Rwandan, Cambodian, Armeniarg ather

genocides of the 30century, the Bosnian genocide was carried outunde
the close scrutiny of the international communigsnia benefited simply
from to its location in Europe, a focal point of3Jforeign policy,
especially following World War Il and the beginniofthe Cold War.

Prior to its breakup, Yugoslavia had been a comsigtate that garnered
specific strategic interest following its break lwioviet policy in 1948

and its subsequent policy of nonalignment.

However, by the time conflicts in the republicsvafgoslavia
began, the first in Slovenia when that republicla®ad its independence
June 25, 1991, Yugoslavia’'s importance in U.S.tpall considerations
had declined considerably. This was due to, fih&,fact that the threat of
the Soviet Union had been declining since 1985hattalmost
completely vanished by 1991. This meant that Yugoals status as a
nonaligned communist country was of declining intance to the United

States (Bert, 1997, p. 5). Additionally, as the i8bWnion broke apart, the

10



United States was focusing less and less on fowdfgirs and foreign
policy in general, as years of spending and focussues of foreign
policy had exhausted the American public’s desireehd to external
problems. Indeed, in 1991, “the American peopletfedmselves entitled
to some relief from foreign crises and a chanasotentrate on domestic
issues” (ibid, p. 82). Hence, an internal poweugdgte in a country of
declining geopolitical importance did not figureprinently, for the most
part, in the purview of the American public, inegltuals, or politicians.
Still, the fact that Yugoslavia was in Europe,rbiiéy on the
doorstep of Western Europe — sharing a border twithcountries of what
was then the European Community (Italy and Greecegant that it
could not easily be ignored. However, the many waysigns of possible
ethnic conflict and genocide that were presentrgadhe commencement
of conflict in 1991 may not have received the leaténtion they would
have earlier when Yugoslavia was a focus of intgonal affairs.
However, once conflict did break out and genocidieb@gin to occur in
the fracturing republics of Yugoslavia — first imd@tia, then in Bosnia —
they received a substantial amount of attentiomftioe West, especially
in comparison to the lack of attention paid to Rdeaand other sites of
genocide in the past. Indeed, “no other atrocitmgaign in the twentieth
century was better monitored and understood byt&e government...in
the Bosnian war, the truth had never been in shagoply (Power, 2003, p.

264, 327).
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The creation of hate
There were plenty of warning signs that potentibllyody ethnic

conflict could break out in Yugoslavia as the coyitegan to break apart.
For many scholars (Cushman & Mestrovic, 1996; Mestr, 1997; Cigar,
1995) the first real warning sign came in 1986, mwitree Serbian
Academy of Arts and Sciences published its “SerMamorandum,”
which outlined the importance &erbiansolidarity and the need for this
solidarity to be placed within erbianstate. The Memorandum
proclaimed the need to join all Serbs, includingo&e minorities from
other republics of Yugoslavia, into one state aua perceived
victimization of Serbs in the past. The memorandusted that the Serbs
were the “perpetual losers” of diplomatic negotiai and were thus
always denied proper democratic representation tfiehds, 1997, p. 102).
Since Serbs were forced to be scattered withimajpablics of other
nationalities — in this case, the republics of Yslgwia, of which Serbia
was part — they were discriminated against andedkethieir democratic
rights, or so the reasoning went. The Memorandutadtéor the creation
of aGreater Serbiaa state with “full national integrity for the $an
people, regardless of which republic or provindegytinhabited (Cigar,
1995, p. 23).

It was with this argument that Slobodan Milosewse from
obscurity in the Yugoslavian Communist Party taoral prominence. On

April 1987, he publicly declared at a Serbian psbte/er an alleged
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incident of police brutality in the autonomous Ystavian province of
Kosovo that he would make it his goal to proteetSerbianpeople
(Simons and Smale, 2006). This was significantres o that moment
nationalist declarations were not supposed to bd by officials of the
communist party. The protest, while seemingly angeeous show of
Milosevic’s love for the Serbian people, was, iotfataged by Milosevic
to ensure that the protestors would come, thamibdéia would be in the
right place to document his statements, and tieaptbtesters would
embrace Milosevic following his statement. They siidemphatically
(ibid). This was the start of a carefully orchetdapropaganda campaign
by Milosevic to consolidate power in Yugoslaviarngbilizing people
around issues of ethnicity. This propaganda canmpaimuld ultimately
lead to the execution, mass deportation, and rapereSerbs who were
living on land deemed to be part of a Greater Serbi

Following his public declaration of Serbian solitharMilosevic
became the political face of Serbian nationalisistyeng position to be in
as Serbian nationalism had been “simmering” ambadSerbian
intellectuals and the clerics of the Serbian Ortho@hurch in Belgrade,
the capital of what was then the Yugoslavian reigudfl Serbia (Cigar,
1995). The position of many intellectuals was cledh the publication of
the Serbian Memorandum and the writings of othefgssors at the
University of Belgrade. In the other writings, aeadcs would paint Islam

(the Bosnian republic had a plurality of Muslimdhin it) as “retrograde”
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to modern civilization, as an alien religion andtare from which the
Serbian people should be protected through theicreaf a Greater
Serbia (Cigar, 1995, p. 31). At the same time,sd-belling author in
Serbia wrote about a “vampire-like resurgence” gbaernment by
Islamic law, and presented maps of a Greater Sheblped would be
created. These maps featured large parts of Basmexed to Serbia
(ibid). The Serbian Orthodox Church, meanwhilep alsrned publicly of
Islamic “primitivism” and that Serbs were underigedt threat from
“lihad” due to the Muslims presence within Yugoséa(ibid). Indeed,
“...influential figures in Serbia had begun to shapstereotypical image
of Muslims as alien, inferior, and a threat tothét the Serbs hold
dear...This discourse spanned much of the Serbiaonadelite,
including leading intellectuals, political figureand clergymen, and its
impact was to extend to all strata of society’dilp. 25).

Milosevic intensified this discourse for his ownlipoal ends,
becoming president in 1988 of Serbia, where heab#sto use the state
propaganda machine to greatly increase the fogtefiserbian
nationalism and hatred for other ethnicities (ipd34). “Significantly,
convincing documentation shows that the entire ggscfrom the original
appearance of Serbian protests in Kosovo througlsubsequent series of
political machinations, was orchestrated and mashageVilosevic and

his faction” (ibid, p. 33).
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Indeed, as David Rieff wrote while examining tretatively brief
history of ethnic hatred in Yugoslavia, (1995, p) 7...the conflict and
ethnic divisions were not inevitable....” Prior tolbBevic’s rise to power
there was a prominent Southern Slav culture in ‘$layoa that bound
Croats, Serbs, and Bosnian Muslims together. Teakinip of that culture,
like the breakup of Yugoslavia, did not just happgrcoincidence (ibid).
It took a lot of work on the part of Milosevic anther nationalists. “Serb
nationalism and suspicion, both fueled by Milos&vinovement, ensured
that Serbs, both in Serbia and elsewhere, wouttifimpossible to
accept a governing framework which cast them a®@gted minority”
(Bert, 1997, p. 42). Indeed, Milosevic’s actionsl amotives were not a
mystery to the United States. Warren Zimmermarm #dmabassador to
Yugoslavia was quoted in 1989 saying: “What doeb&llan Milosevic
want? He wants to destroy Yugoslavia and pick @ppilkeces in a ‘Greater
Serbia.” That is the only theory that explainstladl facts. For the last few
years, most of his actions were against the uriiyugoslavia”
(Mestrovic, 1997, p. 92).

By 1989, Milosevic had rewritten the Yugoslaviamsttution,
giving Serbia dominance in the Yugoslavian govemimehile seizing
complete control of the formerly autonomous Yugasla province of
Kosovo (Cushman & Mestrovic, p. 42). With this doamce Milosevic
initiated policies in all of Yugoslavia that wereopSerb, angering the

other republics where Serbs were minorities (Cigy@85, p. 33). As the
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other republics recoiled against this power moley theld referenda to
decide whether to become independent countriegeBia and Croatia
held their referenda and on June 25, 1991, simettasly declared their
independence from Yugoslavia. Slovenia, with a ywedpared national
defense and a very small Serbian minority, was tbéscape from a brief
attempt by the Yugoslavian national army, the Ji¥eep it a part of
Yugoslavia. Croatia, however, had a sizable Sengnority adjacent to
the Bosnian republic, which was at that time stilited with Serbia as a
part of Yugoslavia. War broke out in the republicCooatia immediately
following that country’s declaration of independen€he conflict would
foreshadow Serbian actions and motives in the Bosconflict, which
was now less than a year away.
A warning: “Yugoslavia’'s” war with Croatia

The Croatian conflict featured several Serb astityat would
recur in the Bosnian conflict. First, propagandiaead about a genocide
about to take place against the Serbs living inréipeiblic of Croatia due
to extreme nationalist elements there (Mestrov®®6l p. 58). The
propaganda emotionally evoked the past, claimiegigwly formed
government of Croatia was just a reincarnatiorhef@roatian Ustasa
(often spelled Ustashe, or Ustasha) governmentaddWVar Il, which
did in fact systematically murder thousands of Sedlews and gypsies
(Helsinki Watch, 1992, p. 235). Second, this us8abian nationalist

propaganda would help organize Serbian militias lbathin Serbia and in
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Croatia. These militias were extremely Serbianamtiist in character,
calling themselves Chetniks, historic fightersddGreater Serbia who
themselves systematically murdered thousands cit€end Muslims
during World War 1l (Cigar, 1995, p. 107).

Third, while these Serbian militias were being adraed financed
by the republic of Serbia, the Yugoslavian governtnheontrolled by
Serbia, demanded that Croatian militias and stefiendes be disarmed.
The republic would comply, hoping to avoid escalatand attack
(Mestrovic, 1996, p. 63). Serbian militias, couplath the Yugoslavian
army — the JNA, which itself was made up almosirelytof Serbs — then
attacked Croatia when it declared independencekiyseizing the land
of its heavily out-armed opponent. Serbian troopsila seize land even in
areas where Serbs were a small minority (ibidg). This land was
declared its own separate republic with allianceSdrbia, in the Croatian
case the Republic of Serbian Krajina. Having sethedareas of land in
Croatia premeditatedly desired for the creatioa Gfreater Serbia, the
Serbs then embarked on a policy of ethnic cleansimgiphemism for
genocide, by clearing out the non-Serbian populatiod destroying any
evidence of its previous existence.

Specific instances of ethnic cleansing were hgitied in the
Croatian war, serving as a warning to the outsidddiof what would
happen in the Bosnian conflict. Indeed, “at theyvartbreak, July 7,

1991, of war with Croatia, Serbian forces expetleglinhabitants of the
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Croatian-dominated village Celija, in the municipabf Vukovar, and
burned the city... The Serbs committed other forcquluistons in Serbian-
controlled areas of Croatia as non-Serbs wereexVioy paramilitary
groups working in tandem with Serbian civilian oféils in those areas”
(Helsinki Watch, 1992, p. 76). The non-governmehtahan rights
organization Helsinki Watch (pp. 276-280) also doented summary
executions of Croatian police officers in three &ran towns, as well as
the executions of Croatian civilians, mostly meut, #lso including
women, children, and the elderly in eleven separiditges. The
destruction of non-Serbian civilian homes was wulead in these
villages, according the report. The Croatian toWwkwkovar was nearly
completely destroyed by Serbian artillery durintpr@e-month siege, and
300 non-Serbs were “summarily executed when tlyeofivVukovar was

captured in mid-November” with 2,000 more missiftgrathe city’s fall.

In many ways, what had just happened in neighd@iroatia could
have been viewed as a dress rehearsal to genodBieshia-
Herzegovina...In the end, the Serbs in the occuggitdries—
comprising less than 5 percent of Croatia’s popartat-were left in
control of well over a quarter of Croatia’s area.achieve ethnic
cleansing in an area where half the people wereSeshs, the Serbs
had expelled thousands of Croatians, as well ar®i{Hungarians,
Slovaks, Ukrainians, and Gypsies), while killingmgautright (Cigar,
1995, p. 45).

Atrocities that occurred during the Croatian waraveot as well
publicized in the media as those in Bosnia woulddoe at least partially
to focused media coverage of the Gulf War (Sadkovi®98, p. 104). The
isolated incidents highlighted by Helsinki Watchgdaeports on the

expulsions of the non-Serb population, and theatitytof Vukovar, were
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simply the most visible signs of a Serbian poli€gthnic cleansing that

was much more widespread.

The leveling of Vukovar, once a gracious town o Branube, and the
targeting of centuries-old monuments in Dubrovi@kpatia’s most
famous tourist resort, were only the most visiligms. Serb forces
detained, tortured or slaughtered thousands oft€mlose only fault
was their ethnic identity and their attempt to aeff¢heir villages
(Gutman, 1993, p. xxvi).

Like in the upcoming Bosnian war, the threat of Unffervention
did not seem to make much of a difference to Sarpdaicy. While the
Serbs were cautious at first because of fear ddiplesWestern
intervention due to Bush’s proclamation of a Newnl&@rder, “after it
was clear no outside power would intervene, théAjdiok the
offensive...around the major Serb enclaves in Croébad, p. xxvi).
When the West did respond, its efforts ended upeeitturting the
victimized population or, at the very least, notpimey them. For instance,
the Croatians were harmed in their efforts to defremselves when, in
September 1991, the West implemented an arms embargll republics
of Yugoslavia. This denied the severely out-armeab@ans the weapons
they had been stripped of prior to the war, thuser@ing Serbia’s
immense arms advantage. When an international qpreseas in place its
limited mandate meant it was unable to stop thé Belicy of ethnic
cleansing from taking place. Indeed, “EC (the EesrpCommunity)
monitors stood by and counted as the Serbian-ddedraamy...expelled
10,000 Croatians, the entire population of the €asatian town of

llok...” (ibid, p. xxvi).
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Warnings in Bosnia
The evidence of deliberate ethnic cleansing byi&arforces in

Croatia had obvious implications for Bosnia, whanendependence
movement was taking place. As the war raged in i@&ohere was
already ethnic-related violence occurring in BosamJNA reservists
would harass non-Serbs in the city of Mostar ameioparts of the
country. “In late 1991, the predominantly Croatiéglfage of Ravno (in
Southern Bosnia) was pillaged and burned by JNArvessoldiers and
Serbian irregular troops” (Helsinki Watch, p. 2Bjter a cease-fire was
declared in Croatia in February 1992, the inteamati community placed
increased attention on Bosnia, where the Serbiaonity in the republic
had already declared its own independent repudntid,Bosnians had
overwhelmingly voted for independence. By Aprill®92, a day before
Bosnia’s independence would be recognized inteynally and war
would officially break out, Serbian police had opdifire on
demonstrators in the Bosnian capital of Sarajetvidl (p. 29).

Indeed, Western leaders were well aware of theacgr that was
about to ensue in Bosnia on the eve of the repablidependence. By the
arrival of April 6, 1992, the day of Bosnian indepence, many Serbian
militias similar to the ones organized in Croata iormed in Bosnia with
the help of the Serbian republic and the JNA (Sabel Shiraev, 2003, p.
181). Meanwhile, Serbian militias operating in Gra&ad filtered into

Bosnia (Cigar, 1995, p. 49). Moreover, leaderdiefBosnian Serb
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movement were warning that if the Bosnian Serbswet allowed to
annex portions of Bosnia they felt belonged toSkeebs, then war would
commence, and the Muslim community would “’disapdeam the face
of the Earth” (ibid, p. 37). Due to the fact thaiddia wathe most
ethnically heterogeneous republic of Yugoslaviahw8il percent of its
population Serbian, 17 percent Croatian and 44ep¢f8osnian Muslim,
the possibility of larger amounts of violence amdtduction occurring in
Bosnia than had taken place in Croatia seemed akeasin. Indeed, “the
war’s viciousness had been forecast so reguladysanvividly as to
desensitize U.S. officials. By the time the blocetshegan, U.S. officials
were almostoo prepared: They had been reading warning cablesofor
long that nothing could surprise them” (emphasish@ower, 2003, p.
253).

Given this awareness, the United States and gthernments
should have at least had some contingency plaadiion to prevent the
worst from happening in Bosnia. Serbia, meanwinitayld follow the
same plan in Bosnia that had worked so well f@rdatia — releasing
propaganda about an oppressed Serbian minorityn@r@&erbian militias
in conjunction with the JNA to protect this mingridisarming the
republic, seizing land premeditatedly determinetldé@art of a Greater
Serbia, and subsequently “cleansing” the non-Sepulation from that

land.
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Apparently the 10,000 dead and 700,000 displaaed fCroatia
was not enough for the U.S. and other governmenske a proactive
stance in Bosnia. Instead, while acknowledging Sgdression in the
Croatian conflict (Mestrovic, 1996, p. 38), U.Sfiakls deliberately
chose not to get involved there, shifting the bardediplomacy onto
Europe and intentionally directing debate away fiaomg sort of American
intervention (Sobel and Shiraev, 2003, p. 195).ddnhately for the Bush
administration, and the Clinton administration tfedowed it, the
Bosnian conflict would be much longer, much mongtdly and much
better documented than the Croatian conflict. Thedd States, however,
would not change its policy, only intervening mtman three years after
the commencement of war. By this time the Serbsair@ady “cleansed”
the non-Serb population from 70 percent of the gemdependent country
of Bosnia. The United States and other governmuadsthus failed in
their obligations to the Genocide Convention, ohthe hallmarks of the
post-World War Il era and surely an integral pdrthe New World Order
as described by George Bush following the Gulf \May one year prior.
The Bosnian conflict: differences and similarities

As in Croatia, Serbian forces invaded to “proteet‘endangered’
Serb minority” in Bosnia once the republic hadiatlly declared its
independence on April 6, 1992 (Mestrovic, 1996%. However, unlike
Croatia, Bosnia’s declaration of independence wasimmediately with

international recognition by many of the major coi@s of the world —
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including the United States — making it harderSerbia to justify its
intervention in what was now a sovereign nationestaot just a renegade
republic. National sovereignty, after all, is orféhe cornerstones of
international law (Jackson, 2003, p. 277). Weskeaders thought that
immediate recognition of Bosnia would send a messagerbia,
preventing it from launching an attack similar tbe bne it had launched
on Croatia. However, Milosevic had now learned thatrhetoric of the
United States and its allies far outpaced actiodeéd, the condemnations
of Serbian aggression by the international commyuheit had marked the
Croatian conflict had led to either no action drthe very least,

ineffectual international intervention in the foofisanctions and impotent
monitoring patrols. The mere declaration of Bosgssa member of the
international community would not mean the inteioral community
would rise to defend it, Milosevic and other Sexaders thought (Power,
2003, p. 249).

Also working in Milosevic’s favor was the internatial
community’s continuation of the arms embargo taebublics of
Yugoslavia, even after they declared their independ. This froze in
place an immense arms advantage for Serbia, asB8eltminance of the
JNA meant it had access to Yugoslavia’s impresames supply. This
would be a key element of the Bosnian war as thgoglavian army was
one of Europe’s biggest, having, “during 45 yedrpeace...acquired an

immense stockpile of conventional weapons to deagainst a mythical
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Soviet bloc attack” (Gutman, 1993, p. xxiii). Moo, Bosnia had long
been a strategic part of Yugoslavia, serving gsremcipal site of federal
army bases, munitions plants and vast undergrorgahals.” A large
amount of weapons was thus available to those adivgcfor Serbian
sovereignty within Bosnia.

To get around the issue of Bosnia’s new internalignmecognized
sovereignty, when Bosnia declared independence e JNA
soldiers stationed in Bosnia — soldiers whose nusbad increased as the
JNA withdrew from Croatia into Bosnia — simply “ciged their shoulder
patches and transformed themselves intcAtimey of the Serbian republic
of Bosnia...This gave the Serb proxy army a ten-toroargin over the
(newly formed Bosnian) governmérfemphasis mine) (ibid, p. xxxiii).
Bosnia was also placed at further disadvantage @@y Muslims gave
up their weapons after assurances from Serb foine¢sf they disarmed
they would not be attacked, “much to their subsatjakagrin” (Cigar,
1995, p. 109). Muslim leaders thus were only abledpe for
international intervention to prevent the pendingtastrophe” of “total
war” and break up of their country along ethnieB{Gutman, 1993, p.
8).

So, while the international recognition of Boswias supposed to
hinder the overt use of the JNA for Serbian teni@glcagains, it ended up
not hindering Serb efforts at all. The real effeicthe international

community was seen instead in its arms embarga;hwibit Bosnians
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unable to obtain arms and defend themselves andhwely recognized
territory, a right guaranteed to all states bylhi. charter. Just like in
Croatia, with well-organized armed forces and aarefielming arms
advantage, Serbian “militias” were able to seizgdaswathes of territory
with ease. Indeed, soon after combat commencedpiifigas” held 70
percent of Bosnian territory, mainly in the norttsten and eastern
sections of the country, where there were sizablbi&n minorities. But,
since Serbs constituted only 31 percent of the jadjpn of Bosnia, and
had been living with Bosnian Croats and Muslimsdenturies, there was
a tremendous amount of variation in the amountesbian population in
the regions, cities, and even villages of theséuragd areas. Hence, once
the militias assumed control of the territory, grecess of ethnic
cleansing had to began with earnest in order t@egelthe goal of creating
an ethnically pure Greater Serbia. Due to the larga and population
that needed to be cleansed, and increased in@mahattention, the
events that would unfold in Bosnia over the nergd¢hyears would be an
obvious case of inaction by the U.S. and other gowent in the face of
clear and substantial evidence of genocide (RI&®5, p. 82).

Bosnian Serb leaders, however, would justify thaiitary
occupation of Bosnian territory by claiming it wide Muslims who were
committing a genocide against the Serbs as wealystematically raping
Serbian women. In fact, many of the propagandatd by the Bosnian

Serb leaders, such as these, would end up outhnivag the Serbian
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militias were doing to the non-Serb populationha Bosnian territories
they occupied (Gutman, 1993, p. x). Serbian propdgalike during the
Croatian war, focused on past genocides allegestygtrated against the
Bosnian Serb population. In this case, the propd@ataimed that the
Bosnian Muslims had helped the Ustasa Croatianrgavent in its
genocide during World War Il (ibid).

In addition to the previously noted disseminatidmumati-Islamic
writings and declarations by Serbian intellectuptditicians, and clergy
(see above, pp. 12-16), propaganda also aboundexisding the
“historic wrong” perpetrated against the Serb$389when the Serbs lost
the battle of Kosovo Polje, which ushered in caetiof Ottoman (and
thus Muslim) rule. Not only did this misleading peganda help convince
Serbs to fight, but it would also later be usedgbiticians from the U.S.
and other governments to justify not intervening.

Despite claims of injustices taking place agaihstSerbs in
Bosnia, reports, both by non-profit organizationd ¢he media as well as
by the U.S. and other governments, would instedlkihelaSerbianpolicy
of execution and rape of non-Serb civilians. Thep®rts would soon add
up to publicly prove a systematic effort by thelf3eto commit genocide
against Bosnia’s non-Serb population, predominahigyMuslims, but
also Croatians and other minorities who had foryeaisted in harmony
together in the country of Yugoslavia. The U.S.gownent’s failure to

live up to its international legal obligations untlee Genocide
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Convention and stop the Serbian-led genocide prasadwillingness to
move beyond strategic national interests, killing tjuestionable existence
of the New World Order mere months after it hadnbéeclared by

President Bush.

Il. Knowledge of Bosnian genocide

Public evidence of genocide in Bosnia
The Genocide Convention calls on states “to preaadtto

punish” any attempt of genocide, which is defineda “intent to destroy,
in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, raciateligious group”
(Blaustein et al, 1987, p. 100). Here, Bosnia d#tetremendously from
Rwanda and other historical cases of genociddyrasigh the reports by
media and non-governmental organizations, thereemaagh publicly
available evidence to deduce that the Serbs wenentitting genocide
against the non-Serb population of Bosnia.

Reports of Serbian ethnic cleansing were widespiean the
beginning of the conflict (Sobel and Shiraev, 2003195), however it
was assumed to be similar in nature to those o€tleatian conflict: mass
deportations, some executions, but nothing toorsemeorganized.
Except for the occasional news reports about dishelf Sarajevo,
Bosnia’s capital, Bosnia was portrayed publiclyaahaotic civil war,
where confusion reigned and it was impossible terd@ne who was
responsible for reported atrocities. By May, howeveports were

circulating within the press of summary executiohsivilians committed
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by Serbian forces (Burns, 1992). The news medikegicip these stories
about ethnic cleansing and possible genocide irfdtde in August of
1992. This increase in media coverage was triggeydfoy Gutman’s
accounts of forced deportations of Bosnian Musliwtsich first ran in the
newspapeNewsdayn early July (Sadkovich, 1998, p. 108). The media
really began to focus on the possibility of geneaidcurring in Bosnia
when Gutman published on August 3, 1992 witnessants of a
Serbian-run concentration camp for Bosnian Muslifie idea of
concentration camps returning to Europe seemeplak $he media’s
attention, and following Gutman’s report newspa@aesraged 25 stories a
month on Bosnia for the rest of 1992, a jump froprikand May
averages of 8.5 per month (ibid, p. 108).

Gutman’s accounts, which earned him a PulitzezePoutlined in
generic terms the Serb policy of ethnic cleansivigch according to
extensive interviews with refugees and Bosnian%ertbian officials

followed a distinct pattern. Serbs would gain cohtf a town and then

round up the wealthiest, the most educated, the suasessful, and the
political and religious leadership. In mostly Musleastern Bosnia,
Serb paramilitary forces reportedly executed theitinéir villages. In
some conquered areas of Northern Bosnia, theyttwk to camps
where they were executed without judicial procegsliiBut in
northwestern Bosnia, a mainly Serb area includihg Bosnian town
of) Prijedor, there (were) signs of a power stredggtween the Serbs
long entrenched in power, who favored judicial gedings, and
radicals, who preferred summary executions. Therlgroup
apparently carried the day (Gutman, 1993, p. 110).

Gutman interviewed scores of refugees from theuar

concentration camps he could verify — Manjaca, ke, and Omarska —
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all located in northwestern Bosnia, as well as capyerating in the
towns of Bosanski Samac, and Brcko, in northea®2esnia. Through
refugee account he pieced together patterns afl smratings, torture and
executions. Gutman was only able to visit one cotraéon camp,
Manjaca, where he was under constant armed gudrdand not thus
directly corroborate witness’ stories. Howeverptigh his interviews he
was able to establish that prisoners at Manjacddvoel selected at night
by guards and never seen again. Gutman was notcafét to Bosanski
Samac, but he did spend a night in Croatia actess\er of the border
town where he was able to here “the screams and wfaviuslim and
Croat women and children detained by Serbians snBd (ibid, p. 53).
Refugees in Bosanski Samac who made it acros$vidreto Slavonski
Samac, Croatia, told of trucks driving up to théigeostation in Bosanski
Samac, delivering men who were to be beaten irsydbe police. “Much
of the treatment seemed to be standardized in capsrpss northern
Bosnia, judging from accounts by former prisondisid, p. 55).

Gutman interviewed a former prisoner at the Kemater
concentration camp who said he buried Muslims ftbencamp who had
been murdered by Serb guards. Among those buri¢dedfprmer
prisoner were children as young as two (ibid, p. &ther prisoners of the
camps corroborated the former prisoner’s storyesinnated that
thousands had been murdered there. Prisoners ieedgreople there

from the Bosnian villages of Biscani, Zecovi, Kaagrand Carakovo, all
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in northwest Bosnia, suggesting an organized eftorbund up Muslims
throughout an occupied territory and send thenodallconcentration
camps. By far the worst camp Gutman described girouitness accounts
was Omarska, where “more that a thousand MuslimCxrodt civilians
were held in metal cages without sanitation, adeqicd, exercise or
access to the outside world” (ibid, 44). Ten tteth prisoners would be
executed every day, with estimates of more thdioasand executed at
Omarska alone. The rest were subject to daily bgstiand thousands

more were estimated to have died from these besating

All but a few detainees were civilians, mostly thafe Muslim or
Croat men, but there were many men under 18 or@¥eand a small
number of women. The United States embassy in Baghe capital of
Croatia)...concluded there were massive atrocitiesiong at
Omarska and other camps in the surrounding towriBhe.Nazis had
nothing on these guys. I've seen report of indigidacts of barbarity of
a kind that hasn’t come up in State Departmentectbffic in 20
years,’ said a top official at the U.S. embassyp whoke on condition
of anonymity (ibid, p. 91).

Some of the ‘individual acts of barbarity’ includegports of
children being impaled on spikes, people havingtatedrills bored
through their chests (Gutman, 1993, p. 41), “fattaerd sons orally
castrating each other and preteen girls rapedimt fvf their parents”
(Power, 2003, p. 314). After international outaplidwing Gutman’s
stories on Kereterm and Omarska, Bosnian Serb atiéscclosed the
camps, transferring all prisoners to Trnopolje,theoSerb-run
concentration camp in northwestern Bosnia. “A largeber of detainees,
possibly as many as 1,000, seem to have disappeérexit a trace when

Omarska was closed” (ibid, p. 91). Witnesses datlat the Trnopolje
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camp “more than 200...inmates were shot and dumpadanine” while
Serb security forces escorted other prisoners foféeian-controlled
Bosnia, dislocating them permanently from theiiveahomelands (ibid,
p. 85). Gutman’s accounts of the Brcko concentnatimp revealed
estimates of 3,000 people executed by either tlsldaihg or firing squad
during a six-week period between early May and dude 1992 (ibid, p.
51).

Other journalists were also writing about the Samlpolicy of
ethnic cleansing. John F. Burns was one of thetbrdo so when, on May
22,1992, he wrote ifthe New York Timesbout reports of summary
executions of Muslim refugees by Serb forces inggtern Bosnian
border town of ZvornikThe Washington Pasibo, was telling similar
tales (Battiata, 1992). By August, nearly all med&re reporting accounts
such as ones iINewsweekWatson, 1992) of summary executions of
prisoners, Serb soldiers giving hungry Muslim bbysad sprayed with
insecticide, and women being raped then dousedgasbline and set on
fire.

Helsinki Watch, meanwhile, released a report igési of 1992,
which further highlighted accounts of summary exieeis of civilians by
Serb forces. The executions took place in thegallaf Zaklopaca, in
eastern Bosnia, the Vlasic Plateau in central Bosmd the village of
Skelani in eastern Bosnia in the municipality oél8enica. “The number

of abuses was probably much greater than thoselseldelsinki Watch
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as Serbian forces and the ferocity of the confiretvented the
organization from having free access to areas witiich war crimes
were reported to have taken place” (Helsinki Wald&92, p. 6).
Journalists had similar problems, which subsequdintited their ability
to report on claims of civilian executions by Sarbforces (Sadkovich,
1998, p. 112).

In addition to the executions, there were also enams public
reports about other atrocities committed by théSer their policy of
ethnic cleansing. One repeated claim was thate$yistematic rape of
tens of thousands of Bosnian women. Again, Gutmas tve first to
break this story, this time on August 8, 1992. Beaes of stories he
detailed the accounts of 40 Bosnian Muslim women whre raped when
their town, Brezovo Polje, in northeastern Boswnias captured by

Serbian forces in the early summer of 1992.

According to the victims, preparations for the magse began early on
the morning of June 17 when Serb soldiers in armforms and masks
piled out of their minivans and rounded up the Muslof Brezovo
Polje for ethnic cleansing. They loaded the abldide men from 18 to
60 onto buses and sent them (away) for interrogatidhen (the Serb
soldiers) packed about 1,000 women, children adgebple into eight
buses, drove them around the countryside for tws.ddo the nearby
town of Ban Brdo, the victims said. Serb soldietsiming from the
front invaded the buses every night and led off worand girls to an
unknown location at knifepoint, recalled Senada, Iiey threw them
out in the morning and their clothes were torn, #r&y were covered
with blood,” she said...'The deepest hurt seems tmberal shame.
These women were from the countryside where preahaex is
prohibited, said (Dr. Melika) Kreitmayer, (a gyné&mgist who
examined the girls) who confirmed that all but tvael been virgins at
the time they were raped. ‘Most of them think tiheye been ruined
for life’... The victims say that right now they woulie to be
anywhere but in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Most say tingedhey leave
here, they do not plan to return ever again (Gutrh883, pp. 70-73).
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Gutman documented similar cases of rape in Ligljéllage in
north central Bosnia of fewer than 500, where “pcatly every woman
was raped,” according to medical examiners (ibid;4). Gutman
described more organized forms of rape committe8dayp soldiers,
documenting an actual concentration camp of Boskiaslim women
strictly for raping purposes. His articles focusedthe Partizan sports
center in the town of Foca, in southeastern Bosviiere, “for two
months in 1992, between June and August, (thesperiter) functioned
as a rape camp, holding 74 people, including abbwromen” (ibid, p.
157). Three of Bosnian Serb President Radovan karadop associates
were admitted by Karadzic to be in charge of Fagand this time.
Similarly, aNewsweelarticle (Watson, 1992) reported claims of women
chained to fences “who were stripped to their vgdigtith a sign that read
“for all use”, as well as reports of Bosnian Muskex slaves who were
held for months until they became visibly pregnantywhich point they
were “set free to ‘have Serbian babies™ (ibid). M¢reach account was
told by a refugee and could not be directly condidnthey would spark
government investigations, which would by and lazggoborate
journalists’ accounts. Indeed, the United Nationgdanuary 1993, released
a report that concluded that the Serbs had conuaratte‘organized,
systemic policy” of rape in Bosnia (Cushman & Mesic, 1996, p. 15).
This conclusion alone should have qualified Setlmas in Bosnia as

genocidal, as the Genocide Convention defines aaj@e as a deliberate
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attempt to “prevent births within” another poputetti(Blaustein et al,
1987, p. 100).

Another Serb action of ethnic cleansing commomyatdibed in
newspaper and non-governmental account, and thilglyuavailable,
was the policy of forced deportation of non-Serpydations living in
Serb-held areas of Bosnia. Again, Gutman led theamamany of these
reports, but other journalists also joined him, aftdr August 1992
reports of these activities, outlawed by the Ger@vaventions, were
widespread (Sadkovich, 1998, p. 108).

Examples of such practices might start small, sigcim cases in
northwestern Bosnia where local Serb governmentgdvesue orders
that placed non-Serbs in inferior positions. Fetance, in the town of

Celinac, near Banja Luka, Bosnia’s second largégt ¢

the Serb ‘war presidency’ issued a directive givatigron-Serbs
‘special status.’ Because of ‘military actions¢@afew was imposed
from 4 p.m. to 6 a.m. Non-Serbs were forbiddemteet in cafes,
restaurants, or other public places; bathe or swithe Vrbanija or
Josavka Rivers; hunt or fish; move to another texithout
authorization; carry a weapon; drive or travel by, gather in groups
of more than three men; contact relatives outsieléin&c (all household
visits (had to be) reported); use means of comnatioic other than the
post office phone; wear uniforms: military, polieceforest guard; sell
real estate or exchange homes without approval otfler cases) a
Serb radio broadcast would inform the citizenryt théocal factory had
introduced a quota to limit the number of MuslimmgCsoat employees
to 1 percent of the overall workforce (Power, 2028)).

In Banja Luka itself, the Serbs took control of theally elected
government and then put a crisis committee inlasgy which fired non-
Serbs from important managerial and senior postwsithin local

government and companies. “The only non-Serbs mjalauka whose

34



earnings were unaffected by the committee’s actiegre those who had
not risen above menial employment” (Rieff, 199534).

Other towns and villages outside the northwestasdrita faced
more severe tactics. In a similar pattern exectited and again
“paramilitary or JNA troops were bussed into aaertity, surrounding
it” (Helsinki Watch, 1992, pp. 50-62). Serbian adlers would then
evacuate, Serbian forces would then shell the tawd,then either invade
it (ibid), or siege it until the population wasatd off (Cigar, 1995, p. 56).

In the end, once a town was under Serbian coritbler through
civilian or military means, a similar end resultwia follow including
some or all of the following consequences as desdrby numerous
sources that were publicly available in 1992: sumynexecutions and
village burning (ibid), including the estimated @00Onon-Serbs killed in
the town of Kozarac in northwestern Bosnia; civiSadriven at gunpoint
out of villages and towns to trains for mass deggaorhs out of Serbian-
controlled Bosnia (Gutman, 1993, p. 38); separadioa/or deportation,
with Muslim men going to concentration camps, worgemmg to rape
camps, and all other women, children, and eldeglpdptransported out of
Serbian-controlled Bosnia (ibid, p. 49); and thédhmy of non-Serbs
civilians in their towns to be used as bargainihips for Serbian
prisoners of war (Helsinki Watch, 1992, p. 69).

Often times deportation would be on sealed boxeang

(reminiscent of the Holocaust) that would carryus@ands of non-Serbs
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out of Serb-held territory in Bosnia (Gutman, 198349). In many cases,
Serbs would force the non-Serbs to sign documewyisg that they had
been treated well and were willingly leaving theamelands (ibid, p. 25).
Once this procedure had been established and veaenkiSerb efforts
would often times not be needed as Muslims wowd @in their own
accord prior to Serb invasion, fearing the consaegeg of staying behind
(Battiata, 1992).

With these practices in place, it is no wonder,tdating the
course of the war, over 2,000,000 people were aigal, nearly half of
Bosnia’s population, with an estimated 628,000 ldsgd by mid-1992
(Helsinki Watch, 1992, p. 141). This was the goal, consequence, of
Serbian action. The ultimate goal of the Serbs wapparently to
repopulate the ‘ghost towns’ of ethnically cleanpedions of Bosnia
(Burns, 1992). A short list of such towns and aieakided in the media
and non-governmental reports listed above, andghb8cly available in
1992, includes: Prijedor, Kozarac, and Banja Lukaorthwestern
Bosnia, Sarajevo, the Drina River Valley, Zvorrikatunac, Vlasenica,
and Visegrad in central and eastern Bosnia, Bi@|jKozluk, in
northeastern Bosnia, Mostar, and Foca in southesmi, and the list
goes on and on.

With the descriptions above, this would most likglialify as a
policy of genocide, as the Genocide conventionnésfia genocide, among

other qualifications, as “causing serious bodilyrantal harm to
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members of” another group of people, and “delil@yanflicting on the
group conditions of life calculated to bring abdstphysical destruction

in whole or in part” (Blaustein et al, 1987, p. J0OBorced removal of non-
Serb population from their jobs and their homelatwlgdd probably be
described as serious bodily or mental harm to mesniifeBosnia’s non-
Serb population, and could at least plausibly le® ses part of a deliberate
scheme by the Serbs to bring about the physicaiutgi®n of the

Bosnia’s non-Serb population.

While this process of summary executions, rape,dsplacement
was taking place, Serb troops would also destrgyeaidence of
sometimes centuries of non-Serb existence, whialdddkewise be seen
as an attempt to aid in the physical destructioBagnia’s non-Serb
population. This policy, too, could be gleaned frpablicly available
reports having to do with Bosnia in 1992 and 1998.example, in and
around Foca, Serbs forces destroyed all fourteesgues in the town,
some which were over five centuries old, including oldest mosque in
Bosnia (Gutman, 1993, p. 24, 160); in Kozarac ttlven was surrounded
by Serb artillery and completely destroyed (Badtidi992); in Sarajevo,
Serb artillery badly damaged mosques there, asasadity hall and the
national library (Gutman, 1993, p. 79); over therse of 1993, 200 out of
202 mosques and 96 percent of all Catholic churfthesCroats being
predominantly Catholic) in Banja Luka were destibipg Serbs. By the

beginning of September 1992, Bosnian officialsneated that the
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majority of mosques in Serb-held areas were destldyaving been

leveled and their rubble removed (Gutman, 19983)p.

Indeed...churches and cultural monuments were thstanhand
cynical targets of the Serbs. Four hundred Croafiamches have been
destroyed (wrote Georgie Anne Geyer, in a Octolie 292 column);
the Serb gunmen have consistently used UN EdueatiSaientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) flags, supposediytecting historic
monuments, as markers to destroy those monumewngs.add over in
the smitten cities, the gunmen would hit a chutelegle with artillery,
and journalist at the scene could hear the ‘yea) ipethe

background... (Mestrovic, 1997, p. 81).

These policies of murder, rape, forced deportatiand cultural
destruction by the Serbs were so pervasive thaynmathe media
concluded that they had to be organized and delieeMedia reports
described “Serbs working from an ethnic map” witha bverall goal of
creating “corridors” that would connect Serbia w&@rb-held territories in
Croatia seized during the previous war there (But@92). These
“corridors” would consist of half to two-thirds &osnia, according to
maps produced by Serbian officials (Gutman, 1993)p

Most importantly was that, unlike in Rwanda andeotbases of
genocide in the 20century, outside observers had been in Bosnia to
document these actions and bring it back to théddribtates for public

consumption.

In contrast to a previous age, Western observess been literally
bombarded with information about the most recentenaf genocide in
Europe. Atrocities have been recorded in soundshytduman history
for all to see....In executing a policy of genocittes Serbs’ methods
are a matter of public record: deportation, tortunatilations, death
camps, rape/death camps, and mass executions....\igleocide is
tragic, some can always say in self-defense thatdid not
know.’...One thing is certain: the butchering of ieeat people in
Bosnia has gone on under the watchful gaze of thetWhis time, we
know (emphasis theirs) (Cushman & Mestrovic, 199661, 10).

38



However, despite the preponderance of evidenckchub
available, there was no intervention in Bosniadweer three years. To
counter the publicly available information thatmeid to genocide in
Bosnia, the U.S. and other governments came upexithses to rule out
intervention and the enforcement of the GenocidevEntion. These
excuses, as will be demonstrated later on, placdagedmerican public.
At the very least, claims of “if only we knew” afidever again” would
ring hallow in Bosnia, as the information on théleirecord in 1992 and
1993 clearly points to a policy of Serb-led genecidowever, often times
media reports, which are largely based on the skband accounts of
survivors, are deemed hard-to-believe and possilalge up (Power, 2003,
p. 95). However, the majority of the claims in theblicly available
information — claims of executions, rape, forced@maition, and cultural
destruction perpetrated by Serbs against Bosn@isSerb population —
would be confirmed by public and private reportshey U.S. and other
governments, as will be demonstrated in the nestt@eof this paper.
This helps reinforce the conclusion that the Urfsl ather governments
refused to live up to the normative codes of iréional law and the
“New World Order” during the Bosnian war.

What the U.S. (and other) governments knew
Over the three-year course of the war, the U.S.cdinelr

governments would conclude privately and declatdigly that a Serb-
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led policy of aggression, atrocity, and, finallgngcide, was taking place
against the non-Serb population in Bosnia.

International government attention had been focused
Yugoslavia since the start of the Croatian war, lap&eptember 1991, an
arms embargo was in place covering the entire cpuntcluding the
breakaway republics (Cushman and Mestrovic, 1998).pNhile a
diplomatic measure only, this did have grave effect the situation in
Bosnia. As stated above, the arms embargo froptage a tremendous
weapons advantage for Serbian forces at the expénise disarmed,
succeeding republics.

Troop deployment by the international governmeaitst
formally in Yugoslavia on February 21, 1992, witkc8rity Council
resolution 743 calling for the creation of the @witNations Protection
Force (UNPROFOR), to be deployed to Croatia to moorthe ceasefire
there and protect the minority Serbs. In April, whestilities started in
Bosnia, the U.N. deployed a small force to the .a#és0 in April, when
Bosnia declared its independence, the United Statgé€uropean allies
officially recognized it as an independent countvith the apparent aim
of staving off a Serbian-led invasion against aesein state, something
forbidden in international law (Power, 2003, p. R48gain, as shown
above, Serbia got around this by having its traapgly switch uniforms
or the patches on their uniforms to become eitleebi&n militias or

Bosnian Serb troops, ostensibly to create the inohgecivil war as
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opposed to a “war of aggression”, which would kernmationally
condemned (Gutman, 1993, p. xxxiii; Helsinki WattB92; Cigar,
1995).

Thus, as the war commenced in Bosnia, the intenmaili
community was largely involved, and had a physicakence in the newly
independent country. Indeed, the U.S. governmeshblean watching
closely as events surrounding the Bosnian war camete and officials
with the government were well aware of the Serlicgadf ethnic
cleansing and the ferocity that the coming Bosmianwould entail
(Power, 2003, p. 253). Indeed, only a week intosthe, on April 14,
1992, an information memo sent through the StafgaBment to Bush'’s
Deputy Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger (mtwald become
Secretary of State that December) bluntly describerthian war aims as
the partitioning of Bosnia. “The clear intent oéi®ian use of force is to
displace non-Serbs” the memo stated “forcibly piarting [Bosnia] and
effecting large forced population transfers...fronxed areas (including
areas where Serbs are a minority) to consolidasmiaa Serb claims to
some 60% of Bosnian territory...in a manner which Mauweate a
‘Serbian Bosnia (ibid, p. 264).

This analysis, sent directly to the second in conuiret the State
Department should have been enough to tip the gbBrnment about the
possibility of genocide taking place in Bosnia. Haer, as the document

stated, the expectation was for “large forced pafiarh transfers”, not
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genocide. While some may argue that forced pomrdtansfers are
policies of genocide, others may not consider tlaesens genocidal or a
situation where governments shouldrbquiredto intervene under the
Genocide Convention. However, the State Departieave its eye on
the situation, and it came to the same conclusiahHielsinki Watch had
about the Serb policy of ethnic cleansing. Indeethe beginning of the
war, the U.S. government had already determined3@ebs military
actions would follow a similar pattern, unleashargartillery attack upon
a village first, then an infantry assault by pard#aaries. Once a village
was subdued militarily, “a cadre of paramilitargéexd regulars stayed to
‘mop up™, looting valuables, shooting livestockdablowing up houses.
Armed soldiers were killed, unarmed men were rodngeand deported,
women and children sent into the countryside. Hmespattern followed
in all the villages the Serb forces invaded, inkdro northern Bosnia,
Zvornik in eastern Bosnia, and Prijedor in northieas Bosnia (ibid, p.
266). According to Jon Western, the State Departo#icial in charge of

compiling and analyzing intelligence from the B@snconflict:

We could see the attacks coming by watching ourprder terminal
screens, by scanning the satellite imagery, ongtist by watching
television. We knew exactly what the Bosnian Sevbee going to do
next, and there was nothing we could do. Imaginegauld say, ‘In
two days this village is going to die,” and therasmothing you could
do about it. You just sat there, waited for it aippen and dutifully
reported it up the chain’ (266).

By late May, officers with the State Department @vigrvestigating
refugee claims of systematic executions and rap&ebb forces against

non-Serb populations. The officers pored over iyeank thousand daily
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documents churned out on Bosnia by open sourcesdtamrhuman rights
organizations — as well as classified sourcesld feporting, satellite
images, “refugee testimony, and telephone and rnatkocepts” (ibid, p.
264). By July 4, 1992, the officers were able tadode that the complete
destruction of non-Serb life — the capture of n@nbSsoldiers and male
civilians, the forced exodus of non-Serb women emttiren, the
destruction of non-Serb property — in essence #rbi& policy of ethnic
cleansing — had, in all likelihood been “planned anordinated” by Serb
forces (ibid, p. 266). Thus, the U.S. governmentearly July 1992, had
determined that, in all likelihood, there was aagde taking place in
Bosnia.

Also by July 1992, the U.S. State Department hadrdened the
existence in Bosnia of what looked like Serb-runaamtration camps for
non-Serb populations, reports of which would beseded publicly more
than a month later (Power, 2003, p. 266). Despied reports, and the
conclusion that a Serb-led genocide was takingepla®osnia by officers
with the State Department, the U.S, government tamkction; State
Department officials had to wait for the media tokpup the stories they
already knew about — of the complete destructiomoofSerb villages, of
concentration camps for soldiers and civilianseakfor reaction to take
place (Kenney, 1992).

Inaction in the face of knowledge was not solel$ Lpolicy. The

United Nations also knew about Serb-run concewntmatamps by July 3,
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1992, a full month before their existence woulcekposed publicly.
Moreover, in a memorandum dated July 1, 1992, fBmsnia the United
Nations explained the Serb policy of ethnic cleagdiy detailing the
targeting of Muslim groups for transport to concatibn camps and
prisons in order to “establish a Serbian republiceefof Muslims...The
treatment of Muslims and other minorities in thenpas reportedly
atrocious, with regular beatings, deprivation aidand water, poor
shelter, etc” (Helsinki Watch, 1992, p. 229).

When the knowledge of the camps became publianatenal
leaders finally stood tough and demanded acce$&tcamps for
monitoring purposes. However, following their pahievelation, the
camps were closed or moved, their inhabitants eithasferred to other
camps, or simply disappeared (Gutman, 1993, p.@7¢e media and
international monitors gained access to the cathpsSerbs had moved all
prisoners out and installed beds and facilitiesiédke it look as though it
were a usual detention facility for prisoners, tha focal points of Nazi-
like extermination centers that both media repddsned, and
government reports would later acknowledge (Honig) Both, 1996, p.
77).

Through public condemnation and warnings alondittes of “we
will not rest until the international community hgained access to any
and all detention camps”, by President Bush, thi#edrStates showed the

influence it could have on the conflict in Bosnldese declarations had
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closed the most egregious of the Serb-run condemtreamps. The U.S.
and its allies had also shown their influence Imeotareas, as threats of
intervention were followed by Serb cooperation witternational
humanitarian relief efforts (Helsinki Watch, 1992,193). Yet following
the focused diplomatic attention on the concemnatamps, time would
pass, U.S. attention would shift elsewhere, andsérds would continue
their operation of concentration camps in othetgaf Bosnia. Indeed,
the continued existence of Serb-run concentrataonps was widely
known by the U.S. government, which, “within sixeks of Bush'’s
pledge...had compiled a list of more than 200 cartip (vere still
operating)” (Power, 2003, p. 281).

Reports of genocide, however, would largely comenfthe media
and non-governmental organizations such as HelSf&tch. Besides the
detailed accounts already described of executianvdians, blockage of
humanitarian aid, and other war crimes committe&ésb forces,
Helsinki Watch declared in its August 1992 repbéstithe “most
egregious and overwhelming number of violationghefrules of war”
were “committed by Serbian forces” (Helsinki Watél, The report
outlined the use of indiscriminate bombing, shelliand attacking of
unarmed Bosnian towns, cities, and villages by Bos&erbs with the
goal of terrorizing and inducing the flight or semder of the Bosnian
population (ibid, p. 12). The report described dieéberate bombing of

non-Serbian cultural monuments by Serb forces.répert also recorded
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the orders of head Bosnian Serb General Ratko kltadoomb residential
areas in Sarajevo and “burn it all” (ibid, pp. 10¥0). This led the
organization to conclude its report with the deafi@mn that genocide was
occurring in Bosnia, and that it was being comrdityg Serb forces.

On August 25, 1992, George Kenney, desk officeh@State
Department who was in charge of the Bush admirnistra public
statements about Bosnia resigned in protest of ‘Bygsiticies in Bosnia.
He was the first of three other State Departmeintest to resign over
U.S. policy in Bosnia over the course of the neéknionths. “It was the
largest wave of resignations in State Departmestohi. Each officer left
due to what they felt was the “timid” U.S. poliaythe face of clear
“aggression and genocide” caused by the Serbs {Pa@a@3, p. 315).
Writing later about his decision to resign in theldmber 1992 issue of
Washington MonthlyKenney said officials within the State Department
were not even investigating reports of war crimes th pressure from
officials higher up in the hierarchy to avoid amggentation of evidence
that would lead to an increased probability of Unervention. “A
defeatist mentality pervaded the State Departneetite lowest ranks; the
ethos was that because we can’t get involved, wetwet involved”
(Kenney, 1992).

Despite its initial reticence, “by the end of 1982 State
Department, from its own interviews, no longer dealthat Serbs and to

a much lesser extent Croats and Muslims had caotiechassive
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atrocities” in Bosnia (Gutman, 1993, p. xxxvi). $hed to the public
declaration by then-Secretary of State Lawrencddbagger of seven
Bosnian Serbs as potential war criminals, includiegd Bosnian Serb
General Ratko Mladic and Bosnian Serb Presideno®adKaradzic. In
November 1992, Tadeusz Mazowiecki, who was appodimd 992 by the
UN Human Rights Commission to investigate the allegs of massive
human rights abuse concluded: “The collected ewiddsaves no doubt as
to who is responsible for the horror: the Serbialitigal and military
leaders in Bosnia-Herzegovina, supported by autberof the Serbian
Republic” (Cushman and Mestrovic, 1996, p. 45). dedpite their status
as potential war criminals, Karadzic and Mladic Vdocontinue on for the
next three years as head negotiators with thenatenal community at
peace and ceasefire agreements.

As the war staggered on into 1993, and the Senhsncd to
cleanse occupied territories of non-Serb populatoore and more
reports of a probable genocide, this time fromoidfigovernment reports,
began to be made public. In January 1993, the gh&rnment released a
report to the United Nations concluding that 8@@opercent of the war
crimes committed in Bosnia were being committed®byb forces
(Cushman and Mestrovic, 1996, p. 15). Governmdgtirewers tasked
with investigating claims of executions in the Sarh concentration
camps concluded that as many as 5,000 men wemghstéaad at one site

alone; more than 70,000 civilians were still beilegally held (Gutman,
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1993, p. 139). In January 1993, the European Coriyntgteased a report
concluding that at least 20,000 Muslim women haghlraped in 1992,
with some of the rapes occurring in special Serbetetention centers set
up for the women (Gutman, 1993, p. 146).

On February 22, 1993, the UN Security Council attea a
tribunal to investigate allegations of war crime®iosnia, the first such
international tribunal since the Nuremberg Tribuiedlbwing World War
Il. In April 1993, the International Court of Jus#iin The Hague
demanded Serbia take measure to “prevent genofrma’taking place in
Bosnia (Mestrovic, 1996, p. 4). “As of June 199 U.S. Department of
State had submitted to the United Nations eightntspmpn atrocities and
war crimes in former Yugoslavia...[and] 88% wereibtitable to Serbs,
7% to Bosnian Muslims, and 5% to Croats...” (Mesteowti996, p. 7).

Due to these reports, Warren Christopher, the remnetary of
state under Bill Clinton, came under increasedquesby the media and
Congressional leaders to declare whether the Comenan-Chief
believed that genocide, as opposed to just waresjnvas taking place in
Bosnia. Publicly, Christopher continued to dana@aiad such a
declaration, claiming acts “tantamount to genocmete taking place
(Power, 2003, p. 319). However, privately, Christeiphad received a
memorandum from Assistant Secretary of State fimiligence and
Research Toby Gati, which declared that the Seadsstolated the

Genocide Convention by “killing, causing seriouslipor mental harm,
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inflicting conditions of life calculated to brindaut physical destruction,
(and) imposing measures to prevent birth...againshBés Muslims
(simply) because they were Muslims” (ibid). Puldexclarations by Serb
leaders and soldiers, expressing intent to eragidaislims and create an
ethnically homogeneous state, plus the systemattenn of the violations
occurring inSerbheld areas of Bosnia, led Gati to conclude thatSbrbs
had undertaken such actions “with the intent otrdgsg the Muslim
group”. Thus, by the middle of 1993, the Unitedt&tehad again privately
declared that a genocide, perpetuated by the Sedsstaking place in
Bosnia, although this time the declarations werargating from
diplomats at the highest levels of governance Jibid

More evidence of official government knowledge o genocide
in Bosnia continued to be made public both befangl, after, the middle
of 1993 when Secretary of State was told that geleosas in fact
occurring. A series of reports issued by the Eusopgommunity from
February 1993 to April 1994 documented the destrnaif 200 out of 202
mosques and 96 percent of Catholic churches in&mrbyolled areas of
Banja Luka, in northwestern Bosnia. Many of the ques dated from the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Cushman asttdve, 1996, p.
47).

In May of 1994, a U.N. Commission issued a repuat toncluded
the majority of concentration camps in Bosnia wastruments of the

Serb “policy of ‘ethnic purification’ through tenrorape, and slaughter”
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(Cushman and Mestrovic, 1996, p. 53). While Croaéiad Bosnian forces
also operated camps, “no policy or pattern of wodmigg could be
identified in the detention camps” operated by thérma commission’s
report said (ibid). The report offered continuedfaonation of Serb war
policy to conquer a town militarily, and then roumal the population en
masse and interrogate them in a process thatemtadpe, other torture,
and slaughter...Men between the ages of sixteenofanger) and sixty
were separated from older men, women, and childreese men,
considered of military age, were transferred tgéar more heavily
guarded camps, where tortures and murders wereiléie the report
concluded (Cushman and Mestrovic, 1996, p. 53).Ue report stated
that the goal of the Serb-run concentration carepsed “to have been to
eliminate the non-Serbian leadership, politicatikra, officials from the
courts and administration, academics and othellestaals, religious
leaders, key business people and artists — theobaekof the Muslim and
Croatian communities”; these groups were targefeddestruction”, the
report said (Honig and Both, 1996, p. 77).

A UN report on rape in the Bosnian conflict in Maaf 1995
found that “Serb atrocities strongly suggest aesysitic rape and sexual
policy against Muslim women” (Mestrovic, 1996, p. [h March 1995,
Warren Zimmerman, the last U.S. ambassador to Yagasprior its
breakup called Bosnian Serb President Radovan Kigrad “architect of

massacres in the Muslim villages, ethnic cleansang, artillery attacks on
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civilian populations....He invited comparison withmemnster from another
generation, Heinrich Himmler” (ibid, p. 169).

In March 1995, the only reglublic declaration of genocide taking
place in Bosnia by the U.S. government occurredwahelassified CIA
report was leaked téhe New York Timdhat stated that “the Central
Intelligence Agency has concluded that 90 percétiieacts of "ethnic
cleansing" were carried out by Serbs and that hga8erbian politicians
almost certainly played a role in the crimes (Megtr, 1997, p. 148).
“The C.1.A. report, based on aerial photography whdt one senior
official called ‘an enormous amount of precise tecal analysis,’ also
concludes that while war crimes were by no meansnaitted exclusively
by Serbs, they (the Serbs) were the only partyluein asystematic
attempt to eliminate all traces of other ethnicup®from their territory”
(emphasis mine) (ibid). The C.I.A. officials cond&d that the contents of
the comprehensive review of war crimes by the agéxtthem to
conclude *“virtually conclusively that Serbian leesleould be indicted” on
charges of genocide (ibid). In April 1995, the hni&tional War Crimes
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia formally indickdosnian Serb
President Radovan Karadzic and Bosnian Serb GeRatkb Mladic as
war criminals who orchestrated genocide in Bos@iasfman and
Mestrovic, 1996, p. 20).

Thus, high-ranking officials in the U.S. and otgewernments had

reached the conclusion— both confidentially, anbliply — that the Serbs
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had committed a systematic and organized poligyeobcide in Bosnia.
However, despite U.S. pledges to a “New World Orded the Genocide
Convention, that there was no forceful interventioming the first three
years of the Bosnian conflict. The U.S. and otlmregnments’ continued
refusal to intervene and halt the genocide dematestrhow Bush’s
supposed New World Order applied only to specgropably oil-filled,

parts of the world.

[1l. Nonintervention

The non-forceful interventions of the U.S. and othegovernments
For nearly three years, the U.S. and other goventsneould

pursue a strict policy of nonintervention in Bosrasoiding any forceful
military deployment or action that would benefitediaction over the
other. This despite the fact that the U.S. andrajbgernments had
publicly and privately declared that the Serbs weeramitting a genocide
against the non-Serb population in Bosnia.

From the beginning the United States was retiaenégpond in
Yugoslavia the way it had in the first Persian Gifiar. U.S. diplomatic
efforts had been limited when the republics of 8loa and Croatia broke
away from Yugoslavia in 1991, as Secretary of Slatees Baker called
for the territorial unity of Yugoslavia but claimégat the United States
had “no dog in this fight” (Mestrovic, 1996, p. 38he main diplomatic
efforts in the Croatian war were instead made bppgean states through

the collective actions of the European Communitlyiclv at this time was
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strengthening due to the collapse of the Soviebblrihe independence of
Eastern European countries, and the organizatronigements towards
unification (Power, 2003, p. 258). As the E.C. diphtic mission began in
Yugoslavia just prior to the war in Croatia, JacgiB®o0s, one of the
diplomats on the mission, proclaimed this to bertpe’s hour” (Usborne,
1991). Europe would remain the main diplomatic ptap Bosnia as well,
and the E.C.’s efforts in Croatia foreshadowednteire of its
involvement in Bosnia.

In Croatia, the Europeans worked persistently éasefires. While
they would condemn Serbia as the aggressor, theldwoly condemn
watching as Serbian troops and irregulars seizge lportions of Croatian
territories (Fisher, 1991). Starting in August 801, there would be truce
agreements almost monthly, followed by Serbianatiohs, international
condemnations dberbianviolations, and the restarting of peace
negotiations (ibid; Harden, 1991; Gardner et. 8911 Associated Press,
1991). By November 1991 12 ceasefires had beeedjgmly to be
broken immediately afterwards over the five morahwar. The best the
European Community could offer was tough diplompg&aalties, with
economic sanctions and an arms embargo agalinst Yugoslavia, which
included the republic of Croatia as well as Serbia.

This E.C,’s central focus on avoiding interventiehile working
diplomatically to end the conflict was a patterattbontinued into the

Bosnian war, even though the community had chatméte European
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Union. Before the Bosnian war began, the Europeaorwas
negotiating for the ethnic division of Bosnia alaheg lines of its three
ethnicities — Croat, Serb, and Muslim — in ordea¥oid what many knew
was going to be a much bloodier war (Reuter, 19924h)en the war
commenced in April after recognition of Bosnian e@ignty by the
international community, the European Union oncaratpok the lead in
the diplomatic efforts. And, once again, reportsuaimled of Serbian
aggression. The situation, though, was much maeetdan it had been in
Croatia, as larger areas of land were involvedan, which meant much
more conflict and refugees. But the Europeans oaat on the same
course, negotiating peace agreement after peaeeragnt that would all
consistently be broken by Serbian aggression (Trad882; Silber, 1992;
Jackson, 1992).

The cycle of negotiated and broken ceasefires woaitinue in
Bosnia, but with an increasing number of vows temvene militarily by
the international community. But nothing proposgdte international
community would enforce these vows in any real viRgther, the
European Union hoped to coerce the Serbs diploaibtinto a ceasefire
(Gutman, 1993, p. xxix); this policy of appeasemeatild continue for
more than three years of war. Indeed, “39 ceasefwere signed during
the course of the Bosnian war, which Serbia usdgtorexpand the war
front, using each cease-fire to reposition troaps artillery for

subsequent attacks” (Mestrovic, 1996, p. 42).
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This incredible failure of diplomacy — 39 violatedasefires —
cannot be blamed on the innocence of the intemalfticommunity and its
relatively new actor to foreign policy, the Europggommunity/Union.
Diplomats should have easily recognized the Selibypof using peace
negotiations as “a handy stalling device” for nallit gains, as it was the
same practice the Serbs had used in the CroatiarMueaeover, the
practice of using peace negotiation solely as bftwanilitary purposes
was publicly declared by both the president ofBbenian Serbs, Radovan
Karadzic, and the head general of the Bosnian &®nies, Ratko Mladic.
During the war Mladic stated: “In order to succegul) have to be
devious; (you have to) tell (the negotiators) driag one time, another
thing at another time”; Mladic believed this beauss he so eloquently
state in 1993: “as long as planet Earth has beewrigtence, borders
between states and peoples have been determirted bigedding of
blood and by the cutting off of heads” (Cigar, 1995184)

Karadzic was even more blunt than Mladic had beseddglaring
to Bosnian military personnel: “Pay no attentiowtoat we do at the
conferences, as all the maps are transient, aiydadrdt you hold is
eternal. Hold every village of ours, and do not wbd(ibid). And yet these
were the people, along with Milosevic, with whone ihternational
community was attempting to negotiate a peaceytreat

The international community would continue to afperto

approach the Serbs diplomatically on Bosnia forertban three years.
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Thus, the international community only had diploimateapons with
which to punish Serb aggression. Early on, the thesEuropean Union
could do was threaten to pull its ambassadors foBelgrade, Serbia’s
capital, excluding Serbia from diplomatic functidifsaynor and Palmer,
1992). By the end of May 1992, the European Uniad pushed through
strongly worded sanctions at the Security Coumdiiich in resolution 757
banned all imports and exports, including oil tolse (News Services,
1992).

But the European Union was also going to extremesder to
avoid confrontation. The sanctions passed in réisol757, for instance,
involved no enforcement mechanisms, so while “NAM@&mbers sent a
flotilla of small warships into the Adriatic...its ni&s only compiled a log
as ships docked at the Yugoslav port(s)” (Gutmas31p. xxxiv).
Enforcement mechanisms were not added until Agrill®93, and these
were easily bypassed by Serb ships only monthsnaadtes (ibid).

Such diplomatic failures, and the inability of theropean Union
or the United States to fix them, led the Serldselteve that no one would
stop them militarily. They thus continued their egggive policy, and
ceasefires continued to be violated. The UniteteStand the European
Union, unable to stop the war, began to focus awsten the delivery of
humanitarian aid for refugees in Bosnia, somethiney could do without
intervening militarily on the side of a particujaarty in Bosnia. However,

as the Serbs continued to attack humanitarian ganftéelsinki Watch,
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pp. 112-121) the international community edgededio® military combat
with the Serbs.

Indeed, the Security Council passed resolutionofyBugust 13,
1992, which allowed states to use force to enqwealelivery of
humanitarian aid. The resolution’s strong languam&inued to center on
the delivery of humanitarian aid, however, it atsade light of the
“abuses against civilians imprisoned in campsomssand detention
centres” (United Nations, 1992). The resolutiontiethe deployment of
an additional 6,000 U.N. peacekeepers to reinftreel00 already in
Bosnia since April (Power, 2003, p. 281). The t®oluded 1,800
British troops, but no American troops (ibid). Bely the forcefulness of
the U.N. resolution — designated as a chapter senfemcement mission,
which allows states and peacekeepers to use mifitace to carry out the
resolution’s stated goals — troops were sent viaghwvtarning that if they
suffered too many casualties they would be calbkzki{Gutman, 1993, p.
XXXVil).

Moreover, these troops did not fulfill the resodutis goals. Again,
Security Council resolution 770 said U.N. troopsidause force, if
necessary, to ensure the delivery of humanitarichnTée resolution, if
properly enforced, should have brought internatitno@ps into conflict
with Serb forces, as the Serbs hindered the dglehumanitarian aid to
areas that they had surrounded in order to starveesistant Bosnian

government enclaves such as Sarajevo, Bihac, afe®rnica (Helsinki
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Watch, 1992, p.121). It was clear, for instancesvteryone in the U.S.
State Department that the siege of Sarajevo, Bestapital, was a blatant
attempt by Serbian troops to cut off humanitariappdies to that city and
starve its population into surrender (Kenney, 198&eady in August,
Helsinki Watch had reported attacks and delaysdipi8n troops on tons
of medical, humanitarian, and emergency food sepgjpp. 112-121).
These attacks would often encourage the threatroéfoy the
international community to ensure the delivery ofanitarian assistance
and the effectiveness of the mandate of resolutikih(ibid, p. 192). The
Serbian forces, however, would take this into aotoand they would halt
their “attacks for a couple of weeks, only to haegons recommence a
few weeks later” when public pressure had declanadl international
attention was diverted elsewhere (ibid, p. 193).

The Serbs were thus able to continue to attackhafidhe delivery
of humanitarian supplies in Bosnia, despite thengfty written resolutions
of the U.N. Security Council and publicly availabigowledge that the
Serbswere breaking these resolutions. The deliberateyof the United
States, and of other governments, of not gettinglued forcefully in
Bosnia thus trumped its vocal claims to back upditlesery of
humanitarian aid by force. Indeed, attacks by $emdes would continue
on humanitarian supplies into 1993 (Reuter, 199eKMsey, 1992;
Talwar, 1993; Gelb, 1993) with no armed intervemtdy the international

community. Legislation allowing international intention to deliver
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humanitarian aid would not be used, with Clintoridimg instead to
airdrop supplies into Bosnia to avoid intervenirgd, p. Xxxviii).

Other efforts of forceful international involvememére equally
ineffective. The no-fly zone that the United Stadasl NATO — with the
graces of the United Nations — created over Basyithe end of 1992
would almost never be enforced. Indeed, U.N. esgmshowed that
Serbian planes had violated the no-fly zdr@00times over the course of
the conflict (Mestrovic, 1997, p. 247).

In addition, U.N. troops in Bosnia caught Serbiarfeling arms to
the Bosnian Serbs in direct violation of the arnmbargo. Indeed, U.N
troops reported seeing the “following in transdrfr Serbia to Bosnia: 512
tanks, 506 armored vehicles, 120 heavy mortarsh&a®y artillery
pieces, 48 rocket batteries, 33 laser-guided neigssd68 ammunition
trucks, 14 artillery ammunition trucks, and 1.9lmail gallons of fuel”
between October 1994 and July 1995. And this was*“time tip of the
iceberg” according to journalists in the area (M®24t, 1997, p. 248).
Despite such violations, the international commumnade no seizures of
weapons or any other effort to otherwise punishSbibs.

This policy of deliberate nonintervention was evitjeoo, in the
peace negotiation efforts by the international camity. By September
1992, the policy for Bosnia was set, with the EwapUnion’s diplomatic
actor Lord David Owen and U.N. envoy Cyrus Vaneertiain peace

negotiators for the International Conference onRiemer Yugoslavia.
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Vance and Owen would only continue the patterniroed! earlier that
stressed peace but was not enforced with any aciilitdry engagement
to enforce it. Peace would thus prove impossiblkectaeve, given Serb
offensive war plans for a Greater Serbia (Bert,7190 243).

As the U.S. and European governments had showrrletha
resolve to not get involved in any forceful wayBasnia, Owen and
Vance were forced to attempt to reach a comprotheseall three ethnic
groups in the Bosnian conflict would agree to. e $erbs were the most
powerful of the three groups, the mediators hachter to their interests,
which was the creation of a Greater Serbia. Thertegpotiators thus set
about a negotiating process of ethnic partitioBa$nia that heavily
favored the Serbs, giving them control of 60 percéBosnia’s territory.
This despite the fact that the Serbs only constit®1 percent of the
country’s population (Cigar, 1995, p. 119).

While some may see Vance and Owen’s diplomatiatsffas
pragmatic, they seem contrary to the goals of Mew World Order”.
Indeed, the peace process allowed Bosnian Serbr@akadic and
Bosnian Serb President Karadzic — individuals dedg@ossible war
criminals by the United States and who would becied by a war crimes
tribunal for orchestrating genocide — to negotiatej awarded them with
territorial concessions.

In the end, after almost a year of negotiation, Mhace-Owen

peace deal failed, another example of the Serlog tilse international
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community as a stalling tactic for its war in Basfibid, p. 125; Gutman,
1993, p. xxxiv). Other attempts at peace negotiatibat came later
followed similar lines and ended with similar resufailure and
manipulation by the Serbs for their own gain (Cjd&95, p. 157). While
all this took place over the course of three yeémgar in Bosnia, the
international community did nothing except deliag. A notable
exception to this is the declaration of Bosniare saines, and the
intervention that ensued when the Serbs invadestthenes. This
exception will be discussed further on in the paper

Aside from this exception, however, Bosnia proveat the New
World Order was not comprehensive in its coverdge. inability of the
U.S. and other governments to forcefully punishSkeebs for violating
not only Security Council resolutions, but also @enocide Convention
and, thus, the ideals of the New World Order, destrated how
international leaders could apply the enforcemétii@ideals of the New
World Order selectively. As will be demonstratedhe next section,
because Bosnia did not fall within the direct iet#s of the U.S. and other
governments — as had Iraq had during the Gulf Wgovernment leaders
deliberately decided not to make Bosnia an examwiplehere the New
World Order needed to stand strong, despite thag #ielation of the New

World Order’s ideals in the war-torn country.
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American government and public’s reasons for not itervening
Why did the United States avoid intervening in Basn spite of

the preponderance of evidence and recognitionggradcide was taking
place by Serb forces against the non-Serb populati®osnia? The main
reason was that Bosnia was not important enougtigadlly to the
politicians of the U.S. and other governments toinaay form of forceful
intervention.

Indeed, Bosnia, and the rest of Yugoslavia, hadirckzt
considerably in geopolitical importance followirgetfall of the Soviet
Union (see above, pp. 10-11). Stability in the Bakwas no longer of
essential importance now that there was no darfgetusning to Moscow
for assistance. The declining nature of Yugoslavsdirategic importance
to the West, therefore, split foreign policy spésta in Washington
during the Bosnian war. Some believed the UnitedeStshould not
intervene due to the limited strategic importantBasnia. Others
believed the end of the Cold War would usher indtseof Bush’s New
World Order where the United States and other c@sin the world
would intervene whenever “vital interesischerished values were
imperiled” (emphasis hers) (Power, 2003, p. 260).

The side of nonintervention won the day, for thestgart, in U.S.
policy on Bosnia. It did so because Bosnia faitedegister as a security
interest to the United States. Indeed, following Yhethnam War and the
subsequent restructuring of U.S. foreign policgréhemerged a strict set

of requirements for U.S. intervention abroad bdaegkely on the
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philosophy ofrealpolitik, or solely strategic interests (threats to oil@yp
regional stabilization, overriding economic intésg®tc) (Power, 2003,
pp. 260-262). This policy was seized upon by thagae administration
and continued by its predecessor George H. W. Bi¥tile the Bush
administration had used New World Order rhetorigtsrjustification of
the Gulf War — relying heavily on the importancergérnational norms,
such as state sovereignty and human rights — iniBowhere there were
wonton violations of these norms by Serbia, yet.ld@ions were limited.
Apparently the violation of these norms, recogniaad condemned
repeatedly by American political leaders over tire¢ years of war in
Bosnia (see above, pp. 10-11), was not enough tid bh&. intervention
(Power, 2003, p. 327; Mestrovic, 1997; Rieff, 199&hile arguments for
the importance of enforcing the norms of internagidaw would
occasionally percolate both Bush’s and Clinton’siamilstrations, official
policy would never deviate from one of non-intertren until late 1995.
This policy of nonintervention happened becausel 989, the U.S.
government’s Bosnian policy was solely a humarataone (Sobel and
Shiraev, 2003, p. 177). With no large reserveslpboother compelling
security interest remaining in the former Yugostewiepublic, these
humanitarian interests were not enough to leadBtist administration to
believe “that the Balkans held any strategic imgce for the United

States” (Gutman, 1993, p. 176).
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Intervention, thus, was not the priority of the UgBvernment.
Indeed, there is little evidence the United Stadesny nation for that
matter, “vigorously petitioned the internationahmmunity to assemble an
intervention force”, as had occurred previouslyiagithe Gulf War.
Instead, most states “were much more exercisetidopeed to refrain the
United Nations from any further involvement” (Cusimand Mestrovic,
1996, p. 130). The U.S. government was regimemtés idecision, with
midlevel and junior U.S. officials arguing for imased U.S. efforts in
Bosnia, but describing the offices above them #ackoholes” within
which the reports of atrocities and their ratiosdla forceful intervention
simply disappeared (Power, 2003, p. 269).

This determination, that Bosnia did not qualifyaasecurity
interest to the United States, was ultimately aomdgciding factor in the
U.S.’s deliberate policy of nonintervention duritng Bosnian war.
Indeed, prior to the Gulf War, the American pulsimwed similar levels
of support for military intervention as it did iroBnia (see below), with
only 63 percent of Americans supporting Bush’s sieci to go to war
(Morin, 1990). Troop deployments to the Gulf, meaitey prior to Bush’s
public rationalization for war, were met with loevels of American
public support, with numbers hovering around 3&eet (Hey, 1990).

Still, the fact that there was no overwhelming deticepolitical
pressure supporting intervention was a major faattie U.S.

government not reversing its policy of nonintervemt Strong domestic
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pressure to intervene might have galvanized chantiee administrations’
policies. This did not come to pass, however, astid of the Cold War
had led to a decline in the importance of all teifgreign to the American
public. Indeed, “the extensive focus paid to thstdestion of the U.S.S.R.
by both the Reagan and Bush administration leddes&re by most
Americans to focus on domestic issues following @amism’s collapse”
(Bert, 1997, p. 83). Moreover, “Americans havedrsally opposed
military campaigns abroad except in cases wherd&tiied States or its
citizens have been attacked...when it has benefited the ‘rally-around-
the-flag’ effect (Power, 2003, p. 305).

However, media reports of the carnage would hegmghk public
opinion, albeit briefly. For instance, followingetlieports of Serb-run
concentration camps in Bosnia by Roy GutmaNefvsdaya majority, 53
percent of Americans, supported U.S.-backed akestragainst the Serbs,
a rise from 35 percent in a poll administered ahhge weeks prior, when
the presence of such camps was not known pubhibtgon, 1992).
Meanwhile, only 33 percent opposed the strikes,rdfram 45 percent in
the comparison of the same polls. Indeed, Georgm&g the State
Department officer who resigned in August 1992 ttukis objection to
the U.S. policy on Bosnia, said the State Departmas “nudged by
journalists” and that their “policy was media-dniveas the State
Department would only respond to media reportsastively seeking —

and often ignoring — its own information (1992).\wver, coverage of
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the war’s atrocities was not always constant aretwlielming, and there
was a lot of confusing information about what wetually happening in
Bosnia (Sadkovic, 1998). Plus, the attention of Aoaas was truly
focused on domestic issues as, by January 1998paelpercent of
Americans believed that Bosnia was the most imporssue in American
politics (Sobel and Shiraev, 2003, p. 146).

All these factors considered, support by the Anaeripublic for
U.S. intervention would remain fairly constant thghout the war, with a
slight majority of Americans supporting a U.S. fpqaresence in
multilateral humanitarian and peacekeeping acéigsitFor instance, in
January 1993, 58 percent of Americans believedamyliforces should be
used to protect humanitarian relief and prevemcaies (ibid, p. 182). In
August 1993, and continuing to April 1994, 61 petcef Americans
would approve of air strikes against the Serbss Tiajority of support
disappeared if the United States would act unigdite(ibid, pp. 180-193).

Domestic support of U.S. military operations in Biaswould ebb
and flow during the course of the war. For instaiscgport for a U.S.
troop presence with U.N. peacekeepers was very AtgB0 percent in
July 1992, when the conflict was at a pitch. Suppeaked at times of
particularly intense media coverage of atrocitéessin February 1994,
when a Serbian artillery shell exploded in a mafleste in Sarajevo,
killing 68 people and injuring more than 200. Tliaek was broadcast

extensively in the United States, something pectidghe reporters
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stationed in Bosnia, as reports of civilian deathSarajevo due to Serbian
shelling were frequent (Rieff, 1995, p. 18). Théeesive coverage,
however, galvanized public support for U.S. intetien, with 75 percent
favoring U.S. involvement with U.N. peacekeeperthat time. This surge
in support would push Clinton to urge NATO to ewfothe no-fly zone
over Bosnian airspace, and in May 1994, NATO jbatg slown four Serb
planes (Sobel and Shiraev, 2003, pp. 188, 189).edew media coverage
of Bosnia soon died down as the Serbs — followiagy twell-established
policies — halted attacks on Sarajevo until inteamal pressure subsided
(ibid). Soon thereafter, NATO enforcement of theflyazone would

return to its non-existent nature (Mestrovic, 199.7236).

The somewhat tepid support for multilateral U.Sicexs, and lack
of support for unilateral U.S. action, led GeorgesBto conclude that
domestic support for U.S. intervention in Bosniaswased entirely on
humanitarian reasons, which could evaporate the enbthings went bad.
Following the regulations for American interventioatlined under the
Reagan administration, Bush determined that, watlstrategic U.S.
interest threatened, no American intervention sthogkur. Thus, despite
consistent majority support by the American popatafor a U.S.
presence in multilateral military efforts, no Antan troops appeared in
any of the U.N. forces deployed in 1992 and ea®93l when Bush’s

term as president expired (Sobel and Shiraev, 2003194-211).
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Clinton, meanwhile, although stressing domestigassduring his
campaign, used Bush’s weak stance in Bosnia adaimsto gain political
advantages during his election campaign in 1994, (o 228). However,
Clinton, once in office, would commit no U.S. traojo U.N. efforts in
Bosnia, and repeatedly proclaimed Bosnia a Europ#air to be dealt
with by Europeans (Power, 2003, p. 259). With asthyer countries’
troops on the ground, Clinton was in a precaricstn to escalate
multilateral efforts in Bosnia (Sobel and Shira2903, pp. 186, 210). But,
despite the inertia on nonintervention it inheritkedosnia, the Clinton
administration did have several opportunities eveduate the U.S.’s
policy in Bosnia, and it could have deployed Amani¢roops to Bosnia
on numerous occasions. It chose not to. The Cliatbninistration had
reached a similar conclusion as Bush had previpasly it chose to
embrace Bush’s position of non-intervention for tarad-a-half years.
According to Clinton, “the conventional politicaisdom” was that there
was “no upside and tons of downside” when considewhether to
intervene (ibid, p. 218). Thus, due to its laclstvhtegic importance and
inability to garner consistently strong numbergoblic support, Bosnia
was never able to justify itself as a case for Uhflitary intervention.

However, the public’s lack of strong, sustainedmupfor
intervention could also be justified by thevernment’s desire to not
intervene Unlike during the Gulf War, where the U.S. govaant took

charge in advocating for military intervention, motly to the United

68



Nations but also to the American people, the Basmiar was met with
the opposite: a deliberate policy of misinformihg American people
with misleading rationales for not intervening. 3fact is bluntly
demonstrated in the next section of this paperelksas in the following:
“A...poll (administered during the war) showed thdtily 54 percent of
Americans favored military intervention in Bosniaut that figure rose to
80 percentvhen those surveyed were told that an independent
commission had found genocide under way” in Bogbid, p. 289). The
fact that the U.S. government had privately conetuthat a genocide was
occurring in Bosnia, and that reports by indepehdemmissionsvereg in
fact, reaching such conclusions, means that otigeainain reasons why
there was not strong public support for intervemticas the U.S.
government’s failure to inform the public clearlfytbe nature of the
conflict. Had the U.S. government proclaimed thatas intervening in
Bosnia to prevent genocide, a claim that could leasly been made in
1992 and 1993, it would have enjoyed levels of pudlpport far larger
than it had prior to the Gulf War (Morin, 1990).

Indeed, “in the absence of American leadershippth#ic is
usually ambivalent” about military engagements abdr@and “instead of
leading the American people to support humanitangrvention” in
Bosnia, both Bush and Clinton had “adopted a padicyonconfrontation”
(Power, 2003, p. 305). “The administration(s) wodd confront the

Serbs, and just as fundamentally, they would nofroot opponents of
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intervention....Thus, the administration(’s) languabéted from that of
“moral imperative to that of an amoral mess” (ibitihe New World

Order was thus not operating effectively.

Government rationales for not intervening
Of course, the U.S. government could not just saypuldn’t

intervene in Bosnia because it served no straiatgeest. To do so would
violate the international norms embodied in the éa&te Convention and
contradict U.S. moral and political policy. The Ugdvernment thus had
to remake the Bosnian conflict into a situatiort fhatified its non-
intervention, especially as the reports of genopigipetrated by the Serbs
continued to stream in starting in May of 1992 andtinuing into 1995.
The arguments and actions taken by the U.S. govarhas well as other
Western nations and international institutionsutgtify non-intervention
included: withholding or downplaying information@li atrocities and
genocide; the idea that the conflict was a civit,wéth atrocities
committed by all sides, Bosnian Muslims, Bosniana®s, andosnian
Serbs the idea that the conflict was the result of eoihsthnic strife
between the three ethnic groups who could, thugplginot live with one
another; the idea that any form of Western intetie@nwould be
ineffective and would lead to a prolonged confliwt could easily turn
into a quagmire for outside forces; and the idea &imy escalation of
Western intervention would jeopardize humanitaead peacekeeping

efforts.
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Rationale #1: downplaying the conflict
As the conflict in Bosnia commenced, the United&attempted

to limit the public’s knowledge of Serbian atroegiagainst the non-Serb
population. While officials high up in the admimation knew of Serbia’s
overall war plans — of removing the non-Serb poputafrom large
portions of Bosnian territory — early on in the fimt, they made little to
no effort to determine the details of these reme¥iarts and whether they
involved genocidal actions (Power, 2003, p. 264stveic, 1997, p. 66;
Kenney, 1992).

This policy of hear no evil, see no evil, got sal b@at in August,
as reports of possibly genocidal atrocities by Serbes were reported in
the media, the State Department “no longer beligkiedeports of
starvationcoming from our own embassy in Belgraffemphasis mine)
(Kenney, 1992). Indeed, despite the Bush administra knowledge of
the existence of Serb-run concentration campsdar3erb civilians in
Bosnia, the administration continued to deny eristeof the camps, even
after their public revelation in the media in eallygust. Despite the
publication of these stories, the administratiolh\stited “until after the
first television pictures of emaciated prisonerscited the world” before
addressing the issue publicly (Gutman, 1993, pi)xxx

Following the deluge of media reports of Serb-ledaride that
followed the public revelation of the Serb-run ceniration camps, the
U.S. government continued to hinder the efforteftiial recognition of

the Bosnian genocide, withholding information oft8&n atrocities from
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the United Nations (Kenney, 1992). Throughout 198I8)ton’s secretary
of State would continue to use the phrase that‘tantsamount to
genocide” were taking place in Bosnia, thus allayior condemnation of
the actions while at the same time not raisingderiptions of the
actions to the level of genocide, where membeth@fnternational
community would be legally obligated to interveiis despite the fact
that privately, the administration recognized t@bocide not acts
tantamount to it, was being performed by Serb ®{&ower, 2003, p.
319).
Rationale #2: moral equivalency

Thus the U.S. government attempted to avoid reeaugi
atrocities taking place in Bosnia in order to praverrther escalation of
international involvement in Bosnia. However, tvas a hard claim to
stand on because, as early as April of 1992, redithe worst atrocities
and casualty rates seen in Europe since World Weere being thrust
onto the front pages of newspapers and magazirelg ading T.V. and
radio broadcasts. This would force some sort gfarse by the U.S.
government as to its stance on this violence arat whvas prepared to
do, if anything, to stop it (Sobel and Shiraev, 200. 195; Gutman, p.
xvii). Following the U.S. government’s inability tode the atrocities
taking place in Bosnia, it tried to justify themthg result of a civil war

that featured atrocities being committed by alesid
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And to some extent, this was true. Reports isfyaabn-
governmental organizations, states and the Unie#tNs, all declared
that both Bosnian Croat and Muslim forces, as aglBosnian Serbs,
were responsible for specific, documented cas@gmotrimes and
atrocities (Helsinki Watch, 1992; Cushman and Mmst;;, 1996, p. 15;
Gutman, 1993, p. 146; Mestrovic, 1996, p. 7). Rdihs would use these
reports of Muslim and Croat atrocities to claimttath sides were equally
guilty and that there was, thus, no side on whesealb to intervene
(Power, 2003, p. 308). Canadian Major-General LéwasKenzie, who
was chief of staff of the U.N. mission in Bosniarfr March to August of
1992, was one of the major proponents of this paiiniew, even going
on a speaking tour where he declared: “Dealing Biknia is a little bit
like dealing with three serial killers—one hasédl15, one has killed 10,
one has killed five” (Gutman, 1993, p. 169). War€dmistopher,
Clinton’s secretary of state, would make similaris, as well as Lord
David Owen, one of two chief peace negotiatorsasria for the
international community (Cigar, 1995, p. 121). GasEMuslim and Croat
abuse were also detailed in major media outletéyding The New York
TimestheNew YorkertheNew RepublicNewsweekamong others, and
was used to justify moral equivalency among altipanin Bosnia
(Sadkovich, 1998, p. 126). Indeed, “much of thenstieam media have

been quick to use any act of violence on the gattroats or Muslims as a
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pretext for morally equating all sides” (Cushmad &testrovic, 1996, p.
17).

However, claims omoral equivalencypetween Serb atrocities and
those committed by the Muslims and Croats were lsimqt true. Indeed,
cases of atrocities committed by Muslims and Croater amounted to
more than a combined five, 10, or — at highestesis — 20 percent of
the total reported atrocities and war crimes combirfserbian forces were
thus constantly held responsible for 80 percemtoifmore, of the
atrocities in Bosnia. Moreover, the reports showedonly the Serbs’
atrocities were deliberate, organized, and targetedspecific group of
people, in this case the non-Serbs living in Baswiaile official reports
such as these, which implicated the Serbs as tivepegpetrators of
atrocities in Bosnia, continued to stream in, UeBders continued to
claim moral equivalence among all ethnic groupsd Arese views
continued to be dispersed by the U.S. governmest after the leak of a
confidential CIA report in March 1995, which condéd that 90 percent
of the war crimes were committed by the Serbs,thatlonly Serb actions
were systematic and organized in nature (Cushmamastrovic, 1996,
p. 10). AsThe New York Timagported in its article about the leak: “the
(CIA) report makes nonsense of the view -- now tastly put forward
by western European governments and intermittdmtithe Clinton
Administration -- that the Bosnian conflict is aitwar for which guilt

should be divided between Serbs, Croats and Mus(@wshen, 1995).
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While the sheer disproportion of atrocities conetitwas a good
counter-argument to claims of moral equivalenceragtbe ethnic groups
in Bosnia, the most important aspect of these tspoas theorganized
nature of the atrocities committed by the Serb& ditganized nature of
atrocities is essential in determining whetheratrthe Genocide
Convention applies to cases of atrocities of wathea destruction of an
ethnic groups must be done “wititentto destroy, in whole or in part, a
national, ethnical, racial or religious group” irder to be defined as

genocide (Blaustein et al, 1987, p. 100§leed, during World War 1

American, British, and Canadian servicemen all cdttech atrocities.
However, the understanding up to now has beenuhéike the Nazis,
it was not Western government policy to do so...Meegpdespite the
excesses of the Allies at Dresden, Hiroshima, dseldere, most
intellectuals today are not prepared to say thai Ba&rman and the
Allies were morally equivalent” (Cushman and Megicp 1996, p. 24).

Claims of moral equivalency made by officials wiitle U.S. and
other governments, such as Secretary of StatetGpinisr and lead
international negotiator David Owen, were thus eading at best,
untruthful at worst. However baseless the claimmaiy tdispersion by major
political figures and members of the media conteluto the confusion
surrounding who was at fault for the atrocitiesnigetommitted in Bosnia,
aiding the U.S. government’s policy of nonintervent(Mestrovic, 1997,
p. 146).

Rationale #3: eons of ethnic strife
As reports of atrocities in Bosnia continued tdioh the Serbs as

perpetrators of genocide, other excuses had teée o justify the U.S.’s
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policy of non-intervention. One such excuse wasttii@violence seen in
Bosnia was the result of ancient ethnic hatred eetwthe Serbs, Muslims
and Croats of Bosnia. Intervening militarily wouldis be pointless, as no
military force, no matter how large would be aldgermanently stop
these races from armed conflict (Watson, 1992).

And indeed, the ethnic groups in Bosnia had a histbviolence
as the Croatian Ustasa government had extermitiadegands of Serbs
and Muslims during World War Il, while Serbian fes; too, had executed
thousands of Croatians and Muslims (Cigar, 19930@). Serbian
propaganda, flaming the idea that Serbs wereugtdet by their defeat and
subsequent rule in 1389 by the Ottoman Empire (Ivhsl helped further
cement the ideas that there existed in Bosniargséthnic hatreds that
would be impossible to overcome. Even the regian Ytugoslavia sits in,
the Balkans, actually serves as the root of a werbalkanize, which
means to split up “into smaller and often hostitsl (Merriam-
Webster’s, 1999, p. 87).

Some U.S. policy elites thus thought that rathantngage in an
politically and monetarily costly military intervéan, the best route
would be to let these the conflict continue anahtpek up the pieces once
the fighting had stopped (Mestrovic, 1997, p. 1Z21thers, like President
George Bush, his Secretary of States Lawrence Bagler and James
Baker, and President Bill Clinton and his Secretdr$tate Warren

Christopher, did not swear off Bosnia in such ameanThey did,
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however, publicly state that military interventiaould not be able to stop
the pitched ethnic hatreds that had formed in Bodae to centuries of
misdeeds (Sobel and Shiraev, 2003, p. 200; PoweRs,2p. 302, 308).
David Owen, co-chief piece negotiator for the intgronal community,
repeatedly made similar statements (Cigar, 19951 pHelsinki Watch,
1992, p. 16).

Yet, these statements overlooked obvious factst,ftuslims,
Croats, and Serbs had lived for nearly 50 year®dnin the country of
Yugoslavia. Indeed, “empirical research in etheiations in Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina carried out in 1986 and 198@aksvthat ethnic
distance and prejudice in these lands were coraitieless than in many
other multiethnic European nations” (Mestrovic, 198. 147). Second,
alliances between all races, Muslim, Croats, antdsSiead risen and fallen
over the many centuries these ethnicities had linexkistence with one
another. The idea that there were simmering hapedsstent for
centuries thus seems a bit specious (Cigar, 1998)p Third, peace
between the ethnic groups was ruptured only irlatee1980s, as the
propaganda of Serbia described above artificialliamed ethnic hatreds
among Serbs to the point where a genocide coutlkice (ibid). Prior to
this, the three ethnicities had lived peacefull3osnia for nearly 50

years. It thus seems more likely that relegatimgaents in Bosnia

to insoluble centuries-old atavistic dilemmas skexlin the dawn of
time implicitly assumes that a solution will always elusive and that it
is pointless to seek one. Although superficiallyaative, this idea was
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often only a convenient rationalization for shruggbne’s shoulders
and doing nothing (ibid, p. 13).

This line of reasoning corresponds well with th&LAnd other
governments’ repeated desire of non-interventioBdenia. Even so, the
Genocide Convention does not allow for caveats.rice, in whole, or in
part, is being systematically targeted for destomct as non-
governmental organizations, states, and the UN&tbns had repeatedly
concluded was taking place over the three yeaBoehian war — states
must do everything they can to stop it. Offeringtlup rationale of
historical ethnic hatred as a reason to not integyéhus, is flawed.
Rationale #4: a quagmire

This idea of irresolvable ethnic hatred, led totheroreason
offered by the U.S. government to not intervenat #ny intervention
would be ineffective, as any force would quicklydiitself mired in a
guagmire among people who could not stop fighting.

Indeed, the Serbs were consistently portrayedgged) “valiant
guerilla fighters”, based largely on the performan Serb fighters of
WWII, who had run a successful insurgency agairai ktoops for four
years (Rieff, 1995). This not only led to the bitlet fighting the Serbs
would be difficult, but that it would also be imnabras the Serbs had
fought on the Allies side in WWII, while the Croartis and others had
collaborated with the Nazis (Rieff, 1995, p. 39;9%evic, 1997, pp. 79,
118; Gutman, 1993, p. xxi). Other factors, sucBasnia’s rugged

mountain topography, led those in the military, gowment, and media to
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believe that any military intervention by the westuld be a prolonged,
costly, and potently disastrous, Vietnam-like eregagnt.

And this may all be true, except for the part alibatvaliant Serb
guerrilla fighter, as the actions of Serb fighter$vorld War Il had
absolutely nothing to do with the fighters in thesBian conflict, who
were mostly drunken thugs (Mestrovic, 1996, p. 3&ny Serbs, too, had
in fact collaborated with the Nazis (Gutman, 199.3«xi). But the beliefs
that a western intervention with ground troops wiadgvolve into a
guagmire may have been merited, despite the diféeren the Serb
fighters of the early 1990s from those of the e&a8y0s.

However, evidence shows that a ground interventioald not
have been needed to repel the Serbs. In fact, kkjdoegovic, the
Bosnian president, said he would have been satigftbe West were to
simply rescind the arms embargo and allow the Bovsnio defend
themselves (Watson, 1992). But an infusion of aorthe Bosnian side
may not have immediately turned the tide and stdpbpe killing. To do
this, the U.S. and other governments could havéyeaslered air strikes
against Serb forces, thus not getting involved guagmire as no outside
troops would be deployed while still possibly fllifig its obligations
under the Genocide Convention of preventing a gdedeking place.

However, even the prospects of air strikes werengeletoo risky
by the U.S. government. Members of the Bush admnatisn argued that

air strikes may not work in repelling Serb forcasd would thus either
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lead to a forced escalation of the conflict to agkitheir removal, or an
embarrassment to U.S. credibility by starting @ervention and then
having to back down, unsuccessfully (Bert, 199242).

However, there is little doubt that tactical “bomdpiof supply
deports, artillery, key bridges...and other strategsets in Bosnian-Serb
areas (and) Serbia” early in the war as the Sedrs grabbing the
majority of their territory in Bosnia “would haved a big impact on the
war” (ibid, 24). Even after the Serbs had seizéthal territory and
cemented their positions in the Bosnian countrydiue mere threat of
Western intervention, even in the limited form ofsirikes, would have
no doubt hindered the Serb policy of ethnic cleagsind continued
warfare. Indeed, “the Serbs have repeatedly badkaah when faced with
even the remote possibility of Western interventiniestrovic, 1997, p.
236). There are many examples of this. One sucimpbeaoccurred in
1993, when the Clinton administration advocatedtierapproval of air
strikes and the lifting of the arms embargo, coipgeBosnian Serb
leaders to immediately agree to a major peaceyttkat would have
stopped the war. After European countries refuseatlopt Clinton’s
policy due to their fears of escalation and cagglh regards to their
troops on the ground, the Serbs reversed theitippsresuming their
attacks (ibid). Similarly, following the Serb bomigiof a Sarajevo
marketplace in February 1994, the West issuedtanatlm to the Serbs

to pull back their artillery surrounding Sarajeviorisk air strikes. The
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Serbs pulled back their artillery immediately, otdyeturn them a few
months later after international scrutiny had pdgS®bel and Shiraev,
2003, p. 215). Likewise, after a July 21, 1994 spreonference, in which
Secretary of State Warren Christopher stated redbathat the U.S.
would not intervene to protect an attack on Samjéhe next day the
Serbs unleashed the most intense artillery atthtther sixteen-month
siege on the capital” (ibid, p. 233).

Air strikes, thus, could have played a large ralstopping the
genocide in Bosnia, as the Serbs appeared totbrihg to the threats
from the U.S. government and other Western leadi@ieed, following
the intense international scrutiny after publicatad Serb-run

concentration camps, rape camps, and mass exegution

Serb leaders...responded by toning down their tachitthe very least,
they seemed to become more sophisticated anddskhigé focus of
effort to less dramatic, but probably no less dffes ways to cleanse
territory, such as by siege and starvation, habiengefited already from
the shock value of the initial massive onslaughtigér, 1995, p. 144).

Moreover, some claim that if Western threats oS#aikes had
been realized, “Serbia’s war effort would have bgsemously stunted, its
war lobby seriously damaged” (Bert, 1997, p. 24t\ould have
damaged Serbs’ self-perception of invisibility, glreg that mandates
would be enforced while damaging a war machine@albg susceptible
to air strikes due to its heavy reliance on artjlevhich could be easily
targeted by air planes (Rieff, 1995, pp. 156, 18®reover, it would have

declaratively stated where Western alliances laghmg Croatian forces
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from their ambivalent position to the side of thesBians (ibid). And it
would have, most likely, forced the Serbs to seslipnegotiate,
consolidating their gains and leading to a “shortar and more just
termination, with fewer victims” (Cigar, 1995, p74). While there were
some advocates in the U.S. government for the Liae strikes in Bosnia,
the option was often never explored as a seriolisypaption. Indeed,
President Bush’s lamented in 1995 that, “the Pemtaggver told me that
artillery or bombing could do the job; they saidvibuld take 250,000 men
on the ground. Sometimes the number soared to BO0(Mestrovic,
1997, p. 117).

Instead,

as the war went on, the Bosnian Serbs formed arasigly more
complete view of US will and intentions, and it kosironger threats to
get their attention as they constantly validatesdrtassumption that the
US was not willing to intervene...The tendency faz thS to talk

tough but do nothing encouraged the Bosnian Serbslieve they
could make further gains, and paradoxically it emaged the Bosnians
to hope help was on the way” (Bert, 1997, pp. 241B).

By refusing to intervene, the international comitthus
emboldened Serbs’ actions in Bosnia, which woukhéwally lead to a
more prolonged intervention that would cost thenmational community
billions of dollars in relief and mediation effdrbth during and after the
conflict (Mestrovic, 1997, p. 246). The fact thia¢ tJ.S.’s dominant
military was the key to any intervention make$é most responsible in

not intervening to stop the Bosnian genocide (Cifya85, p. 163).

Rationale #5: obstruction of peace and humanitariaraid
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Aside from claims of ineffectiveness, the Wesbdfged to justify
not intervening forcefully with missile strikes laese such an escalatory
policy would sacrifice the humanitarian and peaggatiation efforts
taking place in Bosnia.

Indeed, while the international community had eqered
difficulty in delivering humanitarian aid, its effoto deliver the aid
featured the longest-running humanitarian airlifice the Berlin airlift
and was “one of the largest and most heroic huraaait relief efforts in
modern history” (Power, 2003, p. 326; Rieff, 199513). However, the
opposite had taken place with international effasteegotiate peace, as
Serb aggression and cleansing policies were matagsihdemnation and
threats of intervention, but never actual interi@ntinstead, in the end,
the Serbs were granted territorial concessionthfeir condemned actions
(Cigar, 1995, p. 125).

The juxtaposition of incredibly noble efforts telder
humanitarian aid with extremely ignoble peace nagiohs showed the
true nature of the international community. Thepmse of international

effort

was not to save Bosnia but, as politicians likeay, ‘to contain the
crisis’...the fact that something was being done sxbto serve as a
pretext behind which the great powers — aka trermatiional
community — could hide. Each time the call for imgntion mounted in
France, or Britain, or the United States, the gor@nt ministers of the
countries in question, and, with more authoritpresentatives of the
United Nations, who were perceived as having ardaibjity about
Bosnia...would quickly insist that the reason norivéation was
possible was that it...would compromise the humaiaiteeffort (Rieff,
1995, pp. 13-15).

83



Thus, while the U.S. and other governments “ofigoke sternly
about Serb brutality and criticized European and.peace plans that
would have divided Bosnia and ‘rewarded aggresSsitey did not
intervene and “left the Bosnians to their own mealgyices” (Power,
2003, p. 327). The Serbs, meanwhile, figured thplédhatic and
economic jabs” of the international community “wererth enduring if
the reward for that endurance was an independimically pure”
Greater Serbia (ibid, p. 263). So, while two U.fgential
administrations feared getting involved militantyBosnia due to their
claims that such an intervention would have aeffltct on peace efforts,
their policies of nonintervention served to exaeéelthe main problem
obstructing a peace deal, that of Serb aggreskidaed, “by ‘hiding
behind disaster relief,” President Bush avoideddkae of the USA
helping to disarm the Serbian aggressor’ (Mestrdl@96, p. 40).

Thus, the five rationales and actions offered leyWwhS. and other
governments to not intervene in Bosnia seem misigadnd could be
seen simply as attempts by the U.S. and other gowants not to have to
have to intervene in a county that served theydetdrmined served no
strategic interest. While these rationales worl@dore than three years
in keeping the U.S. and other governments fromeflatamilitary
intervention, as will be seen in the next sectibthe paper, they would
ultimately by dragged into such an interventionugHor three years, the

U.S. and other governments spent billions in commaitts of
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humanitarian aid and military monitoring that uléitaely ended up serving
to prolong the conflict, allowing the Serbs to ¢ooe to practice genocide
and create a Greater Serbia in Bosnia (Mestro@87 1p. 246). The ideals
of the New World Order outlined in the introductiohthis paper were

thus quashed in Bosnia.

V. Srebrenica

More of the same and exceptions: safe areas and Brenica
It would take substantial domestic political pressintom the

media, Congress, and the American people to getlineon
administration to change its policies in Bosniamjor shift in policy — to
one where the United States finally lived up toititernational legal
obligations of the Genocide Convention and thelgdefithe New World
Order — would only come due to an aberration ininibernational
community’s official policy of deliberate non-inteantion. This aberration
consisted of the United Nations safe areas, enslav®luslim population
in Serb-held territories of Bosnia that the intéior@al community decided
to protect.

Following the rapid invasion of Bosnia by Serb fs¢hat enjoyed
a major arms advantage, there still existed fivekpts of resistant
Bosnian towns and villages that were surrounde8dnp forces (six, if
you count Sarajevo, the Bosnian capital). Cut ifirf reinforcements and
supplies, and swollen with non-Serb refugee popuiat these enclaves

were in desperately poor condition, both militaglyd from a
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humanitarian standpoint. Already by March 1993prépwere coming
out of once such enclave, Srebrenica, of over 3plpalying daily due to
their inability to receive supplies (Honig and Boi®96, p. 85). These
reports spurred French General Philippe Morillbvent commander of
U.N. forces in Bosnia, to go to Srebrenica perdgraaid bring the

world’s attention to the city with the hopes if @ding another Vukovar”
(a Croatian village Serb forces completely destlapel991, executing its
inhabitants) (ibid).

At this point, Serb forces had been intensifyingitt attacks on
Srebrenica and the other four enclaves. With theexedia attention
brought by Morillon’s visit to Srebrenica, as wadl governmental
condemnations of Serb aggression that had occdinedg 1992 and 1993
as government and media reports continued to f&xéaly atrocities and
probable genocide, the international communitylifn@éame to the
defense of the Bosnian people, passing U.N. Sgddauncil resolution
819, on April 16, 1993. The resolution declaredel8enica and its
surroundings as a safe area” (United Nations, 1993). Security Council
resolution 824 extended this safe area statusettothins of Tuzla, in
northeastern Bosnia, Bihac in extreme northwedesnia, and Zepa and
Gorazde, which, like Srebrenica, were also in en&r@astern Bosnia.
Finally, on June 4, 1993, the Security Council pdsgsolution 836,
which mandated U.N. troops (UNPROFOR) “to deteaicks against the

safe areas...and to promote the withdrawal of mylitarparamilitary
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units other than those of the Government of theuRkp of Bosnia and
Herzegovina” (United Nations, 1993, p. 3). The heon also authorized
UNPROFOR “to take the necessary measunetuding the use of forge
in reply to bombardments against the safe areasa .@amed incursion
into them or in the event of any deliberate obstoucin or around those
areas to the freedom of movement of UNPROFOR oratected
humanitarian convoys” (emphasis mine) (United N&jdl993, p. 3). The
resolution also gave U.N. member states, actiriggedlone or through
regional organizations (such as NATO), the abtlityise air power to
enforce these safe area resolutions.

This was a major step for the international comnyuiidrior to the
creation of safe areas over 50 Security Counatlui®ns had been
passed on Bosnia. Most of these resolutions had jpessed with a focus
on the delivery of humanitarian aid. The enforcenoétinuman rights
under international law — the Genocide Conventimh @her major pieces
of legislation, such as the Geneva Conventions ngnathers — had
become the lost agenda (Rieff, 1995, p. 164). Thation of these safe
areas was thus a major change in policy, a shifatds enforcing the
rhetoric of the New World Order. It also demonstcha break in U.S. and
international policy of strict non-involvement, @sifrom diplomatic
condemnations and sanctions. This shift in policgll likelihood saved
the safe areas as many of them, including Sretaghad been under Serb

attack when the United Nations issued the resaigtigVhile Serb

87



leadership assured the United States, and the ctliatries on the
Security Council, that it was not their forces eltiag Srebrenica and the
other safe areas, this claim of denial was a comtactic used by the
Serbs throughout the war, as they claimed to becdtsd to the peace
process while in reality they were just using is&ze more land and stall
intervention (Rieff, 1995, p 177). The United Ssaséad other
governments could have again taken the Serbs anvtbed, pretending
the enclaves were not being attacked, and allohea to fall. Instead,
the United States and other governments decidethtw up to Serb
aggression, and use its power to protect a populatnder the threat of
genocide. The U.S. and other governments had #kes the leap they
previously avoided, standing up for internatiorzal land the moral
imperatives of the New World Order.

The leap, however, would prove nothing more thaalzrration.
Indeed, immediately following the passage of treohation, nations
struggled with how the implications of the resauas would be achieved
(Honig and Both, 1996, p. 104). The internatior@mhmunity had
committed itself to the defense of five over-popedbenclaves that were
in desperate need of supplies and care. Whiles iregolutions the
international community had stressed the temparatyre of the safe
areas, as the war stretched on for another twe yharburden of the safe

areas proved to be too much for its collective.will
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An aberration leading to a tragedy
While the safe areas totaled five in all — six@r&evo is included

— I will focus largely on Srebrenica due to itgjitaend result. However,
many of the problems described in this analysiSrebrenica also apply to
the other safe areas as well.

One of the first problems Srebrenica and the oihér areas faced
was receiving enough troops to monitor the safasaaed assure their
safety. Military experts estimated that 34,000 p®would be needed to
effectively monitor the safe areas. When thesenegéis were deemed
excessive by nations on the Security Council, terr@dte opinion stated
that a bare minimum of 10,000 troops would be néedensure at least a
“light” implementation of the resolutions (ibid, p16). In the end, the
Security Council decided to grant the safe are@@07troops, a sizable
number, but well below the estimates military expéiad said would be
needed to ensure the effectiveness of the safe.dtleavever, even this
reduced number also proved to be too much for natio collectively
assemble. It wasn’t until May 3, 1994, that 570dbutroops arrived in
Srebrenica, relieving the 143 Canadian peaceke#parbad been
deployed there in April 1993 (ibid, p. 127).

Following the deployment of Dutch troops, the dituaon the
ground in Srebrenica gradually deteriorated. Besadfishe United
Nations’ designation of Srebrenica as a safe anstgad of a safe haven,

the Dutch soldiers were placed in a difficult sitaa. Whereas a safe
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haven — which had been created in northern Irgdtect the Kurdish
population following the Gulf War — allowed for tir@ernational
community to act against the wishes of all panteslved, safe areas
requiredconsenfrom all parties before any major action could dleeh
(ibid, 1996, p. 103). The Dutch forces were thiisdethe mercy of the
besieging Serb forces for the delivery of aid amgpdies. This was
especially problematic given the Serb policy ofdkag the delivery of
aid to areas that they had encircled (see page 58).

And Srebrenica would prove no different as the Sstbwly and
methodically strangled the safe area. Indeed, Hy daly 1995, the Dutch
were low on fuel and ammunition, and “were perfargnmost of their
tasks on mules and were living off emergency ratidibid, p. 6; Power,
2003, p. 392). Of the 570 Dutch soldiers originalgployed, only 429
remained in the safe area, and only half were infathe rest were simply
support and medical troops (Honig and Both, 1996) pWhile the
obstruction of supplies to the safe area was eXpliorbidden under
resolution 836, the international community decidetito counter Serb
violations with force in order to avoid derailinggre negotiations and the
possibility of escalating Western involvement ie ttonflict. Moreover,
due to the consensual nature of the safe areas,dffitlals wanted to
avoid confrontation as “the man you bomb todajésdame man whose
cooperation you may require tomorrow for the pass#gg humanitarian

convoy” (ibid, p. 181). Thus, requests by Dutclope for missile strikes
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to punish Serb attacks against the safe area vesiedl(Power, 2003, p.
399). Indeed, while “the U.N. mounted a major p&aeping operation in
Bosnia, (it) remained hostage to...the stubborn apipasof the warring
parties. There was no peace to keep, and no thirefore, no mandate —
to enforce it” (Spencer, 200, p. 155).

This led to a situation where the presence of tulbtroops
maintained the safe area, but the troops had fitiieer to enforce the
requirements of the Security Council’s resolutiofisus, Muslim militias
and troops remained armed within the safe areagusas a cover to go
out and attack Serb forces. Serb forces, meanwhdald retaliate with
artillery attacks into the safe area. The Dutclpsy with no resources and
no legitimate threat of air strikes for such “mihoifractions, could do
“little more than watch, count, log and report itbbns” (Honig and Both,
1993, p. 6). It had become clear to both the Dtrimbps and Serbian
forces outside the safe area that the peacekeepeatd not be able to
protect Srebrenica in the case of a Serbian at¥ééetkagain the inability of
the United Nations and members of the Security Cibtm match rhetoric
with actions had undermined efforts of enforcingginational resolutions,
law, will, and the ideals of the New World Ordehig would have
disastrous effects when Serb forces did finallgaktSrebrenica in July of
1995, overrunning it and murdering its populaticontinuing its policy of

genocide but this time under direct internationgdesvision.
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Serbs take Srebrenica
By July of 1995, the United States and other gowvemts found

themselves in the same position they had beemae she end of 1992,
still debating whether to use air strikes to confbatbian aggression while
at the same time negotiating with Serb leadersdate a peace treaty that
they hoped would finally end the war (Bert, 1997244). Given the
underlying belief of both negotiators and the Sehlas the only way to
reach a durable peace treaty was through ethriitipaof Bosnia, many
policy makers in the United States secretly wisGegbrenica would
disappear because its presence in the Serb-haktressritories of

Bosnia was a major sticking point to negotiatidndeed, “the Serb
nationalists were not about to agree to a peaddltkgporeserved Muslim
enclaves, which tied down Serb troops and keptaseiine Muslims in
their midst. The whole idea (of the war)...had bdendreation of an
ethnically pure Serb state (Power, 2003, p. 394lisTthe Serbs’ attack
on Srebrenica had been predicted by U.S. inteligemalysts prior to its
occurrence, with the belief that the Serbs wouke tzontrol strictly for
territorial concessions during peace negotiations.

The Dutch troops stationed in Srebrenica, whiségreed to their
inability to fulfill U.N. resolutions, did believthat their presence, coupled
with the power of NATO air strikes, could deterext®attack (ibid, p.
392). Thus as the Serbs began their attack, thehDrajuested NATO air
attacks, hoping to be able to enforce at leastuthéamental concept of a

safe area as defined by Security Council resoll8f The first such
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request came on June 6, 1995, but that requeag alith four others that
followed, was denied by U.N. leaders who were ajpegaoutside of
Srebrenica and whose final approval was neceseasjifstrikes to
commence (Power, 2003, p. 397).

The rationale for these denials was multifaceff@ct, and
fundamentally, the United Nations was sticking wighpolicy of not
taking sides, especially due to its reliance onSabs for the maintenance
of the safe areas and any effective peace treayUhited Nations was
thus reluctant to order any air strike unless @arsight Serb forces
the actual act of attackin@Honig and Both, 1996, p. 181). Moreover,
U.N. leaders continued to believe Serbian assusathe the attacks on
Srebrenica were not going to lead to a completasion. Indeed, the U.N.
officials in charge of giving final authorizationrfthe missile strikes
“could not understand why (Bosnian Serb Generak&d¥ladic would
want to take, or even punish, the safe area” vdatEmingly productive
peace negotiations were taking place (ibid, p. 20)e United Nations did
not want to risk taking sides against the Serbs et could have turned
out to be another skirmish between the armed Mssluithin Srebrenica
and the Serb forces outside it (Power, 2003, p).38¥ United Nations
thus ignored pleas of action from its own peacek&eepn the ground.

Once it became clear that the Serbs were meanimyade all of
the safe area — and after Serb forces had acfirailyupon Dutch

peacekeepers — U.N. officials finally decided targrpermission for the
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peacekeepers’ missile requests. However, the $enptoyed simple
tactics to avoid being struck, halting their atgekhenever NATO planes
were overhead, and then attacking again once #meglwent back to Italy
to refuel (Honig and Both, 1996, pp. 176, 25). Theeful nature of the
NATO air strikes, which authorized planes to stiikegets only when
“actively attacking forces could be designated” nmdhat the Serbs had
figured out an easy way to avoid the one remaithingat the international
community had to halt the Serbian advance on Sneda€ibid, p. 22).
Moreover, the lengthy permission request procesthiair strikes
ensured the planes were not getting updated thstgetindeed, requests
by troops on the ground would have to be approwstlfy a U.N.
commander, then a NATO commander — a process titaitesl faxing the
requests from the field to various offices for apfa. This process would
take more than four and a half hours to achievew8exb forces began
their final assault on Srebrenica July 11. Duéntoldurdensome
gualifications surrounding the air strikes, onlyedderb tank was
destroyed during the invasion, another damage®lAyO. With an
immense arms advantage due to their blockage giisspnto the safe
area, Serb forces quickly seized control of Srabeeand air strikes were
called off. The Serbs were no longer attacking thiedJ.N. peacekeepers,
along with 40,000 Muslims refugees the peacekeepers mandated to
protect, were now Serb hostages. And despite soatawibelievable

claims by government officials such as “nothingha history of the war,
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as brutal as it was...would indicate” that the Séviasuld kill every last
one” of the Muslims (Power, 2003, p. 410), the Sedmsurprisingly,
would continue their policy of ethnic cleansingtttieey had so

successfully performed during the three previowwmyef war.

The Srebrenica massacre
After the safe area fell, the Serbs began to eatac25,000 Muslim

refugees that had been protected in Srebrenicaviartwo years.
Apparently 15,000 of the Muslim refugees decidetide through the
forests out of fear of what the Serbs would ddwan. They hoped to
reach Bosnian-held territories in the north, bustrweere gunned down by
pursuing Serb forces as they passed through Sertibetied land (Honig
and Both, pp. 48-53). The ones who stayed behspmbaally the men of
combat age, shared an equally grisly fate. WhigeDhtch peacekeepers
tried to maintain control over the evacuation pesc&erb forces were in
de factocontrol, with Serb General Ratko Mladic eventualtgiering the
men separated from the women and children. Thulsiléwhe U.N.
soldiers looked on, armed Serbs ripped fatherghers, and sons from the
hysterical grip of the women” (ibid, p. 402).

As had been the case over the previous three géathnic
cleansing by the Serbs, the Serbs justified thara¢ipn as an
investigation into war crimes they said the Mustitan had perpetuated.
Reports of the separation of the refugees by gettidarot raise

immediate alarm among the leaders of the U.S. #mel governments.
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For instance, officials at the United Nations cladthat “they trusted
Serb promises to adhere to the Geneva Convent{dnd, p. 410).
Demands of international observation for the reéugeacuation process
met with claims that the Serbs had been continua#iing during their
three-year-plus war campaign in Bosnia: The Senesérrefusedaccess
to international observers; they granted it so@d@dmarouse suspicions
but then blocked or ‘postponed’ it on the grourtds they could not
guarantee the safety of visitors” (emphasis héog]},(p. 411).

Thus the status of the more than 6,000 male refufyjem
Srebrenica became unknown. Already, on July 12yeaafter Srebrenica
had fallen, Dutch soldiers began finding dead bedigviuslim refugees
in the town of Potocari, a village to the northSsébrenica, where the
refugees had fled and were subsequently held bgehles for transport.
On July 13, more than 4,000 of the male refugeé=diféo reach Tuzla, a
safe area in northeastern Bosnia, where U.N. afdiad expected them
(Honig and Both, 1996, p. 44). Instead, the merevi@msported by the
Serbs from Potocari to Bratunac, to the northeBSr@brenica near the
border with Serbia. In Bratunac, the men were retrd® a stadium and
onto a football field, where Dutch solders poste®iatunac heard
continual gunfire. Serb soldiers would later braghte Dutch soldiers
about how they were murdering all the men. On JdlyDutch soldiers
witnessed nearly 1,000 of the refugee men crouohetie football field.

“That same day, an American U-2 spy plane photdgrdsome 600
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people on the same field. When the plane returnatesiays later, the
football field was empty, but it was noticed thatesarby field had
changed in appearance: it showed signs of recess digging, and
experts identified what they believed to be thressgraves” (ibid, p.
59).

In all, an estimated 6,546, unarmed men would ggsimg
following the fall of Srebrenica (ibid, p. 65). TRerbs, meanwhile, took
the women, children and elderly of Srebrenica ¢ghastly journey” that
paralleled the forced deportation descriptions thatSerbs had practiced
earlier in the Bosnian war (see above, pp. 32-Q8)their trip to Tuzla,
where they would eventually be deposited, the ZBydOmen and children
“were frequently stopped along the way so that $erbmen could select
the young, attractive women for a roadside rapevag public knowledge
that women between fifteen and thirty-five werengesingled out and
removed from buses” (Power, 2003, pp. 403, 404)ebd of the
prolonged trips and rape camps that had been thenoo treatment of
refugees by the Serbs earlier in the war, mogt@itomen, children and
elderly refugees that made it to Tuzla after ontwa-and-a-half hour
journey; none of the men, however, would make itajBratunac alive.
Government and public knowledge

The main goal of the United Nations at this poiaiswo ensure the
safety of its captured peacekeepers, and to aidrtheng refugees who

had been deported by the Serbs from Srebrenicagai&n-controlled
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territory. Reports received by the United Natiohthe missing Muslim
men, and their possible mass murder, were thuaatetl upon (Honig and
Both, 1996, p. 44). Similarly, the United Stateswat using its satellite
technology to determine whether reports of masgybler coming from
the Bosnian ambassador to the United Nations weee Instead, the
United States was busy focusing on how to limitihkerability of its
NATO pilots (Power, 2003, p. 408).

By Julyl3, it was public knowledge that the merSoébrenica
were being separated from the women and childrétotocari and
transported elsewhere, and that thousands of themnefagees had gone
missing. The media were reporting this as welllasmary executions of
refugees by the Serbs on July 14. The number gflpeeportedly
executed, however, was small in number (ibid, @)4The United States’
only response was to declare that any Serb acgjamst international law
would be held accountable later by the U.N. wames tribunal. By July
21, reports continued to come in from survivorsygtematic executions
of the more than 6,000 men missing from SrebresigEfugee population.
Reports were of Muslims being led off transportdasstwo-by-two, or in
some cases 20-by-20, to specific areas, and thesuted by gunshot
moments later. The reports “were too numerous towlduthentic’ to be
false”, the Dutch defense minister publicly stadedJuly 21, as the last of

the Dutch peacekeepers from Srebrenica came hbide i 417).
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On July 24, the U.N. Human Rights Commission’s $ygec
Rapporteur for the former Yugoslavia, Tadeusz Maeok, issued a
report declaring that the United Nations knew nagtof the more than
6,000 Muslim refugees from Srebrenica who had ¢hisaped under in
Serb supervision. Mazowiecki publicly pleaded foNUaction both to
determine the whereabouts of the missing refugeeged as to come to
the aid of the eastern safe area of Zepa, whiclcbate under Serb attack
but was still fighting to protect itself with thelp of its 79 peacekeepers.
The United States and other governmnet, howevedubn21 had
publicly declared they would use air povegrly to protect the safe area of
Gorazde, which was not then under attack. By JudlyS2rb forces had
overrun the safe area of Zepa, its 16,000 refuges=ing the same fate as
those of Srebrenica, with the men who trusted tledras to Serb
authorities murdered (ibid, p. 418). This proved touch for Mazowiecki
who resigned from his post, disgusted with whasdid was a “slow and
ineffectual” policy of the United Nations and otlgarvernments in the
face of a “swift and brutal” Serb policy of ethrleansing. “The very
stability of international order and the principliecivilization of
civilization is at stake over the question of B@snMazowiecki said.
‘l...cannot continue to participata the pretensef the protection of

human rights™ (emphasis mine) (ibid).
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What the U.S. (and other) governments did
But, at least in the United States, Bosnian paeg changing.

Increased pressure from Congress, media, and,iabp&om republican
Senator Bob Dole, who was emerging as Clinton’sfatompetition in
the upcoming presidential election of 1996, wasin@klinton look
weak and ineffectual. Clinton had criticized — macthis political benefit
— George Bush’s unwillingness to actively interv@m8osnia in 1992, as
reports of Serb ethnic cleansing came out durieddh of the 1992
election campaign. While in office, the claims @in had made during
his election campaign of 1992, such as: “I wouldibavith air power
against the Serbs to try to restore the basic tiondiof humanity”, had
subsequently clashed with his commitment to doroéssues,
multilateralism, and his fear of limited public saqgut for military
intervention in Bosnia (ibid, p. 274; Sobel andr&év, 2003, pp. 186,
210; see above).

But, now, things had changed. Following the falBoébrenica and
reports of mass executions that followed, 52 pgroEAmericans
supported thenilateral deployment of U.S troops to Bosnia (Sobel and
Shiraev, 2003, p. 217). This was the first timedhpport level for
unilateral intervention had reached a majority. &ter, 78 percent of
Americans approved the deployment of U.S. troops nmultilateral
context, also a high number based on past leveaisitaic support (see
above, p. 68). As Clinton continued to be skewédrgthe media,

congressional leaders, the American public, andutise competition for
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reelection, he exclaimed, privately, on July 1i8can’t continue....We
have to seize control of this....I'm getting creamé@dwer, 2003, p.
437). Bosnia had finally crossed into the diredttal calculations of a
U.S. president. And it wouldn’t be long before anttook place.

Clinton’s national security advisers began meegimgost daily by
July 17, starting a process where they would méein2es in 23 days to
talk exclusively about U.S. policy on Bosnia. Ciinthimself would
attend many of these meetings (ibid, p. 438). Thitdd States,
meanwhile, began to use satellite data to determivag had actually
happened to the missing refugees of SrebrenicAugyst 4, the analysis
of the data had all but proved that the Bosniaremafugees of Srebrenica
had been slaughtered. The analysis of satelli stadwed the location
where hundreds of Bosnian men were herded by tHesSeays later,
these locations turned into large mounds of oveedirt with heavy
vehicle tracks surrounding the newly created mowfdsarth (ibid, p.
419). This evidence led the United States to belibat the refugees had
been executed and buried in mass graves, a conltre country shared
with the United Nations in a closed session of3keurity Council on
August 10. The evidence wasn't released publiabyydwver, until later in
November in a U.N. report (Mestrovic, 1997, p. 19).

Diplomatically, however, things were progressingcily. On
August 8, Clinton’s National Security Adviser AnthoLake embarked on

a trip to Europe to inform American allies thatréngvas to be a change in
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U.S. policy: The United Sates was going to bombSb#bs if they
violated anymore U.N. resolutions. While the Unigtdtes hoped for
cooperation from its allies in NATO, if they did treapprove of the change
in policy, the U.S. made it clear there was litdey could do to stop it
(Power, 2003, p. 437). The allies, thus, begarutbtpeir troops out of
Bosnia, and by late August, U.N. peacekeepers bad bompletely
withdrawn. The policy had changed: now any mov8erib aggression
against the non-Serb area of Bosnia, even if nbligdy known, would be
met not with negotiation, but with force (ibid).

The Serbs had disrupted the delicate balancing gheyehad been
playing in Bosnia for more than three years with thS. and other
governments. When, on August 28, a Serb artillaglldanded in a
marketplace of Sarajevo, killing civilians, the gahmad officially ended.
The United States, under the auspices of NATO, ihegaombing
campaign against the Serbs, finally enforcing mtéional law and some
semblance of the New World Order after refusinddcso for more than

three years. Beginning on August 30,

NATO planes flew 3,400 sorties and 750 attack rmissiagainst fifty-
six targets. They avoided aged and rusty Serb tan#sconcentrated
on ammunition bunkers, surface-to-air missile sitesl
communications centers. They called the missionr&jos Deliberate
Force, as if to announce up front that what migitehbeen called
‘Operation Halfhearted Force’ was a thing of thetp@he Bosnian
army was sent into tailspin, and Muslim and Craédisrs succeeded
in retaking some 20 percent of the country thatlheeh seized and
cleansed in 1992 (ibid, p. 440).

As the air strikes continued at a clip not seanssithe Gulf War,

the Serbs not only stopped their offensives orgtbend, but they also
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began cooperatively negotiating for peace. The@@aocess benefited
by having President Clinton personally advocatingttie success of the
negotiations while also promising to supply U.8ofps, under the
auspices of NATO, to ensure the peace treaty wastameed (Martin and
Silber, 1995). The fact that the negotiations tptaice in Dayton, Ohio, in
the heart of the United States, seemed to meadritied States meant
business. On November 21, leaders from the three etlanicities in
Bosnia reached an agreement on a ceasefire. Omibecd5, 1995, the
Dayton Peace Accords were formally signed. Aftee¢hyears of
nonintervention, the U.S. government had endedlbediest conflict in
Europe since World War 1l in a little more thangemonths. However,
during the prolonged course of the war, about @2 gkople had been
killed, tens of thousands murdered simply due & tbthnicity (Silber,

2005).

V. Aftermath

The Dayton Peace Accord and more failure
The West had not completely washed its hands ghded its

policies in Bosnia with the passage of the peacerds. The peace treaty
and subsequent actions by U.S. politicians and gadicies in Bosnia
would reveal more failures by the U.S. and otheregoments to adhere to
the ideals of a New World Order.

First, “ultimately, the removal of Srebrenica wasdditical boon to

the Dayton Peace process, and probably wanted bigme
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negotiators. the loss of the two Muslim enclaves had tidiedrtap of
Bosnia by eliminating two nettlesome noncontigupatches of territory”
(Honig, 1996, p. 185). The allowance of the fallSsébrenica and the
territorial concessions of this territory to thel&ein the Dayton Peace
Accords helped Serb leadership achieve a goatlitlean pursuing since
1986 (see above, p. 12), splitting the country g#parate ethnic entities.
The Serbs, who constituted only 31 percent of thygufation prior to the
war’'s commencement, received 49 percent of thetoguncluding
Srebrenica, to govern. The Croats and Bosnian khgsieceived the
remaining 51 percent of the country, which theyenergovern jointly.
The country remained united, with one governmentared in Sarajevo,
but each entity, and hence, each ethnicity, haolwts regional
government. These regional governments would ptowe stronger than
that of the central state, allowing the Serbs tuea® their goal of an
ethnically pure state dominated by Serbs. Thih&rrentrenched
ideologies of nationalism in Bosnia (Silber, 2005).

But peace had come at last to Bosnia, and it cartegge part due
to the international community. While Clinton wadnihat “America
cannot and must not be the world’s policeman” @lintried to frame the
peace treaty and subsequent deployment of U.Sdrmoimplement the
treaty as a moral imperative. “He invoked imagesped women and
skeletal men in concentration camps” and asked #Aayes never to forget

that “a quarter of a million men, women and chitdhave been shelled,
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shot and tortured to death. Two million peoplef bABosnia's
population, were forced from their homes and iniiserable life as
refugees”. And he implored his “fellow Americangat “in this new era
there are still times when America — and Ameriamal— can and should
make the difference” (emphasis mine) (Mitchell, 329Vhy the U.S.
government chose to intervene following the falBoébrenica and the
death of a little less than 6,000 Bosnians wheiGladon admits, there
had been a quarter of a million victims during tiiee years of Serb
ethnic cleansing reiterated the contradiction leetwthe New World
Order and the policies of the U.S. government.

Another example of the failure of the New World &rih Bosnia
is the continued policy of U.S. and NATO troop$tosue indicted Serb
war criminals. U.S. and NATO troops only make agaeghen they
“happened to encounter” an indicted war criminawer, 2003, p. 492).
While the Dayton Accords stressed that the Serlbs mark with the U.N.
war crimes tribunal to bring indicted war crimin&dsjustice, they made
no allowances for NATO troops to actively pursue ar@minals (Jensen,
1995). This led to the situation where many ofrtiee than 40 Serbs
charged with war crimes “not only lived freely aiso continued to
occupy positions of authority” (Power, 2003, p. #98deed, Bosnian
Serb General Ratko Mladic and Bosnian Serb Preskiadovan
Karadzic, two of the chief leaders of Serb genoaidBosnia, still remain

“at large” to this day, despite the fact that tlaeg openly seen in public
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and can easily be found by reporters who wishltottathem (ibid).
Despite some minor progress with the war crimdésitral, the failure to
apprehend those most responsible for the genociBesnia while they
remain visible members of their communities is Arodemonstration of
how the U.S. is not living up to even a limitedergretation of the New
World Order.

Thus, even after having intervened to halt prastafegenocide,
U.S. and other governments’ policies failtwepunishSerb actions of
genocide continue to reveal how the U.S. and agbeernments are

failing to enforce the principles of the New Wo@xider.

Conclusion
Bosnia proved to be a large failure in the hopas @aiNew World

Order would emerge out of the post-Cold War wdPcesident George H.
W. Bush had declared the possible creation of v W/orld Order prior
to the Gulf War, which he claimed provided the ddiStates with a “rare
opportunity” to demonstrate its ability to lead therld to a future where
the “victory for the rule of law and for what ight” ruled foreign policies
of the U.S. and other governments.

The genocide that took place in Bosnia immedizaéigr the
success of the Gulf War would prove to be a tegh®New World Order
that the U.S. and other governments would not padsed, the large
amounts of information that a genocide might taleeg@in Bosnia, the

large amounts of public and confidential informattbat the U.S. and
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other governments possessed which confirmed — whelgenocide was
taking place — that a genocide had occurred in Boand the creation of
misleading rationales the U.S. and other governsndisseminated to
justify their policies of nonintervention demonséa the failure of the
idea of a New World Order in U.S. foreign policyutPnore succinctly,
the Bosnian genocide provided “sufficient evidetwdiscredit once and
for all the idea that nations willingly march oothelp their fellow non-
nationals, especially if there is a cost involvégért, 1997, p. 237).

Moreover, after successful intervention to haltamde, the U.S.
and other governments’ actions following the susftdsntervention
demonstrated a further failure in the testing efew World Order. The
U.S. and other governments’ actions of rewardingp &ggression and
genocide while failing to punish the Serb leadesponsible for these
illegal policies demonstrate this.

While these conclusions are meant to apply sotethé study of
U.S. and other governments’ actions in Bosniadangplications can be
seen in the failure of the New World Order in Besrkirst, the deliberate
policy of governments to avoid intervening to pretve genocide debunks
claims of “never again”, the “unwritten belief thaith (more)
knowledge” of a genocide taking place “the inteioral community will
act” (Cushman and Mestrovic, 1996, p. 157). Indeleding other
genocides of the J0century, this was a common claim. In Cambodia, for

instance, the country was cut off from the outsideld due to its hostile
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government and the strict adherence to state sgnéyeluring the Cold
War. In Rwanda, the limited press and governmetitigcin that country
was commonly blamed for non-intervention (Melve2@04, p. 129;
Klinghoffer, 1998, p. 3). “But in the Bosnian wé#ng truth had never been
in short supply. What was missing was U.S. williags to risk its own
soldiers on the ground or to convince the Européassipport NATO
bombing from the air. As a result, the ethnic ckag and genocide
against the country’s Muslims proceeded apace” @Pp2003, p. 327).
This seems to substantiate claims of many sch{farwer, 2003;
Cushman and Mestrovic, 1996; Melvern, 2004; Bruramer Mills, 2002;
Adelman and Suhrke, 1996) that it was not a ladknofvledge, but a lack
of will on the part of informed governments to ivene in the other cases
of genocide during the #acentury beside Bosnia.

Another implication of the failure in Bosnia is threvealed
possible limitations of the United Nations. Whiletorganization has
made it possible to codify many of the world’s maades into
international law, the organization’s ineffectivesao enforce these laws
was fully demonstrated in Bosnia. Indeed, “the Undndate” during the
Bosnian war “included enforcing no-fly zones, potiteg” populations in

the seven safe areas,

delivering humanitarian assistance, making Sarafeefrom heavy
weapons, and other demands (featured) in over onérbd Security
Council resolutions...The United Nations had the ariti to enforce
these resolutions and protect civilians: it coude tall necessary

means.’ Yet these mandates were intermittently émgnted at best,
and, at worst, ethnic cleansing, war crimes, ahédratrocities were
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carried out by Serbs in full view of the United Mats without much
response” (ibid, 151).

While some of the failure of the United Nationsat forcefully in
Bosnia can be blamed personally upon U.N. persootaiaking an active
enough role in condemning and punishing Serb aggnegsee above, p.
73), a lot of it can be explained by the very natof the organization
itself.

Take, for example, the quintessential U.N. openatib
peacekeeping. In Bosnia — despite the deploymetegrnuchapter seven
status, which allows the peacekeepers to use foriceplement its
resolutions — the United Nations was forced tottadlgparties in Bosnia in
an impartial and neutral manner. After U.N. memdtates stated they
would not intervene forcefully in Bosnia, forcefaiplementation of
resolutions became a non-option for the organimatibhus the United

Nations was forced to rely on an ethos of

impartiality and neutrality...In this view, the UnitéNations’ power
derives from persuasion rather than coercion, whicturn, is
dependent on its moral authority. And, the argungeets, its moral
standing is founded on its impartiality. All padieust be treated
equally and not be shown favoritism or partial)N officials, in other
words, would have to tolerate the occasional étiiey were going to
be able to remain effective not only in Bosnia &isewhere” (ibid, p.
152).

Thus, until the United States and other governmemisrace
policies of more forceful intervention, the UnitBations will continue to
be handcuffed. This is especially problematic githeat the United
Nations is often used as a fig leaf to cover ugtioa by states, as it was

in Bosnia (Rieff, 1995, pp. 192, 193). With forckfuworded resolutions,
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but a system that doesn’t allow these resolutiorizetenforced, nations
can continue to give the appearance of wantingva Werld Order,
while, in reality, pursuing a policy of inconsistenorality.

Thus, given these implications and the overallufailof the U.S.
and other government to prevent genocide in Bogioagernments will
probably always be able to find a rationale to dvwving to prevent
genocide. What will it take to have the U.S. goweents fulfill the
obligations of the Genocide Convention? The expegan Bosnia seems
to suggest the only way to have this occur is toddhe issue directly
onto the political agenda of the president. Indgedicy in Bosnia
changed only when Clinton was “getting creamedg, fiblitical costs of
him not intervening too much to take (see abovéQp). How to put
genocide — or other major human rights violatiorm-the political
agenda of the president is a task for another pamvever, it is
something of tremendous importance for, as Toby, Gahember of the
Clinton administration, said, “when you make thigioial decision that
you aren’t going to respond (to a genocide) whesetkind of things
happen, then, I'm sorry, but these things are gtrttgappen” (Power,

2003, p. 420).

110



Works cited

1. Adelman, H. and Suhrke, A. 199Bhe International Response to
Conflict and Genocide: Lessons from the Rwanda iepes
Overseas Development Institute, Copenhagen, Denmark

2. Associated Press, 1991, ‘Serbia Rejects Peacddtlan
Yugoslavia’,The Toronto Star5 Nov., p. A12.

3. Baldwin, J. 1992, ‘Serb Camps Spur Pressure inf&iy&hicago
Sun-Times9 Aug. p. 7.

4. Barber, B. R. 1992, ‘Jihad vs. McWorld'he Atlantic Monthly
March, vol. 269, no. 3

5. Battiata, M. 1992, ‘Muslims flee renewed drive bgrisforces;
U.N. says ‘cleansing’ seems in ‘final stag@die Washington
Post 11 Oct. p. Al.

6. Bert, W. 1997 The Reluctant Superpowest. Martin’s Press,
USA.

7. Blaustein, A. P., Clark, R. S., Sigler, J. A. 1980man Rights
SourcebookParagon House Publishers, New York.

8. Brunner, K. and Mills, N. (eds.) 2002he New Killing Fields:
Massacre and the Politics of Interventjdasic Books, New
York.

9. Burns, J. F. 1992, ‘Bosnian Strife Cuts Old Bridgé3rust’, The
New York Time2 May, p. 1.

10.Bush, G. H. W. 1990, ‘Bush: ‘out of These Troubledhes...a
New World Order”, The Washington Pqgsi2 Sept., p. A34.

11.Bush, G. H. W. 1991, ‘After the War: The Presiddimgnscript of
President Bush’s Address on the end of the Gulf'\Wdre New
York Times7 March, p. 8.

12.Cigar, N. L. 1995Genocide in Bosnia: the Policy of Ethnic
Cleansing Texas A&M University Press, College Station.

13.Cohen, R. 1995, ‘C.I.A. report on Bosnia BlameshSdor 90% of
the War Crimes’The New York Time8 March, p. 1.

14.Cushman, T. and Mestrovic, S. G. (eds.) 1996s Time We
Knew: Western Responses to Genocide in Boblaa York
University Press, New York.

15.Fisher, M. 1991, ‘EC Stumbles on Mediation Rol&/'irgoslavia’,
The Washington Pagst Aug. p. A18.

16.Fukuyama, F. 1992 he End of History and the Last Marhe
Free Press, New York.

17.Gardner, D., Dempsey, J., Littlejohns, M. 1991 c&ira Accepts
New Ceasefire Deal; EC Pressure Clinches Truceasing

111



Factions Prepare to Lift Blockade$he Financial Time9 Oct.,
p. 16.

18.Gelb, L. H. 1992, ‘Foreign Affairs; Sarajevo, Deaatl Alive’, The
New York Times/ Feb. p. 21.

19.Gutman, R. 19937 Witness to Genocide: the 1993 Pulitzer Prize-
winning dispatches on the ‘Ethnic Cleansing’ of BasNew York
Publishing Company, New York.

20.Harden, B. 1991, ‘All Sides in Yugoslavia Sign Teukrranged by
European CommunityThe Washington Pgs? Sept. p. A16.

21.Helsinki Watch, 1992War Crimes in Bosnia-Herzegovina
Human Rights Watch, USA.’

22.Hey, R. P. 1990, ‘Public, Congress look to slow &lidle into
War’, Christian Science Monitorl5 Nov. p. 1.

23.Honig, J. W. and Both, N. 1996yebrenica: Record of a War
Crime Penguin Books, USA.

24.Jackson, R. 2003;he Global CovenanOxford University Press,
USA, pp. 249-293.

25.Jackson, T. 1992, ‘EC Ponders how it Failed YugaalaThe
Independent (London22 April, p. 8.

26.Jensen, H. 1995, ‘Bosnia Simmers as Troops Mov&iocky
Mountain News14 Dec. p. 65A.

27.Kenney, G. 1992, ‘See no evil, make no Policy: Arker State
Department Insider Reveals how his Bosses Ignoteatiies in
Yugoslavia and Stayed a Step Behind the Journaashington
Monthly, vol. 24, no. 11, pp. 28-32.

28.Klinghoffer, A. J. 1998The International Dimension of Genocide
in RwandaNew York University Press, New York.

29.Martin, J. and Silber, L. 1995, ‘Clinton Warns USIKS ‘may be
Last Chance for Bosnia peacEinancial Times1 Nov. p. 3.

30.McKinsey, K. 1992, ‘Serbs cut off Sarajevo Airpdfears grow of
Attempt to Isolate City for the WinterThe Gazette (Montreal,
Quebec)9 Dec. p. A9.

31.Melvern, L. 2004 Conspiracy to Murder: The Rwandan Genogide
Verso, New York.

32.Merriam-Webster’s, 199%Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate
Dictionary, 13" edition, Merriam-Webster, Incorporated,
Springfield, Massachusetts.

33.Mestrovic, S. G. (ed.) 199&enocide After Emotion: The
Postemotional Balkan WaRoutledge: USA.

34.Mestrovic, S. G. (ed.) 199The Conceit of Innocenc&exas
A&M University Press, College Station, Texas.

35. Mitchell, A. 1995, ‘Balkan Accord: The Address; @bn Lays out
shi Case for U.S. Troops in Balkans: ‘we must datwwie can”,
The New York Timez8 Nov. p. 1.

112



36.Morin, R. 1990, ‘Public Supports Move for Talks;tBvdost Doubt
U.N. Vote will Compel Iragi Pullout’The Washington Pqs
Dec. p. A27.

37.News Services, 1992, ‘Resolution on Yugoslavldie Washington
Post 31 May, p. A28.

38.Power, Samantha, 2003 Problem From Hell” America and the
Age of GenocideHarperCollins, New York.

39.Reuter, 1992, ‘UN Troops will Attempt to Lift Bloekles on
Bosnian Towns’'The Gazette (Montreal, Quebe2B Sept. p. B7.

40.Reuter, 1992b, ‘Bosnia to be Split into Three Ethfvnes, The
Toronto Stay 19 March, p. A34.

41.Rieff, D. 1995 ,Slaughterhouse: Bosnia and the Failure of the
West Simon & Schuster, New York.

42.Rosenau, J. N. and Durfee, M. 1998jnking Theory Thoroughly:
Coherent Approaches to an Incoherent Wovltestview Press,
Boulder, Colo.

43.Rubin, E. 2006, ‘If not Peace, then Justidéie New York Time&
April, p. 42.

44, Sadkovich, J. J. 1998he U.S. Media and Yugoslavia, 1991-1995
Praeger Publishers, Westport, Connecticut.

45, Silber, L. 1992, ‘Serbs Ignore Pleas over Bosniarc&', The
Financial Times18 April, p. 2.

46. Silber, L. 1992, ‘Dayton, 10 years AfteThe New York Time21
Nov. p. 23.

47.Simons, M. and Smale, A. 2006, ‘Slobodan Milose6i&, Former
Yugoslav Leader Accused of War Crimes, Didsie New York
Times 12 March, p. 34.

48.Sobel, R. and Shiraev, E. 2008ternational Public Opinion and
the Bosnian CrisisLexington Books, Lanham, Maryland.

49.Spencer, M. (ed.) 2000he Lessons of Yugoslaytasevier
Science, New York.

50.Talwar, P. 1993, ‘On Bosnia — Don’t Blame the Udit¢ations’,
Christian Science Monito29 Jan. p. 18.

51.Tanner, M. 1992, ‘US Warns ‘Uncivilised’ Serbighe
Independent (London}6 April, p. 12.

52.Traynor, |. and Palmer, J. 1992, ‘Angry EC to FArthbassadors
out of Serbia’,The Guardian (London)l2 May, p. 1.

53. United Nations, 1992, ‘Security Council Resolutiet992’,
Information Technology Section of the DepartmeniPablic
Information, [online] Available at:
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/1992/scres92.htm

54.United Nations, 1993, ‘Security Council Resolutien$993’,
Information Technology Section of the DepartmeniPablic
Information, [online] Available at:
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/1993/scres93.htm

113



55.Usborne, D. 1991, ‘Europeans lay a ghost and habd b Balkan
nightmare’,The Independent (Londqr80 June, p. 12.
56.Watson, R. 1992, ‘Ethnic Cleansing§lewsweekl7 Aug. p. 16.

114



	Bosnia and the Failure of the New World Order
	Recommended Citation

	Robbie_thesis_final

