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Abstract

During the collapse of Socialist Yugoslavia and é&nai concomitant process to
ethnically divide Bosnia, Sarajevo suffered throagsiege which after three-and-a-half
years resulted in a completely new social, politarad territorial order. Following the
signing of the peace agreement in Paris in Deced®@%, to end the war in Bosnia, the
city simultaneously experienced a transition fromar wo peace and from socialism to
capitalism. This double transition was marked bgreasing intervention from the
international community, who deployed an admintgtrain Bosnia and Herzegovina to
supervise the implementation of the peace agreerdaspite the fact that no specific
local peace-building mission was established inafgao, the Office of the High
Representative (OHR), in charge of supervisingdhki@éian annexes of the agreement,
became particularly involved in the supervisionprcination and even execution of
several key processes shaping its urban transfarma areas such as the management
of land, economic transition and the reconstructainSarajevo’s intrinsic ethnic
diversity. Thus, this dissertation analyses thee raif the OHR in the urban
transformation of the symbolic Bosnian capital dgrithe post-war period with an
ultimate focus on the impact of those policies, edeped mostly between 1995 and

2003, in the current ethnic and spatial configoratf the city.






1. Theoretical and conceptual approach

This dissertation analyses the urban transformaifoBarajevo and considers both the
role and the impact of international interventionits spatial and ethnic configuration
from the end of the war in late 1995. A focus onafgavo is worthwhile, undoubtedly, it

is not of any minor insignificance in urban studlias the city has long held a symbolic
significance in European history for crucial coefital events that occurred in the
twentieth century but also for having a long traxdtitof ethnic diversity and coexistence
throughout its history. Sarajevo is actually uniguethe sense that common life among
people of different religions is an intrinsic fewf the city, and promoted by different
governments with few exceptions until very recenffter the Second World War, and

during Socialist Yugoslavia, Sarajevo experiendsednajor urban expansion (acquiring
attributes of socialist cities) amid a period o€is cultural and economic burgeoning
that culminated in the celebration of the Wintey@®bic Games in 1984. For all that,

the collapse of Yugoslavia ended dramatically fee tity, which has been under
international spotlight since April 1992. The SD&adership, in conjunction with a

Serb-dominated JNA, inflicted the greatest attaokhoman diversity, pursuing the

ethnic division of the city.

Encircled, divided and significantly destroyed dadhe siege, the city began a
process of significant urban transformation followithe signature of the peace
agreement in December 1995. The international camitynplayed a leading role during
the post-war period (unlike military passivity chgithe siege) setting an international
administration in Bosnia to implement the peaceeagrent signed in Paris on 14
December 1995. Indeed, the focus of this dissertain the international community is
explained by the fact that the more important cleangffecting the area of Sarajevo
during the post-war period were a product of aipaldrly acute and complex multi-
scalar power struggle, understood as a situatiomhiich two or more actors competed
for influence. This struggle can be featured, oe ttne hand, by international
organisations who supervised and implemented texdl peace and aid apparatuses
that were responsible for the reconstruction. @ndther hand, it may result from local

parties that had come to power in the first mudtitp elections held in 1990 and who,



after the conflict, consolidated via political meatime economic, ethnic and territorial
war gains.

The diversity of agendas, within both local andeintitional actors, actually
hindered the implementation of the Dayton Peaceedment (DPA) in the early stages
of the post-war period. The embedded obstructionignthe ruling ethno-national
parties, i.e. SDA, SDS, and HDZ, aimed at preventire transformation of the post-
war status quoand were only challenged when greater consenspeasgd within
international actors who were concerned for theliaivimplementation of the peace
agreement. As a result of this development, internationaloestbecame the primary
authority for full implementation of the DPA. Fuettmore, having acquired executive
and legislative powers, the High Representativeaivec its final authority. As a
consequence, Bosnia became a sovereign statet, alparallel administration, headed
by unaccountable international representatives, wffectively had the power to
legislate and dismiss elected officials.

In Sarajevo, governance lay in local parties whil¢heory it was not a locally
established peace-building mission, unlike thoseeldped in Mostar and Brcko.
Eventually, international organizations dealinghwibe implementation of the peace
agreement intervened through the main functionsdsuof international administration
that were developed in the country. These areasidacpublic order and internal
security, the resettlement of refugees and intBrnalisplaced persons, civil
administration, the building of local political titsitions, and economic reconstruction
and development (Caplan 2005a). Particularly, thfec® of the High Representative
(OHR), in charge of supervising the civilian implentation of the peace agreement,
became the main international institution direadly indirectly involved in Sarajevo
during the period of maximum international interiten developed at local level from
December 1995 until 2003. This period commenced \lie signing of the peace
agreement and concluded when the relevant intemslti actors transferred the

! This struggle must not be understood as a stahkrypopposition but rather as two entities with
significant cleavages that were in constant evotuti

% The three ethno-national parties dominant duriveg1990s were formed in 1990 on the eve of the
first multi-party elections in Socialist Yugoslavi@hese parties were the Party of Democratic Action
(SDA, Stranka Demokratske Akdijethe Serb Democratic Par($DS; Srpska Demokratska Strarda
and the Croatian Democratic Union (HDHrvatska Demokratska ZajednicaAll parties respectively
represented and mobilised the Bosnian Muslims anigds, the Bosnians Serbs and the Bosnian Croats,
achieving a majority of votes in the November 1%9€ction. A large part of the Bosnian population
progressively converted to Islam during the OttorRampire, becoming an absolute majority between the
sixteenth and seventeenth century in the terridbmpodern Bosnia and Herzegovina (Malcolm 1994).
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management of land and the return of displacedper® local authorities, as it will be
seen in the following chapters.

Importantly, the OHR was heavily involved in thgsewvision, coordination and
even execution of several key processes shapirgjeSais urban transformation, such
as the transfer of the Serb-held districts of ity the re-establishment of multi-ethnic
institutions in the city, land management, economforms geared towards a market
economy and strategies for rebuilding the citysnet diversity after the war. Such
involvement commenced shortly after the signingthed peace agreement. The first
High Representative, Carl Bildt, set the manageroétiie transfer of authority of the
five Serb-held districts of Sarajevo as the mairorfy of his Office in order to
maintain ethnic diversity in the city. The transkefr authority took place between
February and March 1996 and ended with a mass tepasf the Serb population to
Republika Srpska (RS). Subsequently, the OHR ietezd to undo the mono-ethnic
institutional reorganization of the city that haxckeided non-Bosniak representatives.
More importantly, once the High Representative e&tablished as the final authority in
the country, in December 1997, the OHR focusedetitding the ethnic diversity so
characteristic of Sarajevo through the signaturthefSarajevo Declaration in February
1998. The empowerment of the High Representativeagtually a turning point for the
broader implementation of the civilian annexes lo¢ {peace agreement, following
which, the OHR enacted legislation and dismissey anthority who obstructed
implementation, thereby becoming heavily engagedissues such as economic
transition and land management.

Hence, it should be noted that focusing the transiion of Sarajevo during the
post-war period from the sole lens of urban gedagyapay be misleading. Any analysis
of change in its urban area requires the consideraf the role of international actors
especially after the subsequent development of rgovental functions to implement
the peace agreement. In order to achieve thisgusf@mn the role of the Office of the
High Representative (OHR), due to its authoritythie implementation of the civilian
annexes and its crucial involvement in central &vemd processes which occurred in
Sarajevo since the end of the Bosnian war. Thesetbe question leading this research

is as follows:

What was the role of the OHR in the urban trans&diom of Sarajevo during
the period of maximum international interventiordamow did such a role
influence the current ethnic and spatial configoraof the city?
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If one considers either fully or partially the pegtr period, during the last number of
years, several publications have focused on theimiorder to analyse its historical
evolution (Donia 2006a). These publications incluthe subsequent waves of
modernisation (Carreras and Moreno 2007), its madelevelopment (Zuljic et al.
2015), links to the renaming of many street namethe city and related attempts to
establish the state of BiH (Robinson et. al. 20@19, transformation of spaces such as
the Marijin Dvor and Trebevic (Borelli 2012), issueegarding the division between
Sarajevo and East Sarajevo (e.g. Bollens 2001, ;2B@3si 2013; Aquilué and Roca
2016), consideration of Sarajevans in terms of Hul transformation from the
beginning of the siege (Steffanson 2007), Sarafeedos who moved to East Sarajevo
(Armakolas 2007) and finally, people’s subjectestiand the negotiation of their lives
in conjunction with a nation and state buildingqass (Markowitz 2010).

Over the last number of years, there has also deese in literature produced on
local or urban peace-building (e.g. Bjorkdahl 20 ore 2013), specifically, areas of
international intervention in Bosnia such as thécgao reverse ethnic cleansing (e.qg.
Toal and Dahlman 2011) and on literature referepgpost-socialist cities (e.g.
Hamilton et al.2005; Stanilov 2007). No work so far, however, baalysed either the
role of the international community in Sarajevotban changes nor its particular post-
socialist transformation, with only very few refaces covering the specific dimensions
of such transition, such as its spatial restruotu(Nurkovic 2016).

Thus, this dissertation aims to make a contribufiorthese two gaps in the
current literature existing on the city. Importgntboth elements are intrinsically
interrelated as the international community was tbading force after the war
(instrumentally using the OHR) to push and evenasepthe economic transition. To
frame analyses developed in subsequent chaptetspréor to the presentation of the
methodology, the following sections address theiatist and post-socialist cities
conceptually and theoretically, resulting from gsak explored in relevant chapters on
its spatial and functional transformation. Secontiy production and reproduction of
ethno-territorialities is considered in order tgaliss the division of Sarajevo’s urban
area. Finally, international intervention in postrwcontexts is explored, which will

allow a framework for OHR intervention.
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Socialist and post-socialist cities

Understandably, throughout this dissertation, aslgf the post-socialist urban
spatial transformation of Sarajevo requires conatiten of the urban development
produced during socialist times and the subseqtramisition towards a capitalist
system. Notably, Yugoslavia differed from other wowies of Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE) as a distinct economic model was dgeel from the late 1940’s after
the country was expelled from the Comimfotmdmittedly, the country was more
decentralised compared to other socialist statesugin the development of the self-
management system. Also, it approved reforms whidrked towards a market
economy in the 1960s and 1970s, reforms that imiphe abandonment of their unique
system and a move towards western-type capitalsciually, for many years the
Yugoslav economic system appeared to offer a migdtend between capitalism and
Soviet central planning, as argued by Saul Est@9()?

While acknowledging those specificities in the mookesocialism, in terms of
urbanisation, former Yugoslav cities could theaaty be considered within the
category of socialist cities. As suggested by Afsleara Djurasovic (2016) in her
analysis on the evolution of the political, econorand planning system, Yugoslavia
developed social programmes following the instafaibf some capitalist components
in the economy. Despite the distinct political awbnomic evolution, spatial planning
was a legislative tool that maintained the coregples of Marxist ideology, seeking to
direct and inform society at large, based on thecpples of equality, self-management,
solidarity and safety.

Socialist cities are defined in this dissertatieantlaose urban areas developed
under state socialism or other forms of socialiswh &@here this urban development was
featured by the absence of real estate marketshendominance of public actors in the
urban development and production of space. AccghdirBertaud and Renaud (1997)
argue that it is appropriate to speak of a sotiaity whenever urban development

proceeds without land markets, and land use dedsape planned and based on social

% Central and Eastern Europe refer to former satiabuntries located in the east of Germany and in-
between the Baltic Sea and Greece.

* The socialist development of Yugoslavia createditn political-economic path, the so-called self-
management system, after the Tito-Stalin split B48 In 1950, the League of Communists of
Yugoslavia passed the “Basic Law on the Manageroéftate Enterprises by Working Collectivities”
(Rojek and Wilson 1987). The Worker's Council beeathe basic unit of self-management system,
having managerial responsibility.
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needs and norms. Urban land and socially-owned featked a market in Socialist
Yugoslavia and, at the same time, planning waso& tt@at kept the core of Marxist
ideology and was based on the principles of equalf-management and solidarity.
In this regard, | have attempted to frame Saragwoban development during the
socialist period, based on literature relevant éciadist cities. Socialist economy
produced discernible socio-spatial effects in sjti@s argued by French and lan
Hamilton in work entitled The Socialist City(1979), the first comprehensive
contribution of Western geographers to analyse Idped cities in Central and Eastern
Europe under state socialism. The organisationitedscof Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union on Marxist premises, aspired to satigoals and applied socialist theory
in their actions and mechanisms, and ultimatelgater cities fundamentally different to
those developed in capitalist or market-economies:

The very high order of control vested in the Stater land ownership, land
use, the degree and direction of industrializaticapital investment in all

sectors, and at all levels of the economy, rentges, and even (in certain
periods and in certain places) movements of pojamameans that the State
has a power to determine the pace and the fornmrlEnudevelopment far
greater than that wielded by any Western governpeentral or local (French

and Hamilton 1979, p.5).

Similarly, lvan Tosics (2005) presents the logid deatures of the socialist city-
development model in which the planned economyritised industry over service
activities. The specific political-institutionalamework directly shaping urban policy
under state-socialism, included public constructaord, strong and direct control over
land use or administrative limitations on the sarel development of major cities, in
terms of inflow of population and industrial growfhhese features produced a distinct
spatial model of socialist cities compared to Westapitalist cities, having:
much higher shares of industrial land use, lesd lsed by public services
and much lower shares of residential land use. Rudhe absence of
economic incentives, population density gradiengsewery different to the
existing Western cities, i.e. very low density @k ttransitional belt areas
close to the centre, in the extremely high densitale of the large housing

estates on the urban fringe, and in the suddenedser of density in
agglomerations, immediately beyond the city bofdesics 2005, p.61).

Such spatial model within cities constituted thestnaronounced change compared to
Western cities according to Jiril Musil (2005), wbtiers multiscalar analysis on the
urban specificities produced under state socialishich progressively diminished at a

lesser scale. Regionally, as metropolitanisatioth suburbanization processes played
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reduced roles in shaping urban expansions, citege generally more compact and had
higher densities. At state level, most socialistirtges of Central and Eastern Europe
experienced minor processes of metropolitanisattih major concentrations of
population in medium-sized cities and a rapid degaton of small rural communiti€s.

Indeed, urban specificities under state socialissueed that both urban forms
and urban experiences differed. For Ivan Szeleri@96), features that clearly
differentiated both urban systems and urban fommsokialist countries included less
urbanization (lower proportion of urban populatidess urbanism (essentially, socialist
cities had less diversity and social marginalityyl aalso, distinct spatial structure and
characteristics. While the focus of the spatiainal features of socialist cities will be
considered in chapter six, socialist cities produgesater compact urban areas, visual
monotony, grand scale public projects, oversupglyndustrial and undersupply of
commercial land uses, and, finally, absence of lkeyt forms typical for capitalist
cities, such as squatter settlements or upscalelssib

Importantly, there is consensus in the literathe tities of the CEE, developed
under state socialism, had distinct spatial andasstructures. Such widely recognised
specificities in the spatial and social structuwseEuropean socialist cities appeared due
to the distinct mechanisms shaping urban developmesocialist systems (French and
Hamilton 1979; Enyedi 1990; Musil 2005; Smith 19%xelenyi 1996; Tosics 2005).
Disagreement, however, appears when assessingewxluifierences are fundamental in
relation to Western capitalist cities or simply @nsequence of contextual fact8ri
other words, there is no consensus on whether statmlism produced a distinct
process of urbanisation, which is understood ig tesearch as the socio-spatial process
of the agglomeration of population, infrastructamed investment in certain locations.
As claimed by Gyoérgy Enyedi (1996), Western andé&asgeographers generally agree
that differences identified between socialist aag@italist cities are essential, as seen
previously in the work of French and Hamilton (1279

® Central and Eastern Europe refer to former satiabuntries located in the east of Germany and in-
between the Baltic Sea and Greece.

® Western cities are not considered a homogenedagarg. Significant differences exist depending
on the degree of public intervention and regulaioGenerally, with less public intervention cities
develop upon the American city model featured Hyaarsprawl, while higher public control encourages
more compact cities such as the European modeferBifces are morphological and functional as
European cities have a much higher level of mixang integration of functions. It is related to oudt
and economic differences but, especially, to loegulations, i.e. differences in municipal zonimgjr{
2007).
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Notwithstanding, most contributions to the underdiag of the nature of
urbanisation in socialist states come from socislsg which can be grouped either in
an environmental or a historical approach. The renvnental approach within urban
sociology was inspired by Darwin’s theory of evadat and has influenced urban
studies during several decades since the 1920s.approach, widely developed by the
Chicago School, focused on the creation of a theegarding the multifaceted
dynamics of the new industrial city. It understarttle city as a process of urban
expansion based on extension, succession and d¢oatemm (e.g. Burgess 1925).
Focusing on the analysis of urbanisation in satiatiountries, environmentalists
consider economic growth and industrialisation las independent variable in the
process of modern urbanisation (van den Berg et282; Enyedi 1990, 1996; Musil
2005; Smith 1996).Leo van den Berg et al. (1982) claim that urbaange follows the
sequence of urbanisation, suburbanisation and li@szation and inter-urban
decentralization. For these theorists, three ssogestages of development produce
urban change: (1) the transition from a largelyaagn to an industrial society, (2) the
transition from an industrial economy to a tertiagonomy and, finally, (3) the growth
of the tertiary sector to maturity. As they note:

It is nota priori certain that developments in socialist countriegehad or
rather will lead to cities of a different sociatomomic, and physical structure
than in countries with a market economy. Howeueis ito be expected that
although the general structure may be similar, iipefeatures appear in
Eastern European countries more or less often thaWwestern European
countries, depending on the degree to which themwowent has intervened in
actual developments (van den Berg 1982, p. 5-6).

Accordingly, Gyorgy Enyedi (1990, 1996) and Jirilubl (2005) consider that state
socialism has not produced a new model of urbaorsasince urban differences

between Western and Eastern countries would simgipress the different

developmental phases of respective countries. herotvords, differences between
socialist and capitalist cities, despite distinmbrgomic systems, are mainly the result of
delayed development. Gyorgy Enyedi (1996) arguas itidustrialisation leads to the
same spatial consequences everywhere, such asurbea migration, separation of

’ Accounts relating to pre-modern urbanisation causedgriculture surpluses (e.g. Jacobs 1970) or
agglomeration of other activities such as marladitrg activity (e.g. Pirenne 1971) are beyond tiopse
of this section.
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working zones and residences, the suburban develapnor the decline of urban
growth?®

Meanwhile, critics began to contest the functicstasipproach of the Chicago
School in the 1960s and 70s. Within a historicgbrapch, neo-Marxist and neo-
Weberian contributors considered that industritibeais a secondary variable in
modern urbanisation. Both approaches claimed tleel h@ contextualise urbanisation
historically, considering that societies with drfat socioeconomic orders produce
qualitatively different urban conditions. Furthem@aoneo-Marxists did not develop a
theory of urbanisation under state socialism, degpe production of influential works
in urban studies, by claiming the centrality of rasdf production in the process of
urbanisation (e.g. Castells 1977, original in 194arvey 1974).

Alternatively, the neo-Weberian approach presumkdt tdifferent socio-
economic orders produce qualitatively distinct arlwmnditions. From this approach,
Ivan Szelenyi (1983) provides the main argumerthendebate regarding the nature of
urbanisation in socialist countries. Szelenyi (1988stly hypothesised, that a new
emerging pattern of urban development was takiagepin cities of the CEE. This new
pattern of urbanisation was a by-product of thdesyg differences of state socialism,
particularly, types of socialist economic and urlpdanning. Some years later, in the
book chapteCities after Socialism — and Aft€gzelenyi 1996), the author develops a
thesis on socialist urbanisation which directly Idrayed the ecological perspective.
Based on the comparison of socialist and capitalibanisation in several stages of
development, including the beginning of the posidstrial age during the 1980s in
some CEE countries, he concludes that socialisttcdes produced several patterns of
urbanization due to historical and political-ecomondifferences. Despite these
differences in socialist countries, all patternsiddanization crucially differed from the

urbanisation in capitalist economies at similagstaof growth:

8 Actually, Enyedi (1990) circumscribes the impaetfated to urbanisation under state socialism to
the spatial structure of the city: “The averageézeit sets his or her goals in basically the samg wa
whether he or she lives in East Central or WesEurope. After all, these choices express a certain
perception of the urban space, which is a partwfa@mmon European culture (...) Goal-setting by
government in shaping urbanization is differensetves the purposes of regional and social eqialiy,
the location of industry, or strategic needs. kélvent that government and individual urbanizagjoals
conflict, government has the power to constrainatigulation of individual interests, but not tbamge
individual goals and ambitions. The structural fieas of the society set limits to individual betwawibut
does not determine it. Individuals can build updeid mechanisms for defending their interests, twast
for not following government goals” (Enyedi 19901 05).
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All socialist societies industrialized with less asipl concentration of

population than market capitalist economies. Funtloee, as this phase of
industrialization was completed, socialist socgetias long as they retained
the hegemony of public ownership and redistributweentral planning - did

not ‘catch up’ with urban population growth. Theg diot converge with the
trajectory followed by Western societies during 850s and 1960s. While
in their post-industrial phase socialist societ@®duced new types of
regional arrangement (after all, economic growtlstage of industrialization
is an intervening variable!), these arrangementse vgeialitatively different

from those observable in the West in the earlyestagf post-industrialism
(Szelenyi 1996, p. 299).

Szelenyi sustains his argument, by claiming, thatapitalist societies there had been
parallel growths in industrial employment and pepioin from the late nineteenth
century until the mid-twentieth century. Yet, tltgrrelation does not exist under state
socialism with a faster increase of industrial jaban a rise of population in urban
settlements (Ib.). As he correctly holds, this ga@ product of resource redirection
from personal and collective consumption to indaktievelopment, which can only
occur in an economic regime that limits private gendy and where planners can
effectively redistribute the surplus.

Analyses conducted so far have addressed whethevittely recognised urban
specificities of socialist cities are a consequeniceither delayed urbanisation or state
socialism. In this dissertation, in line with thecaWeberian approach, | consider that
different socio-economic orders produce qualitdyivaistinct urban conditions. The
collapse of socialist systems and a transition tde/a capitalist system inevitably
transformed mechanisms of the socialist urbanisatisaming the transformation of
these mechanisms, the urban development of laiges ;1 CEE countries were subject
to distinct changes after the collapse of socialgimarily a result of the “complex
interaction of inherited urban structures, markebr®my ideologies, new state
institutional parameters and the general processasansformation in the economy,
politics and society” (Sailer-Fliege1999, p. 11).

Zoltan Kovacs (2014) briefly summarises the twonesstones of the transition
in CEE countries, i.e. the liberalisation of theomamy (particularly the land market)
and the decentralisation of power. Going beyond, ‘lhissez faire neoliberal state
opened the way to global capital, at the same karge scale privatisation programmes
were carried out, and previously repressed inetigsmlstarted to grow rapidly” (Kovacs
2014, p. 207). Considering the spatial dimensionghseconomic and political
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restructuring has thus implied the introduction rofirket-based principles in the
allocation of real estate investments, also triggea significant restructuring of the
urban space. Thus, particular urban spatial featafesocialist cities have undergone
intense erosion in CEE cities as claimed by Sonra (B013) following the analysis of

five key elements of spatial composition, i.e. theerall spatial articulation, scale of
urban development, functional balance, buildingotggies, and urban aesthetics.
Despite this transformation, Hirt argues that mustralist cities still differ spatially

from their Western counterparts due to the immedegacy of socialism on spatial
structures.

While post-socialist cities have been experienarsignificant social and spatial
transformation, it is not yet clear that theseesitare converging with capitalist ones.
This responds to the fact that despite the appasiemiarities, there are still some
differences in the functioning of markets. Caseshsas Moscow (e.g. Pagonis and
Thornley 2000) have revealed an unusually strorilyance in market contexts of
public actors in the production of space. Otheadities highlight a weak state that leads
to highly informal means of spatial production, ibgd of developing countries (e.g.
Tsenkova 2009). It responds to an uneven transitiddEE countries with differences
in terms of intensity of integration into the newlgal flows and path-dependence,
which have resulted in significant regional conisafterestingly, lvan Tosics presents
a categorisation based on the development in postist cities, which in the early
2000s was mostly visible in capital cities. Impattg to frame this dissertation, one of
the eight sub-types corresponds to ex-Yugoslags;ifrom which Slovenian cities were
excluded:

These cities were experiencing a slow transitiamfrthe socialist towards
the capitalist city-model due to armed conflictthe 1990s, mass refugee
movements and destroyed urban centres. Initiabyethwas a limited capital
investment that contrasted with substantial indigldinvestments into the
illegal or unofficial property market. In additiothere was relatively quick
privatization of public housing to sitting tenards the beginning of the
1990s, but deferred restitution, privatization atezprises, and other public
assets due to the war and unsettled disputes oopenpy. Finally, there has
been huge differentiation in incomes between tlwenibl” and “informal”
sectors, and the very slow establishment of newsyy public control over
the land market, planning, and building proces$he.outcome is the parallel
process of densification and sprawl through unrgad development, with
some elements of the “third world” type of city éypment (Tosics 2005, p.
73).
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Recent literature relevant to post-socialist citgglyse the significant and multiple
transformations that occurred in cities from Cdntiad Eastern Europe since the
collapse of state-socialism (e.g. Asdrusz et dd62@zaplicka et al. 2009; Hamilton et
al. 2005; Stanilov 2007; Tsenkova, et al. 2006). Therdture covers changes in the
urban form (Hirt 2006, 2008, 2013; Sykora 2007 tbrces producing the transition
(Hamilton 2005; Tosics 2005), the rising of the isegpatial segregation (Marcinczak
2013; Sykora 2009) or, more recently, the emergesfcgated communities as a
significant manifestation of such segregation (B012; Kovacs 2014).
Notwithstanding, the rise of literature in the diebf post-socialist cities,

especially in the last decade, the urban transftitomaof cities affected by war has
hardly been intensively analysed as mentionedegaiin these former socialist cities,
the transition from state-socialism to capitalismswot the only driving force of urban
change nor the most significant one during an @ddrperiod. Thus, in order to analyse
the urban transformation of Sarajevo it is necgssarbroaden the conceptual and
theoretical approaches beyond the urban post-sicsdope. | now focus on ethno-
territorialisation in order to frame the productiand reproduction of the division that
took place in the area of Sarajevo, which is céntraunderstanding changes in the

ethnic composition of the city.
The question of ethno-territorialities

As Alexander Murphy (2002) notes, a distinctivetfea of the modern state
system is its territorial charactétJnlike feudalism, it presumes a world divided into
states that have final authority over the use ofdowithin its boundaries. Despite the
fact that territory became central in the constamcof the modern and contemporary
political system, it was not until the late 1970sl anwards that it received conceptual
and theoretical scrutiny in the field of politicgeography, essentially having been
considered ima descriptive sense. Withublication of relevant works (e.g. Raffestin
1984, Sack 1983; 1986), geographers shifted fraaatitrig territories as something
given and static, in which analysis of featuresvailed, to a more process-oriented
stance focusing both on reasons behind their existand the various dimensions of

social life.

° The modern state system traces its roots to thigcpbterritorial order in Europe at the time thfe
Peace of Westphalia (1648), when the principlecseseignty was accepted as a foundation on which
interstate relations should be constructed.

26



The concept of territoriality was at the heart luktreconceptualisation and, in
the incipient debate on human territoriality, Raldgack (1983) placed it in the sphere
of human behaviour, departing from the biologisisws that conceived territoriality as
an instinct shared with other territorial animadishis influentialHuman Territoriality:
its theory and historySack (1986) defines territoriality as a powerfuhtsal strategy to
control people and things by controlling an areacriforiality involves three elements:
a form of classification by area; some form of commngation, such as a boundary; and,
finally, it involves an attempt to enforce contmler access and elements within an
area. These three core elements of territoriakiylan the logic and potential effects
clearly differentiating territory from other kind spaces:

Unlike many ordinary places, territories requirenstant effort to establish

and maintain. They are the result of strategiesfftect, influence, and control

people, phenomena, and relationships. Circumsgyithimgs in space, or on a

map, as when geographers delimit an area to #itestivhere corn is grown,

or where industry is concentrated, identifies ptaceeas, or regions in the

ordinary sense, but does not by itself create atdgr. This delimitation

becomes a territory only when its boundaries aesl tis affect behaviour by
controlling an access within an area (Sack 198@)p.

Sack’s human conception of territoriality was netique. Claude Raffestin defined
territoriality “as the system of relations of thellectivity or an individual with
exteriority and/or alterity by means of mediatofRaffestin 1984, p.171). For the
author, the limits of territoriality are set by matdrs, which constitute the conditions
for the exercise of power and they therefore dedjnige precisely the limits to liberty or
autonomy of those who use them in their relatigpshvith the exteriority. Rather than
simply looking at territoriality as a strategy dgsd to produce a particular territorial
and social ends, Raffestin develops a relationgkragrh. Territoriality is seen as a
process produced by a set of relationships that iimuividuals, groups and both
material and discursive environments in which they situated. Raffestin’s relational
approach is critical to capturing the territorideas and practices of everyday life as
these cannot be reduced to simple strategies asmhtrol space. Territoriality is thus a
powerful element shaping human associations asasdlhe institutional organization in
space. It is actually a significant cultural artefthat both reflects and incorporates the
features of the social order that creates them:

Territoriality, then, is much more than a stratdgy control of space. It is
better understood as implicating and being impdidain ways of thinking,
acting, and being in the world — ways of world-nmekinformed by beliefs,
desires, and both cultural and historical contingesys of knowing. It is as
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much a metaphysical phenomenon as a material oeeitofy, in turn,
informs key aspects of collective and individuagntities. It shapes and is
shaped by collective social and self-conscious(i@skney 2005, p. 10-12).

Hence, territoriality is a strategy that goes belytime control of space and has many
individual and collective implications among whitttere is ethnic dimension. Ethnicity
differs from culture as it is a product of indiveluand group identity produced,
reproduced and transformed over time. John Hutohirend Anthony Smith (1996)
defined features that conform ethnic groups: (@9mmon name to identify and express
the “essence” of the community; (2) a myth of comnamcestry that includes the idea
of common origin in time and place; (3) shareddrisal memories; (4) one or more
elements of common culture that normally includggyion, customs, and language; (5)
a link with a homeland; (6) and, finally, a sen$esalidarity. By taking ethnicity as a
group identity based on common cultural affiliatenmd a belief in a shared ancestry and
a common future, Adam Moore (2016) has recently etged a conceptual
examination of ethno-territoriality, which he dedgas:

the social and political project to establish armplexly spatial basis for

claims involving ethnic identity, cultural rightend political authority by

identifying and constructing certain places oriteries as belonging to or

appropriate for certain ethno-national categoriepemple and practice, and
by extension displacing other categories (Moores2@195).

For the author, ethno-territoriality is enactedtigh discursive, embodied, material and
institutional practices. Hence, one could argué #étlhno-territorialisation refers to the
process in which several practices are used toupeodand reproduce an ethno-
territoriality that involves the fusion of terrifatity with ethnic claims. As a process
that needs to constantly assert control over adgyr ethno-territoriality finds in the
creation or acquisition of political structures entral mechanism for its reproduction.
Political science has developed a wide classibcaf political and governmental
systems producing numerous regime typologies (kigz 2000). Until recently,
however, it has not developed ethnocratic reginfsutman 2004; Yiftachel and
Ghanmen 2004; Ghanem 2012; Morje Howard 2012).

An ethnocracy implies a mode of rule linked to aderm statehood that
expresses the identity and aspirations of one etwgup over others in an ethnically
divided society. As a consequence, these othericethroups are accorded only
restrained rights to citizenship. Ethnocracysson d’étreis actually to secure the key

instruments of state power for the dominant ethcadlectivity (Sautmann 2004,
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p.117)!° Similarly, Yiftachel and Ghanmen (2004) in the @apJnderstanding
“ethnocratic” regimes: the politics of seizing casted territories argue that
ethnocracies are a distinct regime type that pregmic minorities from any feasible
path of inclusion through the expansion, ethnigsatand control of contested
territories and power structures.

These regimes emerge in a variety of forms but eshilie features of
ethnicisation of politics by a dominant ethnic gvohus, the logic of ethnocracies in
the modern state is capturing the dominant groapiuing the state machinery and
subsequently distributing resources and power tiroathnic lines, all of which
produce a gradual ethnicization of politics (Ghari#di?2). Lise Morje Howard (2012)
has also explained ethnocracies as those polgisems in which political and social
organizations are based on ethnic belonging rathean on individual choice.
Interestingly, she defines the main features ofi@thacies as: 1) political parties based
foremost on ethnic interests, 2) ethnic quotaset@rnhine the allocation of key posts,
and 3) state institutions, especially in educatamwd the security sector, that are
segmented by ethnic group.

Taking some perspective beyond ethnocracies, Rdgjersaker (1995, 1996)
analyses the rights of minority ethnic groups ahd tendency of nation-states to
advance in the project of domination by the maimiet group. He talks of nationalising
states to emphasize a dynamic political positioat ttonsiders the nation-state as
unrealised and disposed to promote language, eulti@mographic position, economic
flourishing or political hegemony of the main nat& group (1995, p. 114). For
Brubaker, the fact that states were even portraagednodels of interethnic harmony
conduct nationalising policies and practices, satggthat we must place the focus on
how, and, how much states nationalise instead ethen states are nationalising (1996,
p. 106). Yet, importantly, the potential path todathe homogenisation of nation-states
does not equalise them with ethnocracies. For dtighand Ghanmen (2004) it is the
rupture of the notion demos through the marginatisaand exclusion of ethnic
minorities that qualitatively differentiates thesgimes from most nation-states:

Ethnocratic regimes work ceaselessly to prevenintaging of an inclusive

demos — a community of equal citizens within amfie territory. Instead,
they use a rhetoric of the nation-state, but doatiotv minorities any feasible

1% Ethnocracies is a modern state phenomenon. Impern times minor ethnic groups existed at
larger scales but when considering societies, feagation ensured that the elites of one or twchese
groups ruled over the others (Mann 2005).

29



path of inclusion (...) contrary to most nationtsta ethnocratic regimes
actually work against the project of universal zstiship. The universal
project is of course incomplete in most nationesgatand often involves
oppressive policies and practices, such as forssuindation, discrimination
or state-led economic stratification, the stateniaork, de-jure, still leaves
members of minority communities an option of intgm. Ethnocracies, on
the other hand, annul this inclusionary option {&6hel and Ghanmen 2004,
p. 656-7).

Such logic under which ethnocratic regimes opeirateslation to other ethnic groups
substantially conditions the daily life of poputatiin countries such as Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Actually, ethnocracies consolidatedingu the war through violent

strategies subsequently became legalised under pbace agreement. Such
institutionalisation of these regimes paradoxicatlgnstitutes one of the biggest
obstacles to the reconstruction of ethnic diveragywill show through the analysis of
Sarajevo in subsequent chapters. Finally, anotbetral element to understanding the
urban transformation of the city during the post-vperiod is the one related to

international intervention, one which allows th&erof the OHR to be framed.
Regarding international intervention in post-war cantexts

When analysing the role of the OHR in the urbandfarmation of Sarajevo, it
is necessary to frame peace-building missions aadcaptualise peace before
discussing other dimensions of the post-war int&iga. Due to major accuracy, this
section mainly relies on the literature of peacerapons produced within the field of
international relations. By peace-building, folloi the definition of the then
Secretary-General of the United Nations, BoutrositBs-Ghali, inAn agenda for
peace (1992), it is understood as the post-conflict @actito identify and support
structures that tend to strengthen and solidifyceed’hus, peace-building aims at
preventing the recurrence of violence among natiamsl peoples through the
construction of a new environment.

Such an understanding of building a new environpamventing the recurrence
of violence, links peace-building operations withraader concept of peace that is not
circumscribed to the absence of violence. In thisse, John Galtung (1969) developed
a conceptualisation of positive and negative peadely accepted ipeace and conflict
studies By rejecting the narrow conception of violencatthefers to the intentional
physical incapacitation or deprivation of healtre broadened violence to those

situations in which humans are physically and mnteelow their realisations. Thus,
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using positive and negative peace, Galtung difteates between structural and
personal violence, “while the absence of persor@énce does not lead to a positively
defined condition, the absence of structural viokeims what we have referred to as
social justice, which is a positively defined cdiah” (Galtung 1969, p. 183).

Going beyond peace and amid the new interventiorurie post-Cold War
order, in which the cases of Bosnia and Sarajeecsduated, Robert Caplan (2005a)
presents international administrations (in whicé tase of Bosnia and Herzegovina is
included) as forms of new interventionism thateliéntiates from other forms of peace
operations even when these have been developegémeéed forms! Importantly, as
Caplan argues, political engagement is unavoidablsternational administrations,
which are more comprehensive in scope due to iterast and authority over
governance matters:

Never have peacekeeping operations had the aythorimake and enforce

local laws, exercise total fiscal management ofeaitory, appoint and

remove public officials, create a central bankaelth and maintain customs
services, regulate the local media, adjudicatel rprperty claims, run
schools, regulate local businesses, and reconsamuattoperate all public
utilities, among numerous other functions. Whilerthare certainly historic
precedents for the exercise of such broad power #h, vior instance,
colonial administration and military occupation —o ninternational
peacekeeping operation has ever been vested witmwdh executive,

legislative, and judicial authority as some of ihiernational administrations
that have been established in the past decadeai€2p05a, p. 2).

Contemporary international administration can bstinijuished on the basis of the
degree of authority assumed by the internationadroanity in each case. In his work
on peace maintenance, Jarat Chopra (1999) pre$emtsdistinct categories, i.e.
assistance, partnership, control and governorshiyerefore, the degree of authority
may range from supervision to direct governancespide the fact that in Bosnia an
international administration was set, with an attiidhat evolved over time, literature
on liberal peace-building is also considered inarsthnding the nature and impact of
contemporary international interventions developed post-war context, even in these
administrations.

Focusing on the role of international organisationpost-war contexts, Roland

Paris (1997) argues that liberal internationalisimgerstood as the foreign policy that

' When viewed in the context of broader developmesitee the end of the Cold War, the
international administration of war-torn territ@iean be seen to as part of a larger trend that has
witnessed states attaching increased importan¢ittan rights and humanitarian norms as matters of
regional and international concern.
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promotes liberal principles abroad through mukitat cooperation and international
institutions, is the single paradigm guiding int#ranal agencies engaged in peace-
building? Liberal internationalism orientated to buildingsastainable peace is based
on the assumption that the surest foundation fac@eboth within and between states,
is market democracy, which comprises a liberal deata polity and a market-oriented
economy:® Importantly, Paris warned against the principaiflof prescribing market
democracy as a remedy for civil conflict without tieipating or limiting its

destabilizing effects:
War-shattered states are typically ill equippedhemage societal competition
induced by political and economic liberalizationt only because these states
have a recent history of violence, but because ttygycally lack the
institutional structures capable of peacefully heisg internal disputes. In
these circumstances, efforts to transform war-shedt states into market

democracies can serve to exacerbate rather thaeratedsocietal conflicts
(Paris 1997, p. 57).

Indeed, the publicatioit War’s End: Building Peace after Civil Confli®aris (2004),
analyses all fourteen major peace-building missieydoyed between 1989 and 1999,
which shared immediate democratization and markiébz as the strategy to
consolidate peace. Paris argues that peace-buifdisgions seeking to transform war-
shattered states into liberal market democraciesquaskly as possible produce
unanticipated consequences, undermining the lisatedn process itself and even
endangering internal peateAs an alternative, Paris advocates for delayind an
limiting political and economic freedoms in order dreate conditions for a smoother
and less hazardous transition to a market demodradlge long term, in a strategy

called “Institutionalisation Before Liberalisatian”

12 |International organisations most committed to reartemocracies such as the United Nations
(UN), North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Wd Bank (WB), Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) or International Mang Fund (IMF), play central roles in peace-
building missions.

3 He terms “Wilsonianism” as referring to Woodrow|¥din (the twenty-eighth president of the US)
and the belief that democratisation and marketieatwill foster peace in war-shattered states, as he
claimed that liberalism was the key to peace aruirtg in both international and domestic politics.
Similarly, Oliver Richmond considers the liberal ape framework upon conceptions of liberal-
internationalist thought, on liberal-institutiorsati, on the democratic peace hypothesis and frde,tom
international law and the balance between indiVidinaedoms and regulations, all of which are
embedded in liberal thinking and in the state (Riohd 2011).

1 In the political realm, liberalization means dematization, or the promotion of periodic and
genuine elections, constitutional limitations oe #xercise of governmental power, and respectdsicb
civil liberties, including freedom of speech, asbgnand conscience.
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In the so-called liberal peace-building literatubmth proponents and critics
generally focus quite often on the liberal chanaofepeace-building to the detriment of
other important elements such as the very peaaemagmts, which are crucial to end
wars and for the subsequent construction of peAseargued by Jan Selby (2013)
liberal peace-building literature overstates litislma of contemporary peace
interventions and misrepresents the enduring impod of strategy, states and
geopolitics in the making of peace. While his cr#im is based on one empirical
analysis, the 1991 peace agreement to end the Ghamboar, he demonstrates that the
agreement is rooted primarily in geopolitics andoselly in liberal principles, departing
from the so-called liberal peace-building literatuhat observes the peace accord as
liberal in content, causes and aims:

Essentially, peace agreements are mechanismseoestructuring of power

relations, and the attainment of the attributiorpolitical legitimacy, and not

liberalisation. They are most obviously mechanidorsthe reallocation of

power amongst local signatories, using power-shafam ‘power-dividing’)
formulas that may be semidemocratic or not (Seliy32p. 76).

Selby’s more nuanced analysis introduces the gémabldimension in peace-making
and frames the nature of peace agreements, pregergductive interpretations of
contemporary international interventions in wamtosocieties. Precisely, this
restructuration of power relations carried outhia peace agreement, pursues a political
accommodation that prevents a relapse of violerftey ¢he war, by allowing the
management of conflict democratically in the poéti arena. The configuration of
political institutions that are more appropriate fethnically plural states remains
unresolved and has become one of the most conisntiebates in peace-building
literature. Importantly, institutional arrangemeritave a greater impact in divided
societies as the design can structurally favounietmational or religious communities
to the detriment of others so it becomes a cerssak in the management of differences
in a post-war environment. Scholars differ widetytbe most appropriate prescriptions
in deeply divided societies, such as those emerfymmg conflict. The two opposing
approaches are consociational (also known as pskging) and the centripetalist.
Both approaches recognise ethnicity and pursue giragéheir effects of ethnic conflict

while accepting the existence of ethnic cleavdges.

' The recognition of ethnicity in any political sgsi seeks an effective inclusion and participatibn o
all groups’ representatives in political decisioakimg while also providing autonomy either terrigébor
non-territorial to run their own internal affairs.
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The main proponent of the consociationalism is pétical scientist Arendt
Lijphart. For him, countries with deep ethnic ohet cleavages, the only way to
accommodate the interests and demands of commumgbgyis through a combination
of power sharing and autonomy (Lijphart 2004). Powkaring is the system of
governance in which all major groups in a sociedyeha permanent share of power,
while group autonomy implies that ethnic groupseéhauthority to run their internal
affairs. Autonomy can be either territorial, whewonmonunities are concentrated
spatially, or non-territorial, when there is hetggneous spatial distribution. In this case,
the proposal of autonomy is that respective grdugep control in the areas of culture
and education. More specifically, consociationalchaisms to ensure sustainable
power-sharing arrangements usually include: (1h@reoalition governments in which
all ethnic groups are represented, (2) proportioeplesentation of different groups
based on their numbers in the general communityoth legislative seats and in civil
service, (3) a power of veto over key decisions rbyority groups, and (4) a
decentralised ethno-territorial system in societresvhich communities are spatially
divided.

Initially, for Lijphart (1969), consotiationalism ag not any particular
institutional arrangement but rather the delibefaiet effort by the elites to stabilise
the system. Importantly, it is based on the assiomphat elites understand the perils of
political fragmentation and collaborate. A cruciaakness of the approach is that it is
routed mainly on democracies while such elite coaen is dubious in post-war
contexts. Views on whether power sharing promotespromise and conciliation, the
expectation to produce moderation through depwddton of ethnicity or the
development of a common national identity are basadthe transformation of
consolidated democracies such as Switzerland, Natiis or Belgium. It is unclear,
thus, whether the success of these systems isse@aence of the consociational model
or, contrary, whether the consociational relatigmsihorks due to a low intensity of
conflict.

Indeed, the situation in stable democracies totaliffers from societies
emerging from war, in which integrative power-shgrimay have counterproductive
outcomes. Interestingly, Anna Jarstad (2008) hdeldg power sharing in war-torn
societies entails choices between the promotionpeice or democracy. Some
mechanisms of power sharing even condition the pesof peace, such as the

inclusion of warring parties, intergroup contestatiinternational dependence and the
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levelling of power relations between contendingugs Power sharing in a post-war
context can also affect democratization negativelgt least four different ways: (1) by
the exclusion of moderate elites, (2) by lack ofoylar support, (3) by external
intervention preventing local ownership of the podl process, and (4) by freezing
ethnic division by group representation. Notwithsiag, and understanding peace
agreements as essentially mechanisms for the casting of power relations as defined
earlier, power sharing is attractive to peace naggws due to the two-player game logic
in peace negotiations, in which conflict is seenaasesult of a situation where both
parties strive for total political control or onétbem demands partition (Jarstad 2001).
Under such circumstances, the only solution to mamanflict is joint rule®

The main approach diverging with consociationalist the co-called
centripetalist that has political scientist Dondfbrowitz as the main proponent.
Precisely, and departing from the regime of etlguiarantees offered by power sharing,
centripetalists seek to place party competitiorthat moderate centre rather than the
extremes, tackling exclusion of moderate elitese fimain tool is providing electoral
incentives to benefit ethnically based parties ppealing to voters of other ethnic
groups. As argued by Horowitz, the underlying medra is to address voters of other
ethnicities in order to foster the formation oferethnic coalitions so ethnically based
parties must demonstrate that they are moderatesvaling to compromise on ethnic
issues (Horowitz 2008).

Among the different measures used to foster thés,ids that candidates and
political parties look beyond their own ethnic coiencies and appeal to a wider
audience with the use of preferential voting. Reigal voting are those electoral
systems that enable electors to rank-order careida the ballot in the order of their

choice, i.e. indicating how they would vote if thisvoured candidate was defeated and

'8 This dual character of power sharing in war-tasaisties, with positive attributes in negotiatidos
settle a peace agreement and dubious outcomes sfablishing political institutions that foster
cooperation and inclusion among ethnic groups higkd the complexity of simultaneously building
peace and creating a functional democracy. Sineevéhy institutional structures devised to reachcpe
may undermine the path towards a stable peacsjagawf the peace agreement becomes a usefulaool t
overcome deadlocks, as expressed by Walter: “tbficgiency, inflexibility, and exclusionary natudd
consociational governments often means that tipis 6f system will not be stable over time. Everjyal
citizens will demand greater efficiency from thgovernment, and new parties will demand more open,
competitive systems (...) A regime that is gooctrading a civil war, however, may not necessarily be
good at long-term governance. A second transitidhnalmost certainly be needed toward a more libera
democracy as democratic preconditions are est&olishhe ultimate challenge facing civil war rivals
over the long term, therefore, is how to transfohe inflexible institutional structures that arecessary
to convince each of them to sign a settlementénhilghly tense post-war environment into more Bher
open institutions that are necessary to bring paadestability over time” (Walter 1999, p. 143).
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they had to choose between those remaining (R281)>" The mechanism involves
the transfers of votes when no-candidate gainda wiajority. It is a formula that seeks
moderation, as politicians from different partiespend on preference transfers from
their rivals. Importantly, in terms of spatial antony, centripetalists are wary of
granting autonomy in ethnically homogeneous tetigtoas decentralisation of power in
these cases, i.e. ethno-federalism, may increas@dhsibility that alternative nation-
state projects challenge the common-state (Rodi(¥))2

Mid-level theories presented so far, both in teahgeace-building missions and
institutions devised to manage ethnic cleavagefitigadly highlight the complex and
multifaceted character of contemporary peace ojp@&stlt is important to point out at
this stage, that there is no one causal factorm@teng the positive or negative impacts
of international interventions in the process usedreate conditions for a stable peace.
Interestingly, Adam Moore (2013) illustrates Feacebuilding in Practice: Local
Experience in Two Bosnian Towrssich complexity and multi-causalityhe cases of
Mostar and Brcko are comparatively analysed, aseth@ecame the only two local
peace-building missions officially deployed by timéernational community in Bosnia
and Herzegovina after the war.

Moore correctly refutes the argument that the iBant progress achieved in
Brcko was a result of major international resouroesthe ground (e.g. Doyle and
Sambanis 2006F His argument, well grounded empirically, is thata@njunction of
four factors explains the contrasting outcomesaihbmissions. These factors are: (1)
the design of local political institutions, (2) tleeal and regional legacies from war, (3)
the sequencing of political and economic reformplemented by the Office of High
Representative (OHR), and (4) the practice and rozgdon of international
peacebuilding efforts. For the author, it is theatggd and temporal contingent
configuration of these factors that explains th&edent outcomes of both peace-
building missions (Moore 2013, p .#)Moore’s compelling work, which also deals
with the role of the OHR, has been illustrative fbe analysis developed in this
dissertation. Despite the fact that the internaiccommunity did not set a specific

peace-building mission for the city of Sarajeve tbcus on the role of the OHR in the

" The three preferential electoral systems are lteenative vote; the supplementary vote and the
single transferable vote (see Reilly 2001, p. 19).

18 Resources in Brcko mission were actually infetioMostar in terms of personnel and aid.

9 Brcko, set as a District in 1999, has become tifg multi-ethnic city in post-war BiH. Contrary,
Mostar is divided in Bosniak and Bosnian Croat srea
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urban transformation of the capital city of BiHjisstified by the significant and broad

intervention carried out by this institution, ditlgoor indirectly, in the city.
Methodological approach

This dissertation is a case study analyzing the oflthe OHR in the urban
transformation of Sarajevo and its impact on tharesu spatial and ethnic
configuration. It is essentially a qualitative rassh that focuses more readily on the
processes rather than outcomes or products. Egqitafigs expanded other areas rather
than the core features of a qualitative methodol@gy. Cresswell 2014); these areas
include multiple sources of data, inductive anduitile analyses, emergent design, a
reflexive and holistic account and the presencthefresearcher in the natural setting.
Indeed, in this research, | have pursued a holiaticount regarding the urban
transformation of Sarajevo and identified key fastgshaping these urban changes
(using several perspectives), as seen in the ttesreand conceptual approach
presented.

Essentially, this is a multi-method research tha$ kkombined a diversity of
empirical evidence to heighten the internal aneml validity of the study, enriching
the analysis and minimizing its potential limitatgd Such a design responds to the
holistic approach and high complexity of the anialysonducted, due to the non-liner
and multi-sided nature of the urban transformatbisarajevo, which has involved at
least a double transition from war to peace andnfsocialism to capitalism. This
dissertation follows an intensive research desgayér 1992, p. 243; quoted in Clifford
et al. 2016, p.11), in which the operationalisatiohnin-depth analysis presents a
complex, multi-faced structure, based on thematnd aross-cutting processes,
strategies, events and policies developed by the pwalitical actors involved in the
urban transformation of Sarajevo (Table 1). Thisknaevelops upon the identification,
description, examination and interpretation of theltiple and sometimes antagonist
relationships existing between the processes, gcitmategies, events and policies that
have taken place in Sarajevo after the war. Inrai@@chieve this, in-depth qualitative
analysis has been predominant although in somes thsejualitative data collected has
been accompanied by quantitative analysis in ameomplete the lack of information
in other areas. The operationalisation of this mm#thod research follows a deductive
approach upon the elaboration of three hypotheses:
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Hypothesis 1: the reconstruction of ethnic divgrsit Sarajevo was not initially

envisioned by the international community and tkdeption of the Sarajevo

Declaration in February 1998, aimed at making theacmodel of co-existence
and tolerance for the rest of the country, had actree nature that was
essentially focused on housing repossession insteaddressing the creation of
appropriate conditions for returns.

Hypothesis 2: the quick process of political andreenic liberalisation either
internationally pushed or imposed entrenched lethhocracies and failed to
depoliticise the economy and create a self-susia@eenomic growth.

Hypothesis 3: impact of the OHR in the urban transftion of Sarajevo was
qualitatively much below the broad intervention docted, being instrumental
for a post-socialist production of space but with gontribution to rebuilding
Sarajevo’s long tradition of ethnic diversity armkgistence.

Year  Territory Governance Ethnic structure Spatial structure  Economic
1995 Ethnic division of the metropolitan area of Saraj@vthe DPA
(Bosnian Serbs and Slobodan Milosevic)
Handover of the Serb-held districts of Sarajevthe&oFBiH and
mass departure of Bosnian Serbs (US-SFOR and SDS)
Housing policy favouring
temporary residents
(SDA)
Mono-ethnic
institutional
reorganisation of
Sarajevo (SDA)
1996 Resettlement of Bosniaks
in former Serb-held
districts (SDA)
Project to urbanize an ethnically exclusive SrpSkoajevo (SDS)
First post-war
elections (US-
OSCE)
Protocol on the
Organization of
Sarajevo (OHR)
High
Representative’s
1997 enforcement
(PIC)
Sarajevo Declaration
(OHR)
Law on
1998 Privatization
of public
assets (OHR)
Ban on socially-owned land allocated to
consolidate ethnic constituencies (OHR)
1999 PLIP, Property Law
Implementation Plan
(OHR, OSCE, UNHCR)
2003 Law on Construction Land (OHR)
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Table 1 - Operationalisation of in-depth analy$isematic and cross-cutting key processes,
strategies and events shaping urban change diméngetriod of maximum international
intervention.

The steps taken in the realisation of this distertehave followed the sequence of
fieldworks conducted in Sarajevo between 2013 dib2During a five-month stay
in the Bosnian capital, conducted in 2013 (23 Jely-December), | gathered
information regarding the role of primary local aimdernational actors involved in
the ethnic and spatial transformation of the uraeea of Sarajevo during the post-
war period. Subsequently, in spring 2014, | defibeth the research question and
main hypotheses. More specifically, the research @aimited to focus on the role
of the OHR as the main international institutiorthe civilian annexes of the peace
agreement, and for being widely involved in thetpoar and post-socialist urban
transformation of Sarajevo. Coinciding with thidiahtation and the elaboration of
the hypothesis, | defined the main events affectargtory, governance, ethnic and
spatial structures and economy (presented in THi@ operationalise data gathering
and comprehensively analyse the urban transformatioSarajevo and the role of
the OHR. These events were circumscribed to thegef maximum international
intervention at local level, developed between Nwober 1995 and December 2003,
as defined previously.

Subsequently, in the summer of 2014, | conducteal timo-week stays in
Sarajevo to gather information that is held in mimenicipal city archive. All of this
data was processed and analysed during the fisehreh period spent in Sarajevo in
2015 (1 February—31 July). Similar to news procegsbut especially when the
analysis and interpretation of any findings wasseldo completion, the final
interviews with participants and other individualere conducted to complete and
validate information. Indeed, for the validationfwfdings this research has resorted
to triangulation, having used several methods to collect data enstime topic.
Crucially, this validation is not a minor issuearnpost-war context, as some of the
quantitative data available is considered inaceyraind often the information
provided in interviews is either biased or eveniscldsed. Hence, triangulation has
not simply been utilised for the purpose of validgtinformation, rather, the use of
mixed-methods further enriched the level of knowkedn the object of study,
especially when one considers unavoidable datatcgiroings in several of the

processes and events analysed.
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Information gathering and technigues

Undeniably, fieldwork in Sarajevo was essential fbe realisation of this
dissertation. As previously mentioned, this redeaccountered serious difficulties in
data gathering due to non-existence or inaccurdtws, compensation was only
possible, usually with several limitations, throughe use of mixed-methods.
Furthermore, limitations were also caused by thbialis accuracy of some of the
information provided by official institutions. This essentially the case with official
data published by international organisations oe thturn of displaced persons
following housing repossession (chapter four). Ttieda accumulated returns, after
people physically completed the repossession ofyarehomes, but without tracking
afterwards, whether repossession turned into redl sustained returns. Due to the
nature of these shortcomings, most of the quaivétainformation, gathered from
institutions and organizations on the ground, reenhlincluded only in cases in which |
could validate it through other techniques.

Thus, in order to carry out this dissertation, astbeen necessary to resort to
several techniques, most of them only practicetthéncity. Participant observatioras
been conducted during research stays in Sarajevoffeguent conversation conducted
on a face-to-face basis with Sarajevans on theakarid political situationDirect
observation was also central for the identification and anglysf the spatial
transformation in the surrounding hinterland of&@ro. Direct observation employed
an empirical approach, which focuses on the mongyland consideration of what
people see and do in an urban context (Lefebvrd®)1910 overcome any statistical
shortcomings, direct observation has allowed theegdion of new data such as the
database on major new urban projects in the foatralemunicipalities of Sarajevo
(chapter six). Furthermore, and as a useful fieltwechnique, wandering without an
accurate destination while being carried along bgual meetings, (Petonnet 1987)
floating observationactually complemented the process of direct observationnduri
two main research periods in the city.

Indeed, a database on the main post-war urbangsojeas produced through
observational fieldwork, the aim of classifying thenctions of projects developed or
redeveloped, in cases where there was a land-us@mhologic transformation during
the post-war period. Undoubtedly, this identifioatiof new urban projects did not

produce an exhaustive list, but was sufficientlyresentative to capture any differences
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between a dynamic perspective and a functionalppetsre during the period under
consideration. Moreover, the identification of themporal patterns of new
constructions, facilitated by the website Saraj@mstructior® (SC 2016), was also
utilised to comprehend the pace of post-socigtiatial urban transformation of the city.
Interviews and the consultation of historical pret of the city from a pictorial
bibliography which covered most of the city (i.erst®jevic 1994), allowed me to
contrast and confirm any new urban projects idedifluring these fieldworks.

Archival researchwas central to this thesis in order to obtain mmaxn
evidence on key processes, strategies and eveakgsad for the period 1995-2003,
(this frames the analysis conducted between chapteee and five). The OHR’s
website was a primary source of information witlgn#icant documentation on
legislative and executive performarféeMany of the decisions taken by the High
Representative are available, along with statemamdsinterviews. Also accessible are
reports from different OHR departments, includihg series Economic Newsletters and
Human Rights Reports. Moreover, documents fromikernational Criminal Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) were also constllte obtain further details for
chapter two, which deals with war and the attentptdivide Sarajevo ethnically.
International media such abhe New York Timesr The Washington Posiwere
consulted, as they are digitally accessible anéresxvely covered the early war and
post-war stages.

Furthermore, as it was the major newspaper in gdefation of BiH at that
time, Oslobodjenjewas the main local source especially during thetq@r period
when international media coverage on the city wagmifscantly reduced. The
newspaper is not digitally available for the perimmhsidered so it was necessary to
conduct a physical revision in the local archiveadfnewspapers covering the period
1995 and 2003. All news relevant to the consid@redesses and events were pictured
and subsequently systematized. Following an indralysis, (and since my ability in
the former Serbo-Croatian language has not reattteetevel of an independent user),
newspapers that provided new and relevant infoonatvere translated later to fully

and accurately understand the content. Anothell lo®aspaper consulted was SRNA,

2 www.sa-c.nefLast access in autumn 2016)
2L www.ohr.int(Accessed throughout this disseration)
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the news agency from Republika Srpska; this sococgains a daily digital news brief
in English which covers the period between Marc86land August 199%.

Essentially,interviewswere a central technique in order collect andded# any
information achieved through other techniques aurses. More than sixty semi-
structured interviews — and countless informal riieavs — took place during my
research in Sarajevo, Barcelona and the Washirfg@marea. Most of these interviews
were conducted during my two research stays inj&aryaDuring the exploratory
research visit, | conducted thirty preliminary mviews to gather information on the
urban transformation of the city during the postweariod, considering the spatial,
ethnic and material dimensions, and the role ofoirtgnt local and international actors.
The “snowball technique” was used to identify induals who could provide
information in every field (Farquharson 2005).

Thus, officials from the OHR, the UNHCR or the WbBank were interviewed
to frame the international involvement. On the otland, local authorities and
technicians working in the planning and developmiaistitutes from the Sarajevo
Canton and East Sarajevo were also interviewedettebunderstand the role and
performance of local institutions. Interviews wemeostly digitally recorded and
subsequently transcribed. After these preliminamerviews and the concomitant
observational fieldwork, the focus of the reseazchcentrated on the role of the OHR
as the main international institution comprehergivievolved in the transformation of
Sarajevo. Furthermore, the initial interest andufoon the physical reconstruction and
the material post-socialist urban transformatiomabened to include the ethnic
dimension and the territorial division between §armaand East Sarajevo.

During the second session of fieldwork, having pesed any archival work, |
conducted sixteen final semi-structured intervietes validate and complete the
information obtained through archival research,eobational fieldwork and previous
interviews. In a number of final interviews, twoogps were targeted: (1) local and
international actors directly involved with evemsalysed, this included members of
the OHR, civil society, local politicians and offits; and (2) academics or journalists
whose purpose was to fill any existing gaps duthéoimpossibility of contacting some
of the main actors or the lack of concretion frarterviewees in some central issues. In

cases in which the interviewee did not permit digiecording, handwritten notes were

22 http://www.hri.org/news/agencies/srriaast access in autumn 2015).
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collected. Purposely, the use of a digital recaapgtares meta-data, such as silences,
evasions or nonverbal signals. Importantly, meta@a an integral part in the process
of data collection and analysis in the context olitgal violence and other political
phenomena (Fujii 2010).

Finally, this dissertation incorporates the humaneshsion to avoid relegating
or erasing people’s experiences and everyday utadeliags of the phenomena under
guestion (Megoran 2006). Thus, during the secosdareh stay, nineteen biographical
interviews were conducted with Bosniaks and BosMarbs living in Sarajevo (seven)
and East Sarajevo (twelve) in an attempt to grhsgited experiences in its urban area
since the late 1980s. These interviews were corduttiring the last week of my final
research visit in Sarajevo and aimed at procuringhér information especially
necessary for chapter six, which deals with theerrspatial and ethnic configuration
in the immediate area of Sarajevo. As the focuthisf dissertation is on Bosniak and
Bosnian Serbs actors, all biographic interviewsenmynducted with persons belonging
to these two ethnicities. Several informal intewsetook place with Bosnian Croats
during the course of this dissertation but notualssystematised way.

Thus, the Bosniaks and Bosnian Serbs intervieweddigtinct socio-economic
backgrounds and were thirty five years or oldebédter capture the full experiences
from the entire period under consideration in thissertation. All the people
interviewed from East Sarajevo were Sarajevo Setusleft the city due to war. These
biographical interviews included questions regagdiii) life before war, (2) life during
war, (3) housing repossession or return to Saraj@yaivision of Sarajevo, (5) current
daily life and spatial practices, and (6) ethnic®nce again, these were semi-structured
interviews, as questions could be slightly modifiedncorporate issues that were more
sensitive in cases in which there was a rappott informants?® Finally, and for ethical
purposes, this dissertation protects and does obtish the material obtained in
interviews. Unless any person expressed othenthiseanonymity of all interviewees is
protected. In the case of biographic interviews\dweritten notes were taken in all cases
to avoid any discomfort to informants who are galigmot used to interviews. In cases
where informants could not comfortably converse Hkmglish, an interpreter
accompanied me in order to create a more favourabronment, easing thus

communication and improving my understanding.

%3 Because of these slight modifications and thetivelly reduced number of the sample, data from
this type of interview is not processed quantitinin the dissertation.
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Structure of the dissertation

Contextually, this chapter ends with a breakdowgarding the structure of the
dissertation, which essentially contains five fertichapters and a conclusion. Chapter
two contextualizes the historical evolution of ttigy in terms of its urban expansion
and ethnic coexistence prior to addressing theesaygl the signature of the Dayton
Peace Agreement, which culminated the ethno-tealtdivision of its urban area. In
chapter three, there is an analysis of local etfatmcpractices consolidating the ethnic
division in the area of Sarajevo, and the OHR’stiga action(s) to create multi-ethnic
institutions and tackle land allocations aimed ahsolidating ethnic majorities. In
chapter four, it is addressed the early lack oflementation of Annex VII, which
recognised the right of people to return to pre-wames, by both local and
international actors. Subsequently, it focuseshenegmpowerment of the OHR, which
became the final authority in Bosnia, and the adopbf the Sarajevo Declaration to
rebuild ethnic diversity in the Bosnian capital. &pter five focuses on international
intervention in the political and economic realmanhed by liberal peace-building, with
both interventions producing limited and even ceuprtoductive outcomes until the
year 2003. Meanwhile, chapter six addresses theadmpn the current spatial,
functional and ethnic configuration in the areaSafrajevo, of the transition towards a
market economy and the division between Sarajevtd Bast Sarajevo. Finally,
conclusions are presented in the final chapterremdthg analyses conducted in
respective chapters and in relation to the threpotieses formulated for this

dissertation.
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2. The destruction and division of Sarajevo

This chapter contextualizes the profound transftionathat occurred in the city of
Sarajevo from the early 1990s until the signatdréhe peace agreement. It does this in
order to frame the analyses conducted in subseaqiapters, on the role of the OHR
and urban changes during the post-war period.l¥iis{presents Sarajevo’s specificity
in terms of human diversity and the historical unbation of the city. It is followed by
analyses on the emergence of ethno-national paitieag the demise of Yugoslavia
and the subsequent territorialisation campaignheySDS to ethnically divide Bosnia
and Sarajevo. As highlighted in this section, tliESeadership conceived the city of
Sarajevo to be a central priority in the policyd®ate a Bosnian Serb statelet. Such
policy, crucially, found a strategic ally in the ¥{s approach to Yugoslavia in the
post-Cold War context. The siege of Sarajevo cotetliby Bosnian Serbs is effectively
analysed along with the SDA and international pennces. Finally, the resolution of
the conflict is addressed with a considerationathkihe final solution for Sarajevo and
the defined role of international institutions ihet implementation of the peace
agreement in order to develop the role assignetlddOHR within the peace-building

mission.
Sarajevo: common life and urban expansion until theearly 1990s

Bosnia and Herzegovina is emplaced in an area whst@rically great religions
and great powers of European history overlapped camdbined, i.e. the empires of
Rome, Charlemagne, the Ottomans and the Austro-htiarg, as well as the faiths of
Western Christianity, Eastern Christianity, Judaigmd Islam (Malcolm 1994).
Furthermore, both Bosnia and Sarajevo are ackngebtbdas significant historical
territories where, generally, different religiousonamunities have coexisted in
significant harmony: sometimes as rivals, sometiaedriends; sometimes as equals,
sometimes in relationships of dominance and subatigin; sometimes in multicultural
harmony, and sometimes in discord (Markowitz 20T¥existence implies a common
history, with people belonging to the same cult{&adjelic 2003; Lovrenov 2001).
As claimed by Ivan Lovrenovic (2001), the essenteéhe Bosnian cultural identity
during the Medieval period was composite integratwith the parallel existence of
several traditions (Muslim, Orthodox, Catholic &ephardic-Jewish). The cultural and

spiritual life was firmly defined by religion, bt the level of folk culture, people



mostly had a common ethnic origin, speaking onegguage and having common

features regarding mentality:

Our heritage is ambivalent and dialectic, as isr@ature: we are a “sum” but
we are also a “product”; we have our different axdt and national traditions
but we have the foundation on which they are baitd their limited
interweaving, and this is common tradition. Theeesgs of the Bosnian
cultural heritage is the complexity of its civiltzan, the simultaneity of one
shared and three separate traditions (Lovrén201, p.224).

Significantly, Sarajevo has been such a place libtter embodies a Bosnian cultural
system that historically recognises differencesteénms of religion, ethnicity or
nationality, but in which toleration and coexistenbas been an intrinsic featdfe.
Shortly after its foundation as a city, it brougbgether people from all monotheist
religions. The Bosnian feudal society was esséwtiaulti-religious. The Ottoman
Empire tolerated, and even supported, the presehpeople from other monotheistic
faiths, as seen in the city, by the accommodatfaleas who were expelled from Spain
by Catholic Monarchs for their refusal to convertQGhristianity in the latéifteenth
century (Carreras and Moreno 2007).

Yet, the high degree of tolerance was not circuibedr simply to the five
centuries of Ottoman rule. Importantly, as argugdRbbert Donia (2006a) in the most
compelling work on the historical evolution of tbigy, Sarajevo is a unique city for its
path through history in which human and especiathgious diversity has been its
hallmark since its very foundation in the fifteentbntury. While the tendency of
nation-states to advance in the project of domamally the main ethnic group has been
discussed in the previous chapter, other citie® ftavrtainly experienced diversity and
major historical changes in their composition otiere but the development of the
modern state progressively eroded pluralism basedretigion?® Sarajevo’s path
through history has thus been unique in the sehs¢ the Ottomans, Austro-
Hungarians, and South Slavs Socialists have pramaotedifferent ways, and at
different extents, common life. Eloquent of theris@ind vision of the existing intrinsic

diversity of the city, Sarajevans have traditiopaéferred to such diversity as common

4 Similarly to Lovrenovic, the Bosnian cultural syt is defined by DZevad Karahasan (1994) as
formed of different traditions linked to each othby the contrast in which one defines the othed a
without losing their primordial nature. These eletsebecome part of the system when acquiring new
peculiarities without losing some of the propertiéready possessed.

% These would be the cases, for instance, of Thasisal, Istanbul and Jerusalem.
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life or neighbouring relations instead of multi+eitity, which implies the existence of
differences but not necessarily intermixing betwdgferent groups:
Sarajevans have long used the concept of neighbessl to express their
respect for those different faiths and nationaitieanifest in the practices of
mutual visitations and well-wishing on holidaysvasll as everyday cordial
relations. Common life is neighbourliness writ kargt embodies those
values, experiences, institutions, and aspiratisingred by Sarajevans of

different identities, and it has been treasuredrmst Sarajevans since the
city’s founding (Donia 2006a, p.4).

Religious rivalry and violence were not part of Bi@ss heritage (Donia and Fine 1994;
Malcolm 1994). Generally, members of the threehfaitolerated each other and
religiously motivated wars seldom took place. Bassidid not fight one another as
members of religious sects during the Ottoman peaiod when rebellions against the
Ottoman rule occurred; wars were not perceivedebgious clashes between Bosnian
groups but against the regime and the social didenia and Fine 1994). During the
period of Austro-Hungarian domination, religiousilaftion progressively transformed
into a national consciousness among the Orthodbichaconsidered themselves Serbs,
and Catholics who became Croats, while the sulistitwf religion for national identity
among Bosnian Muslim was more compféxThus, national or ethno-confessional
communities became more distinct and almost abbsSand Croats were aware of their
nationalities based on, and largely congruent, whigir religious identity (Andjelic
2003; Donia 2006a).

The first serious rifts among the Bosnian peoplmeanto being despite the
campaigns of the new Bosnian nationalist partiegalieed during the Habsburg
constitutional period, between 1910 and 1914. Thisdlamentally represented elite
struggles as co-nationalists in Serbia and Crdedth different goals, i.e. pursuing the
inclusion of Bosnia (Donia 2006a). A first episodeviolence along ethno-national
lines occurred following the assassination of Axdkel Franz Ferdinand, in which
Croats and Muslims engaged in violent anti-Serbatestrations during the evening of
28 June and much of the following day. Subsequettily Kingdom of Serbs, Croats,
and Slovenes did not ameliorate from such tendsrgspite efforts from the Royal
authorities. Later, during the Second World War they was under four years of

% Even during Socialist Yugoslavia, Bosnian Muslidefined group identity principally by religion
and not nationality, like Jews. Thus, Muslims cowdopt Serb or Croat national identity while
participating in public life as Muslims. This chat during the 1971 census, and subsequently
recognised in the Constitution of 1974, Muslims Idodeclare themselves ethnically rather than a
religious group.
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German military occupation and politically integrdtin the Independent State of
Croatia (NDH), the Axis state dependent on Germgpart. Governed through terror
and intimidation along ethnic lines, the occupati@sulted in the extermination of
Sarajevo’s Jews, the same harsh repression cowdaganst Serbs (Malcolm 1994;
Donia 2006a).

Liberated on 6 April 1945 by Tito’s Partisans, taracter of common life once
again blossomed quickly during Socialist times. dtaed by a policy fostering
interethnic relations, and being a republic witmajor diversity, Bosnia and especially
Sarajevo reached the highest rate of mixed masiagethe multi-ethnic Yugoslav
federation. A choice of generic instead of sectidimst names for children and a wide
variety of cultural productions transcending, mgirand even caricaturising the
constraints of ethnic boundaries, expressed bd#réathnic tolerance and pan-ethnic
solidarity (Markowitz 20105’ Sarajevo was indeed much more than an ethnically
mixed city and acquired cosmopolitan features, amympeople often completely
neglected ethnicity or were simply not aware abpas claimed by Igor Stiks, Bosnian
Croat novelist from Sarajevo:

We lived together and we did not know what we wesen the point of view

of the national identity. For me, my central idgnivas Sarajevo; citizen of

Sarajevo was, of course, and then Bosnia. | diglaly know which was my

ethnicity (and | am not sure yet if | know it, oo d want to know it), but we
discovered that when Communism knocked down (N20€8, p. 69).

The urban expansion

Similar to previous eras in which common life hadeb promoted under
different means and in varying measures, the cifyegenced three major waves of
urban expansion during the Ottoman period (espgdmtween 1460 and 1600), the
period under Austro-Hungarian administration (1888t4) and during Socialist
Yugoslavia (from 1945 until the 1984 Olympic Game3jtoman authorities founded
Sarajevo as a town on the site of the medievdesatnts of Tornik and Brodac in the
mid fifteenth century and proclaimed it as a cityidg the early sixteenth centuf¥.
Historically, the city developed in a particularogeaphical and environmental setting

along the Miljacka River plain, where it subseqiyerftecame a cultural, religious,

" As analysed by Tone Bringa (1995), in rural ardmse was a sense of sharing a locality and a
history with members of the other ethnic groupslevbeing aware of boundaries and differences. When
Yugoslavia faced dissolution, those differences llaal been innocuous, were politically exploited.

%8 Traces of settlements in the area of Sarajevolsiatk from the Neolithic Age.

48



political and commercial urban centre in the Batkander Ottoman rule (Carreras and
Moreno 2007).

Its modern development began in the eastern edgeniarrow river plain and
became urbanised following an irregular plan whéclapted to contours but with a
strict separation of public and private spaces. dale, authorities planned a
functional specialization that differentiated pteaand public space, i.e. residential
areas and other urban functions. In the flat settterbazaar —-named Bas$Sija— was
built as a typical urban unit of Islamic cultureatralso combined religious, political,
economic, and military institutions (Ib.). On thther hand, the residential areas were
developed uphill and were divided into neighboud®ocalled mahalas. These
residential areas comprised between thirty ang friditional ottoman houses, known
asTuka.All the while following social norms, a peculiarigxisted whereby the facade
opened onto an inner courtyard that separatednegior and familiar space of the
street, and in turn, the patio wall prevented tieenof the interior from the outside. The
number ofmahalasgrew continuously, reaching over one hundred lgyehd of the
sixteenth century (Donia 2006a).

During the period under Austro-Hungarian rule (1-8838), the city
experienced a significant transformation causethbyintroduction of capitalism and a
first wave of industrialisation, which resulted the initial westward expansion
alongside the Ottoman bazaar. The urban model mgréed by the Austro-Hungarian
authorities imitated the European capitalist cibé€entral and Western Europe, where
there was high urban density and housing in therglearea (Carreras and Moreno
2007). These buildings of European design had akfleors, were multifunctional and
multi-family and along with equipment and infrastiwres, reorganized commercial
forms and public spaces. Indeed, large avenueshwhigre adapted to the tramway
were opened, and the streets became the main @pialee, replacing the organizational

role ofmahalas®®

29 More specifically, under the figure of Benjamin Ik, joint Minister for Finance, Sarajevo re-
arranged the central urban space inspired by VierRRengstrasse. This large project was conceived in
the spirit of romantic historicism and set out dgrihe second half of the nineteenth century téacep
the medieval walled fortifications with monumentatructures (Donia 2006a). Yet, Sarajevo’s
geomorphologic setting along the Miljacka Riveripland the architectonic legacy, with few medieval
fortifications, prevented reproduction of the saaneirclement project. Prominent architects suchos#p
Vancas thus imitated Vienna’s trends on a more iosleale. This reproduction was adapted to local
specificities of the Ottoman legacy and diversityadigious communities.

49



A feature of the urban fabric, well known in theéygis the close disposition of
the temples, cultural, and educational institutioheach religious community. Such
disposition was established during various Ottompanods, as demonstrated by the
presence of the old Orthodox and Catholic churéhd®ascarsija, which subsequently
continued during Austro-Hungarian and Socialist &slgvia. During Austro-
Hunagairan rule, and on the initiative of Josip ®8) any building following the
existing architectonic style in the city, i.e. tlB®snian style, was encouraged by
financial incentives. With the adaptation of theeMniese models to Bosnian conditions,
Vancas aspired to valorise all Bosnian communibgsencouraging religion as an
alternative to secular nationalism. Thus, aftengiesg the Catholic cathedral and the
Regional Government Building — the current PresigeBuilding located in Marsala
Tita— in the late 1880s, he designed several reptatve buildings including a hall for
the Muslim Reading Society, the Hotel Central antueish-style bath named Isabeg
Isakovic after Sarajevo’s founder. These threedmugis were designed in neo-Oriental
style, i.e. a variant of romantic historicism ingoi by Islamic architectural motifs
rather than European historical eras (1B.).

In terms of urbanisation, Sarajevo was neglectethguhe inter-war period by
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. Inelyitéhis was to the detriment of the
cities that represented the nations of the firsgo&avia, i.e. Belgrade, Ljubljana, and
Zagreb®! The city thus became stagnant due to the econandigolitical crisis and did
not experience any remarkable urban expansion téesireasing its population from
58,000 in early 1919 to approximately 90,000 byl19@onia 2006a). It can be seen,
therefore, that a significant material transformatof Sarajevo did not occur until the
period after the Second World War, during Socia¥sigoslavia (1943-1992) under
Tito’s socialist rule which lasted until his death1980. Moreover, it was during the
socialist period that a profound social and ecowoitnansformation took place,
promoted and led by the League of Communists ofoglayia. For example, the rise of
the urban population in the whole country which Wess than twenty percent in 1949
compared to approximately fifty percent in 1981 gam 1990). Furthermore, the

urban legacy experienced a deep transformatiomglihie early stage of the Socialist

% The construction of monumental buildings with dettural features of Islamic East was conducted
by other Viennese architects as displayed by theseqquent development of the most representative
building of Sarajevo, the Vijecnica, which was deped in the eastern edge of the city.

31 Kingdom of Yugoslavia replaced the official nanfettee Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes
in October 1929.
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rule, when the inherited housing stock was natisadland in some cases subdivided to
tackle growing demands. Similar to the Ottomanqakriand that could not be privately
possessed in urban areas was nationalised. Apparaathorities had complete power
to plan urban development, a key feature of thétisturbanisatior-

The urban development of the city sought to fuffie socialist principles of
egalitarianism in relation to employment and hogsirthis was considered a
fundamental right of any citizen. Rapid industsation in Bosnia, following-on from
the war, was evident in the industrial sector whveas sixty seven percent higher
during the first post-war year rather than the saévalent prior to the Second World
War (Andjelic 2003). It triggered a massive rurdban migration that produced, and
was simultaneously a product of, the major prooéssbanization in the contemporary
history of the Western Balkari$.Indeed, the transformation of Sarajevo took place
within the profound modernisation of Yugoslavia,igfhwas one of the most rural
countries in Europe after the end of the Secondl®arar. Public construction of
housing took place mostly in the flat valley bottdinnough the erection of modernist
residential complexes developed westwards in theji®vor area®*

Contextually, Sarajevo experienced the most importperiod of urban
expansion in its history, multiplying several timée territory of the urbanised area
built during the previous five centuries (Figure The total urban population grew from
99,000 to 244,000 inhabitants between 1948 and,Ir@¢drding an annual population
growth rate of 6.4% which represented the thirdhegj growth in Yugoslavia
(Hamilton 1979). As a result of the process of arbation under socialism, most areas
developed from the late 1940s until the early 1980se municipalities of Novo
Sarajevo and Novi Grad (in neighbourhoods such ras@ca, Hrasno(Cengi Vila or
Alipasino Polje) were built following theikroraion model in which districts formed a

nested hierarchy ensuring a hierarchical provisioservices.

%2 private property was not prohibited and constitute main category in rural areas.

% Industrialisation ensured that in major fieldstsas electric energy, coal mining or wood industry,
figures doubled or tripled in the 1940s, resultingthe development of several large and successful
companies that functioned as monopolies in the gdamned economy. Bosnia’'s industry was based on
mining, metallurgy and other basic manufacturinglustries while Sarajevo’s companies such as
Energoinvest, Sipad and Unis were usually withie tien largest companies in Yugoslavia and
developing significant international activity (Ardic 2003). These companies competed in internakion
markets especially as a result of the relationstig@y&loped with countries belonging to the non—Adig
Movement.

% Socialist realism was officially the architectusayle of the Communist Party, but not implemented
with such rigidity in Yugoslavia. In 1950, the Ass$ation of Yugoslav Architects voted to abandon
socialist realism as a guiding philosophy for thedark (Donia 2006a)
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Chapter 2. The destruction and division of Sarajevo
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Figure 1. Sarajevo’s historical urban expansiomur&a author.

For all that, nationalisation of any inherited hiogsstock and public development and
urban expansion did not mean that private housiisgpgeared. Actually, private
construction in Sarajevo was not unrepresented dmitin other urban centres, the
figures for such was below public housing, withragortion of 46-54% in favour of
public housing in 1985 (Urbanigki plan Grada Sarajeva 1990). Private housing was
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generally single-family households built at the skirts of the city or on the slopes
surrounding the urban central areas. Socially-ovapattments belonged to the state or
a state-owned company that provided housing forl@yeps and was financed from a
fund to which every employee was required to malemtribution. The tenant of a
socially-owned apartment paid minimal rent anddbeupancy right could be inherited
by a family member. Individuals living in tempor&sidences or those with no option
to improve their apartments through the housingcalion system built their own
apartments to find more practical and secure swigti Clearly, Sarajevo displays the
bounded duality between the urban fabric and fonelism of the socialist period
between the high-rise residential buildings on tdjacka valley, with unique
expressions of modern urbanism, and the mainly lesifagnily houses on the
surrounding slopes and suburbs, as it will be a®alyn chapter six.

The 1970s and 1980s were especially dynamic cllifuaad the city became
dominant in Yugoslavia through film and music protion>® Sarajevo’s urban
expansion under socialist rule took a step furthethe late 1970s, on the eve of the
celebration of the XIV Winter Olympics. The cityadministration expanded to ten
municipalities in 1977 with the addition of the giebouring municipalities of llijas,
Hadzici, Pale and Trnovo (Figure #¥)These municipalities were annexed to the city in
anticipation of further urban expansion, albeit sashthem related to the developments
conducted to celebrate the Olympics. All four pleeial municipalities had small urban
settlements that were functionally linked to théy,cpossessing some factories and
transportation facilities. In addition, each onel Isanall villages and extensive areas of
underdeveloped rural land generally in mountaintarsain. The Winter Olympics
brought a modernization of services and infrastmgctsuch as the neighbourhood of
Mojmilo, built as the Olympic Village, Zetra Spoi@entre, the Unitic Towers and the
Holiday Inn Hotel. Following the celebration of tNeéinter Olympics, the city finally
stalled its urban expansion mostly due to the amgeconomic crisis.

% The Yugoslav new wave period, considered the sicloé pop and rock music, hit the Bosnian
capital and led to the creation of several impdrtgoups, such as Bijelo Dugme and Zabranjeno Reisen
In the district of Kosevo there was the emergencamourban sub-cultural movement known as New
Primitivism, in reaction to the New Romanticism gweninant in the UK at the beginning of the decade,
in which the film director Emir Kusturica was on&tbe more regular contributors (for more detaits o
sub-cultural movements in Sarajevo during the sed¢aGolden Age, se€engi and Martin-Diaz,
forthcoming).

% Previous municipalities were Centar, Novo Sarajéid#a and Vogo&. Centar was reorganised in
Stari Grad and Centar, and Novo Sarajevo into NBamajevo and Sarajevsko polje (renamed later as
Novi Grad).
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By 1988, and amid pressure from the IMF for ecomomastructuring, the
Yugoslav economy was in extreme crisis with unemplent higher than sixteen
percent, a decline in industrial production (sixgeat in Bosnia) and an inflation rate
that had reached 160 percent (Ramet 189®oreover, in Sarajevo, internal economic
crisis was accentuated by the international palitinstability in the Persian Gulf. The
Iragi invasion of Kuwait affected many Sarajevans #he construction firm
Hidrogradnja had an estimated 2,400 employees wgr&n projects in Iraq. Equally,
the large energy firm Energoinvest was owed somk riBlion by Iragi constructors
(Donia 2006a). In early August 1990, inevitably,riers started to return to Sarajevo
from Iraq.

HadZi¢i @

HADZICI

TRNOVO

Trnovo @

® Urban center ~
—— Municipality boundary
‘ River

\ Urban Sarajevo

Figure 2. Sarajevo’s urban administrative compaositince 1977. Source: author.

%" In the early 1980s, in fact, Yugoslavia had aleadcumulated a high debt of about $18,000
million. The situation was getting worse (similardther socialist countries) and by the end ofttheade,
inflation exceeded 200% and the unemployment tatedsat fourteen percent (Andjelic 2003, p.51).
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The emergence of political pluralism

Amid a huge political crisis and tense environméme, fourteenth Congress of
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (most netdbé final Congress) took place
in January 1990. The Slovenian delegation propasmderal motions such as the
transformation of the League of Communists, thevigion of clear guarantees of
dissociation on a constitutional basis and alsmm@demnation of Serbian economic
blockades imposed in December 1989 to their repulii motions were rejected by
the Serbian block, however, without any attempnegotiation. The Slovenian and
Croats delegates withdrew from discussions and esuently the Bosnian and
Macedonian representatives decided it was futietdinue (Ramet 1999).

Hence, the League of Communists of Yugoslavia tigimted in early 1990
while multiparty elections had been scheduled ireotepublics. In order to prevent any
risks of nationalism, in a territory with an ethalig mixed population, parties organised
along ethnic principles were prohibited by law dgrisocialist rule but the ban was
overruled by the Constitutional Court in June 19@ten other republics had already
celebrated elections (Andjelic 2003). The Bosni@madgue of Communists that turned
into a social-democrat party (SK-SDP), and the Ruwists (Alliance of Reformist
Forces led by Prime Minister, Ante Markovic) wehe tonly two pan-ethnic parties in
terms of programme and support (Cohen 1995). Betvivay and mid August of that
year, even before the ban was lifted and withim@text ofexpanded opportunities for
the emergence of new political movemer#f)Z, SDA and SDS were founded and
respectively represented Bosnian Croats, BosniaisBasnian Serb¥. By identifying
members of a single ethno-national group as thespective constituencies and
appealing to them only during elections, all thre@in nationalist parties more or less
contributed to the process of ethno-politicizateomd ethnicisation of Bosnian society
after decades of inter-ethnic policy in Socialistg¥éslavia, illustrated by the slogan so
often championed of “Brotherhood and unity”.

% SDA was established prior to the lifting of thenb&imilarly, HDZ had started to set up party
branches in Herzegovina from neighbouring Croatidote the ban was dropped (Andje2003).
Furthermore, the emergence of SDS was influencethbyformation of SDS in Croatia, with initial
conversations taking place Belgrade in the winter of 1990. Under SDS leaderCioatia, Jovan
Raskovic, publically stated the intent to extendSSbBto BiH as soon as its ban on ethno-nationaigsar
was lifted (Maksic 2014).

% As defined by Adis Maksic (2014), the concept tfne-politicization refers to the activities of
ethno-national elites that elevate the politicdevance of ethnic affiliations. The politicizationf
ethnicity at the elite level is mutually constitigiwith a more general social ethnicisation seaids to a
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Importantly, all three nationalist parties had eiént visions on the future of
Yugoslavia and the status of Bosnia and Herzegowoathe SDS party, the prospect
of an eventual separation of Bosnia from Serbia wagenuine prospect, amid the
increasing political crisis of the Yugoslav fedeyat On the other hand, Bosniaks in the
SDA and Croats in the HDZ generally considered rfexeration acceptable, with or
without Serbs (Cohen 1995). SDA was the most indeget party just as long as SDS
and HDZ had respective powerful patrons in Serbih @roatia. HDZ was actually a
descendent of the Croatian HDZ party, with the neaver and influence lying in
Zagreb, in the figure of Franjo Tudjman (Andjeli©(3). Slobodan Milosevic was
rarely observed exercising his influence over SD&ls pattern was similar before the
war.

Crucially, the future of Bosnia and its integrityasvcontested by Serbian and
Croatian nationalisms in a context in which seveeglublics pursued a transformation
of the Yugoslav federation. In relation to Bosraantestation of Bosnia’s integrity was
illustrated in the famous meetings celebrated inakprdjevo and Tikves between late
March and mid-April 1991, where the elected presisleof Serbia and Croatia set a
framework of negotiations to discuss the divisioh Bosnia between Serbia and
Croatia®® At that meeting there were no specific agreemieutdoth leaders converged
on the idea to divide the central Yugoslav repubdisorting to population exchanges
and episodes of ethnic cleansing, thereby allowiorgan option to create a small
Bosnian Muslim state between a Greater Serbia aadt& Croatia (Veiga 2011).

Franjo Tudjman viewed Bosnia as an artificial cedbiereation and a source of
regional instability and certainly envisioned itarfition, in line with the traditional
Croatian nationalist vision of Bosnia as a Croatiand and Muslims as Croats of
Islamic faith** The Croatian policy to divide Bosnia, however, weasisidered by its

proponents as a possibility rather than a necessitye realised if events required or

broader ethnicisation and vice versa. For that gaep all three nationalist parties created exchusiv
symbolism without interfering with the symbols dher nationalities (Donia 2006a).

“° Dozens of meetings at a lower level followed nregibetween Milosevic and Tudjman in order to
continue negotiations on the future of Bosnia anda@a. In May 1992, once war had started in Bgsnia
further discussion on the division of Bosnian tqu#ce, this time between Radovan Karadzic and Mate
Boban, HDZ leadership having replaced Stijepan iKljuGraz's agreement was a continuation of
Karadjordjevo’s agreement but delimitation of Sarband Croatian territory was not completely séttle

“! Bosnia had internally reorganised the historicadl @ignificant changes which occurred during
Royal Yugoslavia, such as the partition in 193%wiite so-called Cvetkoé4+Macek Agreement.
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demanded same (Hoare 1997pctually, in Bosnia, the HDZ party was led by $ge
Kljuic, a Sarajevan who was loyal to Tudjman anslleadership but disagreed with his
vision and any potential agreement with Milosevichee expense of Bosnia (Glaurdic
2011). As a result, HDZ members signalled mixed sages during the electoral
campaign, which included party leadership callsifierdefence of Bosnia integrity even
at the price of war and others calls from westemrzEgovina advocating for its
separation. This diversity of messages revealedlictomg interests and aims between
Croat people living in central areas of Bosnia ahdse living in Herzegovina
(Klemencic 1994). Croats of central Bosnia, who egally lived in mixed areas
surrounded by the other two communities, usuahyngily supported Bosnian integrity
while envisioning some sort of reorganisation gogyiag their national rights. On the
other hand, Croats from Herzegovina favoured mamical solutions, including a
substantial degree of autonomy or the secessiareaf with a Croat majority.

Fewer differences involved main Serbian politiaztbas both in Serbia and BiH.
SDS in Bosnia and Herzegovina held its foundatiocc@hmittee at Skenderija, in
Sarajevo on 12 July 1990. Thus, it succeeded thmdion of SDS in Croatia in
February, three months before Croatian electionBadsnia, the party was initiated by a
group of distinguished professors from the Uniugrsif Sarajevo and was also under
the guidance of Serb intellectual elites such adrida Cosic, who was heavily
involved in its foundation. Radovan Karadzic wasnimtated President following the
refusal of other professo?$.The cornerstone of the SDS programme was the non-
negotiable retention of Bosnia in a federal Yugodtate or, alternatively, its division
for partial incorporation into an enlarged Serksgate®*

2 While Tudjman argued that a Greater Serbia coudify the boundaries of Bosnia, they could not
refuse what historically belonged to Croatia. Hoare\he preferred a diplomatic solution rather than
military solution because of the Serbian and JNi&dh

43 As analysed by Adis Maksic (2014) in his PhD canirgy the activities of SDS BiH on the political
homogenization of Serbs in the two years leadingauthe outbreak of hostilities in Bosnia. Dobrica
Cosic (a key figure of Serbia’s nationalist revivaho became in mid-June 1992 the first President of
Serbia and Montenegro) was directly involved in #wivities of a Sarajevo-based network of Serb
intellectuals and was especially decisive for tlwmstitution of the leadership of future SDS. Early
activism on the formation of a Serb party in BiH swvmostly initiated by a group of distinguished
university professors from the Faculty of Philosppi the University of Sarajevo who shared ethmidis
interpretations of Yugoslav politics, such as MidrEkmecic, Nikola Koljevic, Vojislav Maksimovic,
Aleksa Buha, Slavko Leovac and Radovan Vuckovico whtablished a collaboration with a group of
like-minded Sarajevo Serb poets.

“41n the context of the dissolution of Yugoslavialgmolicies for its internal reorganisation, remai
in a Yugoslav state would resemble very littlehw Socialist federation under Tito’s rule, espégiafter
the so-called anti-bureaucratic revolution conddidtelate 1980s that allowed the creation of a dwamit
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The nature of the SDS political project was highteyl in an interview given
shortly after the founding assembly. Karadzic wasolute in his opposition to any
efforts to separate Bosnia or the Serbs in Crdadia their mother country, Serbia. He
had previously alluded to threats of disorder aloddshed if such an attempt was made
(Treanor 2002.). Furthermore, and amid threatsasfifvihe future Parliament opted for
anything rather than a federation, Karadzic, inoDet 1990 just one month before the
elections, argued that a future (Greater Serbiadgration would include Serbia and
Montenegro, most of Bosnia-Herzegovina, the Serpgpulated areas of Croatia and
perhaps Macedonia (Sudetic 1990).

Indeed, SDS did not only advocate keeping Bosrdargted to Yugoslavia in a
context of dissolution, but pursued a substantaiad and territorial transformation.
More specifically, the party leadership envisiorib@ creation of a unified ethno-
territoriality that enabled the lives, governmemdasociety of the Serb nation
(Pejanovic 2004). This vision clashed with the hegeneous distribution of different
ethnic groups along Bosnia’s territory. Furthermaiteere was widespread support
among Bosnian Serbs that they would not be castt anir effectively cut off from
Serbia in the eventual reorganisation of YugoslalWiawas thus envisioned that a
confederal rearrangement could be established wihidoded Slovenia, Croatia and
Bosnia, a possibility that in 1990 was seen mokelyi than the independences of
Bosnia and Croatia (Cohen 1995).

Between the two visions emanating from Belgrade @rahtia, which contested
Bosnia’s integrity, SDA found itself in a very dedite position. SDA was the only party
among the three main nationalist parties withoutgoeage from any other Republic in
Yugoslavia. Equally, Bosniaks perceived Bosnia &twizegovina as their homeland
while their respective links with Bosnian CroatsdaBerbs meant they considered
themselves as the most interested and importaniceghoup in the future of the central
Yugoslav republic, with a wide majority considerirtgindivisible. Contextually, the
preference of the SDA leadership was to transfoagoélavia into a confederation.
This was considered the best solution, as it fatdd the maintenance of Bosnia
integrity and also but crucially continued econonaied cultural links with other
republics. This was vital as there was a Bosniakmanity in the Sandzak region
which extended between Serbia and Montenegro, amdhwhad been part of the

pro-Serbian voting bloc within the Yugoslav presicg council after deposing governments allies of
MiloSevi¢ in Montenegro and in the Serbian autonomous poagrof Vojvodina and Kosovo.
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Bosnian Pashaluk (a primary administrative divistdrthe Ottoman Empire) until the
Congress of Berlin in 1878.

It transpired that the preference of the confedamalvas contained in the very
founding programme of the party, released at taegnral meeting held in Sarajevo in
May 1990, at the Holiday Inn. The founding prograimthe SDA party defined this
preference as a political alliance of the citizeh¥'ugoslavia who belong to the Muslim
cultural community and other citizens who accept phogramme and objectives of the
Party (SDA 2017). Moreover, the programme and goblthe party further called for
maintenance of Yugoslavia as a free union of peopled emphasised the particular
interest in the maintenance of Bosnia-Herzegovisaaacommon state of Muslims,
Serbs and Croats (Hadziomeragic 1991; cited in ¢12804, p.27).

These principles were maintained despite the wargermpolitical crisis.
Discussions were conducted with regard to propogaisthe reorganisation of
Yugoslavia in the early months of 1991, betweenrspublican presidents in order to
prevent war and find agreement among republics.sTHlija 1zetbegovic joined
Macedonian President Kiro Gligorov in early Jun8Il@only a few days before Croatia
and Slovenia announced their declaration of indéeece) in a proposal to transform
Yugoslavia into a union of states, virtually a cederation that revived a Slovenian-
Croatian proposal of October 1990. Inevitably, fhisposal was rejected immediately
by Serbian and Montenegro governments. In turrtheeMilosevic nor Tudjman were
convinced and at the following meeting on 12 Juté ¥he six republican presidents,
both leaders actually redirected the conversatioa tliscussion on a tripartite division
of BiH (Ramet 2006).

For Bosniak leadership, advocating for a confedmnatrather than the
independence of Bosnia was motivated by a seriéactdrs. The initial commitment of
SDA to the upholding of Yugoslavia can be explaibgdhe strong attachment of the
Bosnian Muslims to the Yugoslav idea. Furthermatres explained by the specific
influence of the pan-Islamist current that was matnerous but influential in the party.
This current saw the retention of some aspect g@oglavia as aine qua norcondition

for uniting the whole “historical and cultural Musl circle” of the Yugoslav space, i.e.

%>1n 1993, at a Bosniak Congress held in Septenimsnian Muslims decided to officially redefine
themselves as Bosniaks in terms of ethnic belonging
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Bosnia and the Sandzak region (Bougarel 189%ssentially, from a strategic
perspective, Bosniak leadership strongly felt tbhbosing between Belgrade and
Zagreb could lead to the dissolution of Bosniagagied by Alija I1zetbegovic during

the election campaign:

The idea of a confederation is more to my tastejths not realistic today. It
is not time for personal tastes and sympathies, laath trying to be as
realistic as possible... we stand on the positibagual closeness and equal
distance from the Serb and Croat centres (Numark8860, cited in Glaurdic
2011, p.104).

While pursuing the integrity of and defending theedsity of Bosnia in its programme,
in comparison with other ethno-national partiesASddso contributed to the process of
ethno-politicisation in Bosnia discursively or ugirislamic religious symbolism in
political meetings. This created tension with therenliberal wings in the party and this
materialised in September 1990 when Adil Zulfikaipdeft SDA to create the Bosnian
Muslim Organisation (MBO), which adopted an explcinon-religious programme
and pursued a non-sectional politics based on etideintity (Malcolm 1994). Alija
Izetbegovic explicitly claimed that non-ethnic pigls were not a realist possibility in
that context in which there was a real danger of. waradoxically, his argument
showed that in pursuing the integrity of Bosnia#¢govina, in reality, SDA had to
exclusively focus on ethnicity in order to avoidcbming irrelevant! Actually,
Bosniak’s reaction to pressure from the nationalisin neighbouring republics
strengthened their own nationalism by giving greagenphasis to its religious
component, the most distinctive element, and fighfor the preservation of Bosnia’'s
unique character as a multi-national and multigrelis republic (Ib.).

Despite the differences among HDZ, SDA and SD&elation to the status of
Bosnia and Herzegovina during campaigns for theedtder 1990 elections, the three

8 The so-called pan-Islamist current came from teng Muslims organisation, a Bosnian Muslim
cultural organisation emerged in 1939 that was &twith the aim of the spiritual, cultural and rmite
progress of Bosniaks in the former Yugoslavia.degbvic was one of the members of the current, lwhic
became prominent in the top ranks and exercised mWfjuence in the party as argued by Xavier
Bougarel in his different analysis on the party 9191999). Such influence was highlighted by the
aspiration of gathering the Bosniak population ing@slavia, reflected in a SDA political project tha
revolved around three main goals: (1) the sovetgigsf the Bosnian Muslim nation; (2) the
independence, and territorial integrity of BiH; a8l the territorial autonomy of the Sandzak regio

4" More specifically, he told one journalist: “Perlsam four or five years we shall have passed
through minefields to the horizon of civil sociefyor now, unfortunately, our party must be sectiona
The parties that try to represent everyone arelsandl weak. There is a real risk of civil war heoer
main aim as a party is to keep Bosnia-Herzegovigather” (Thompson 1990; cited in Malcolm 1994,
p.219).
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main nationalist parties manoeuvred between muttadicalisation and tacit
convergence to defeat Social Democrats and Reftsmikhe parties ingenuously
combined moderate and radical discourses displagistance of non-aggression and
developing an apparently convergent attitude shgwiilingness to negotiate the terms
of a new BiH (Sasso 2015). Such an image of cotltim and model of coexistence,
which had actually appeared a few months priorhirtfoundation in 1990, was
strategically deployed before electidiOn 4 November, in Konjic, nationalist parties
organised the first joint meeting amid claims och@eful coexistence, in a clear message
that they could collaborate and it would not be bpematic for them to form a
government (Andjelic 2003).

Furthermore, in interviews published by Oslobodgenpm leaders of all leading
parties, the historical heritage of common life waaised while the prospect of an
armed conflict conveniently neglected. EloquenKgradzic claimed that “for a civil
war there has to be a decision, a will...some gdalsme that is a mad and impossible
idea...we can live together; living together hasated some eternal values and
possibilities of continuing to live together” (Kgahic 1997, p.59-60). Among other
leaders, Kljuic was equally committed to coexisterand merely demanded the same
recognition for Bosnian Croats. Meanwhile, Izetbagalaimed that conditions for a
nation-state in Bosnia did not exist unlike corahs in other republics of Yugoslavia;
therefore, the only possibility of avoiding war wasivic republic.

Importantly, Karadzic’s claims of coexistence ptiorelections clearly revealed
a strategy of convergence in order to defeat naimalist parties, which should also
serve to mobilise moderates within the Bosnian Smemistituency. These statements
contrasted with the nationalist propaganda thack&éd Bosnian Muslims, commencing
when Milosevic rose to leadership in 1987 and dyuailised by the SDS leadersHip.
Discourse moderation was part of a series of dmwsswithin SDS leadership that
temporary pursued obscuring differences with SDA&, when Karadzic instructed
activists to portray Muslims in a positive light @dsic 2014). In point of fact, SDS

discourse did not hide its policy positions durihg 1990 election campaign but any

8 Speaking in Sarajevo at the founding conventioKafadzic’s party in the summer of 1990, Alija
Izetbegovic stated that “we were waiting for yowsBia-Herzegovina need you” (Kurspahic 1997, p.60).

9 The bombardment of propaganda from Belgrade b&jen by the summer of 1989, and had the
effect of bringing Bosnian Croats and Bosniaks tge on the same side. Actually, when Tudman'’s
HDZ was founded in early 1990 in Croatia, its a#flcpolicy was the maintenance of the Bosnian
boundary inviolate (Malcolm 1994).
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debate concerning the future of Bosnia was stifpdtlyetical and conjectural at that
time, with Karadzic using events in Croat@ mobilise Bosnian Serbs and articulate
publicly polity positions (Toal and Maksic 201%).

This collaboration was strategically deployed téedenon-nationalist parties on
the left, i.e. former Communists and Reformists] aflowed the three ethno-national
parties to achieve a landslide victory in the etexs for Parliament, the Presidency and
for local councils. This was observed in resultsrfrthe highest legislative body, where
they won 202 out of 240 seats in both chambers jglicd2003)>* Nationalism thus
became acceptable and credible for broader segnuéntise Bosnian society in a
context of widespread and increasing dissatisfactidiich had included some political
scandals that eroded the legitimacy of the LeagtiscCa@ammunists, such as the
Agrokomerc case (Andjelic 2003). Following elecBorthe three parties formed a
governmental coalition with Alija Izetbegovic beirgjected president of a seven-
member multiethnic presidené§.The collaboration among nationalist parties before
elections was only illusory, however, and essdgtidisagreement in relation to the
status of Bosnia became a heavy burden for thergment formed after multi-party
elections. The governance of such a difficulty ather complicated by the existence
of ultranationalist wings in each party, who toakantage of the context of uncertainty
regarding Yugoslavia’s future and increasingly edishe prospect of civil war among
different ethnic groups (Cohen 1995).

Despite differentiating sensitivities within bothet parties and in respective
ethnic constituencies, the period after electiooald be characterised as a dispute
between the Serbs and the two alternative comnesniis Bosniaks and Croats were so
often in agreement concerning either confederaomereign solutions. Quite simply,

the Serbs rejected the secession of Bosnia fronoMagia while the Bosniaks and

0 In Krajina, in 1990, the SDS party in Croatia halceady commenced a campaign, which would
become a guide for Bosnian SDS, to take controlr deeritories of Croatia with a majority Serb
population. Techniques included the radicalisatiérthe Serb population through misinformation and
fear, deployment of guerrilla movements was usettigger violent responses from Croat police and,
finally, to produce violent incidents (prior to JNAvolvement acting on behalf of Milosevic and Serb
(Malcom 1995).

L In the Chambers of Citizens, they won seventy fiezcent of seats while in the Chamber of
Districts it increased to eighty four percent. Ressof local elections had a similar pattern andlyan
two municipalities, Tuzla and Vares, could non-oiadllist parties form government.

%2 A Croat from the HDZ was selected as prime minjsied a Serb from the SDS was chosen to be
president of the republic’s legislature The Presigewas formed by six more representatives disteitbu
by nationality: Fikret Abdic (SDA); Nikola KoljeigiSDS) Biljana Plavsic (SDS), Stjepan Kljuic (HDZ),
Stjepan Boras (HDZ) and Ejup Ganic (Yugoslav b80A member).
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Croats were increasingly reluctant to stay in apuviugoslavia dominated by Serbs
(Klemencic 1994). Unavoidably, the Bosnian governimeonstituted from the first
multi-party elections, was dysfunctional. There v@a8osniak-Croat cooperation and
agreement on many crucial issues as while StjepjnicKled HDZ, the party
collaborated on the preservation of a unified Bassnd Herzegovina. However, the
Serbs boycotted the more important constitutionatussions, thereby blocking the
passage of essential reforms. Also, very shorthgraéstablishing the government
coalition among the three nationalist parties (wvitk implication of a distribution of
political and administrative positions along ethimes) it became evident that the SDS

party had a well defined distinct agenda for botisfda and Sarajevo.

Towards the ethnic division of Sarajevo: SDS’s ethmterritorialisation campaign

and the international partiality in the crisis

Indeed, in a meeting organised by SDS in Banja Linkactober 1990, prior to
the holding of multi-party elections, the Nation@louncil of Serbs in Bosnia-
Herzegovina was established as a quasi executdy leady to work within a parallel
government (Toal and Dahlman 2011; Glaurdic 20¥hile anticipating divergences
between other ethnic communities regarding theistat Bosnia, Karadzic claimed that
the Council would simply focus on cultural and emmnc issues if Serbs did not
become a minority in the Bosnian Assembly and thsefnbly did not pursue changing
the republican character of Bosnia. As a natiohantber, the Bosnian Constitutional
Commission ruled that it was an illegal body andiroked that the establishment of
national chambers would lead directly to a disiraign of Bosnia and Yugoslavia
(Toal and Dahlman 2011).

Led by Radovan Karadzic, SDS articulated a prograntmased on the non-
negotiable continuity of Bosnia within Yugoslaviaas part of a Greater Serbia. This
was a dual-track strategy aimed at holding Bosmia federation. Yet, it often resorted
to threats, albeit working for its division. Equalimportant, the political agenda of
Bosnian Serb leadership was to be achieved witltigad)] material and logistical
backing from Belgrade, and with JNA capacity in awentual confrontation with
Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats (Treanor 2002). Thumks |with Serbia were not
constrained to the foundational process but, ratiiner project to create an exclusive
Bosnian Serb polity was an integral part of theqyoto create a Greater Serbia state
conducted by the main political Serbian actors étgBade.
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As explicitly expressed by Milosevic at a meetingyrepublican leaders in
January 1991, if Yugoslavia became a confederatibmndependent states, Serbia
would demand territory from neighbouring republicdring all eight and a half million
Serbs of Yugoslavia into a single new state (Sade#91). Similarly, Dobrica Cosic
explicitly announced in 1991 that Serbs would @edeir own state in their ethnic
areas if Bosniaks did not accept a federation ofbi&e Montenegro, Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Macedonia, already accepting tissipitity of a Yugoslavia without
Croats and Slovenes (Judah 2000). These claimallyctaflected an ongoing process,
as a political and military plan was elaborated rupduring 1990 in Serbia.
Subsequently titled RAM (the frame), the purposehid plan was the organisation of
Serbs in other Republics, consolidating controlrdatre newly constituted SDS parties
(in both Bosnia and Croatia), and preparing armg ammunition for the eventual
incorporation of these territories into an enlarggetbian state (Cohen 1995; Judah
2000). Hence, newly established Bosnian Serb aslitvere armed as early as 1990 in
several regions of Bosnia including the area ohJgap, in the mountainous Romanija
region that included the municipality of Pale (Ra1@99)>°

In conjunction with the policy led by Slobodan Mikvic, namely to create a
new Serbian state if Yugoslavia collapstuh strategy followed steps taken by the SDS
local branch in Croatia and was constantly cootdishavith Belgrade. As revealed in
documents consulted at the International Crimingbunal for the former Yugoslavia,
there was regular and frequent communication betwadovan Karadzic, Milosevic
and other officials in Belgrade on a broad rangeissties, seen in the content of
numerous telephone conversations later releasedarfor 2002). Actually, SDS
leadership established a client-list relationshiih woth Milosevic’s state apparatus and
a Serb-controlled JNA during that time. In May ahohe of 1991, Milosevic used SDS
in BiH to create a network for the disbursemenswyfplies and weapons to the Bosnian
Serbs and to build a governing structure for th@gated new Serbian state (Glaurdic
2011).

Indeed, this coordinated policy took a further stegpring 1991 when the so-
called regionalization campaign pursued the esatvient of an intermediate regional
level of government between the republic and thaionpalities. Meanwhile, in April
and May several new Communities of Municipalitiegergv formed following the

%3 Other regions included Eastern Herzegovina andtimnian Krajina. Likewise, with the National
Council of Serbs in Bosnia-Herzegovina, these asttook place before elections.
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adoption by Bosnian Serbs of agreements whereltadya majority or plurality. This

establishment was directed or co-ordinated by B8 $1ain Board and included both
the economic and ethnic composition of the existimgproposed regions (Treanor
2002). The Constitution of the Socialist RepublidBiH recognised the association of
municipalities used to promote economic and cultactvities but SDS initiative could

not be legally grounded as it was an ethically Baseglateral mové?

The Communities of Municipalities were progressyvekenlarged and
organisationally strengthened. Afterwards, the esscof territorialisation explicitly
recognised its ethnic nature when on 7 Septemb8d 18DS officials adopted a
resolution in which the Communities of Municipati were proclaimed Serbian
Autonomous Regions (SAO3).Such a declaration, along with revealing the reatfr
the regionalisation campaign, placed the majoritthese areas outside the control of
the central government in Sarajevo and crucialltheat the participation of any other
communities in local government (Klemencic 19949tdbly eager to illustrate the final
objective of the process of ethno-territorialisafi®SDS functionaries openly stated
during the proclamation of the SAO Bosnian Krajithat it was to remain part of
Bosnia only as long as Bosnia was part of a joiateswith Serbia and Montenegro
(Predarovic 1991, cited in Glaurdic 2011). The fation of this illegal political
structure, however, allowed a takeover by Bosnianb Sauthorities of a significant
territory of the Yugoslav republic as the five SA@ltogether incorporated a surface of
almost fifty three percent of Bosnia-Herzegovinantaining 1.8 million people out of
which only forty six percent were Serbs (Klemen&294)>® Moreover, the small
proportion of the Serbian population in some muyabties ensured that local
governments in Prijedor, Skender Vakuf and Kupreged against joining the
Community of Municipalities in the spring of 1991.

Importantly, the ethno-territorialisation of Bosnjeconducted by SDS, did not
exclude the Bosnian capital as seen with the aeadf the SAO Romanija on 17

September; rather it implied a continuation of themmunity of Municipalities of

> Out of the 109 municipalities of the Socialist Bblic of BiH, SDS achieved absolute majorities in
thirty two and relative majority in four.

® The decision had a long form: “Decision on the drmation of Autonomous Regions as
Inseparable Parts of the Federal State Federatigm¥Mavia and Integral Parts of the feral Unit Basn
and Herzegovina, as Well as the Separation of Rtgail Places from One Municipality and Their
Incorporation into Another”.

* Five SAO’s were Eastern Herzegovina, Bosnian KegjiRomanija, Northern Bosnia and Ozren
Posavina, formed in November.
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Romanija. Initially, it was integrated via the mcipialities of Pale, Sokolac and Han
Pijesak, covering an area of 1,600 %ffb.). As Pale was the only constituent
municipality of Sarajevo within the SAO, the foundiSAQO’s authorities declared their
intention to include parts of other municipalitiefsthe city with a majority of Bosnian
Serbs. For the Bosnian Serb leadership, Sarajedoahaignificant position in the
process of ethno-territorialisation. The city waers as a hub connecting the various
Serb territories in Bosnia and, as claimed by RadoKaradzic long before the war,
SDS was already conquering areas that would all@Mibking of Sarajevo and Banja
Luka in a well-integrated territoriality (ICTY 2003

While the policy of Bosnian Serb leadership waagsert authority over areas of
Bosnia, Bosnian Serbs also pursued the expulsitimeafion-Serb population in order to
ensure cohesive and ethnically exclusive terrigoriuch a project was visible in
Radovan Karadzic's statements, during which he esgad several times in 1991, the
desire to either confine or eliminate Sarajevo’ssMus, reflecting his longstanding
animosity towards the city’s multiethnic characterEffectively, in a private
conversation in early September, Karadzic clainted he intended to allow Muslims

the rule of small enclaves, among which half ofagaro was included:

Izetbegovic can have the power in half of Saraj&emica, in half of Tuzla,
and that’s it...they do not understand that thereld/twe bloodshed and that
the Muslim people would disappear (ICTY 2005, 2949.

SDS leadership visions on the capital of Bosnialve discursively over time and
varied depending on the particular audience (D@0i@6b). Harsh words progressively
disappeared as Krajisnik advised Karadzic on beiagchful in his political statements
l.e. to say that only Muslims would die but deldtety say that all would disappear
(Ib.). Karadzic, however, produced further inflamarg discourse in the Bosnian
Assembly on 15 October in the context of the dismus on the sovereignty of the
Yugoslav republic, claiming that Izetbegovic woulike Bosnia and Herzegovina to
hell if he neglected the political will of the Sgwbople:

You want to take Bosnia-Herzegovina down the saighway of hell and

suffering that Slovenia and Croatia are travelliDg. not think you will not

lead Bosnia-Herzegovina into hell, and do not thimkt you will not perhaps
lead the Muslim people into annihilation, becaulse Muslims cannot defend

" Karadzic, born in Montenegro, by 1971 had alrepdlished a poem entitled Sarajevo, in which
he threatened his adopted city and “describedat m®nstrosity, ambiguously straddling the lineasstn
human and nonhuman” (Markowitz 2010, p. 168).
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themselves if there is war. How will you preparemryene from being killed
in Bosnia-Herzegovina (ERN V000-0270, 1991).

While admittedly shocked, Izetbegovic calmly resgech that his words illustrated in
the best way why Bosnia would not likely remainanrump Yugoslavia under the
control of Serbs® Following reactions to the controversial speeddSSeaders began
to use the term separation or territorialisatiorewineferring to the political and ethnic
division of Sarajevo into Bosniak and Serbian pédtsregarding other group®)SDS
leadership did not only practice discursive viokendut among all three main
nationalist parties, it was the leading agent ie frocess of ethno-politicization in
Bosnia thanks to far superior resources (Maksict201

The agenda of the Bosnian Serb leadership to di8a&jevo ethnically was
equally pursued with regard to the process of etemitorialisation. In the spring of
1991, Sarajevo’s government faced a systematic ammpfrom SDS to remove
municipalities from the jurisdiction of the city @dia 2006a). During the course of this
campaign, rival nationalist visions over the cityfisture sparked disputes among
municipalities over budgetary allocations. Most $DS’s members supported the
separation of Serb-inhabited areas from the ciy'sdiction, while SDA and HDZ
leaders supported unity. In April 1991, SDS leadeBale announced their intention to
secede from the city arguing economic reasons. eduiestly, in the autumn of that
same year, SDS leadership moved to expand the’patithority in the area of
Sarajevo beyond Pale and on 25 September the @@y board of SDS established
a committee formed by at least one representatiom fthe ten municipalities of
Sarajevo for the purpose of implementing the stedakgionalisation campaign (Ib.).

Equally, the SDS policy of ethno-territorialisatioras strong and coordinated
with initiatives from the Bosnian Assembly. In tlsense, if there was a failure to reach
a parliamentary agreement up the maintaining of nBoswithin the Yugoslav
Federation, SDS had foreseen the withdrawal froen Rarliament (Pejanovic 2004).
Indeed, only ten days after the Bosnian Parliansgyroved the Memorandum on
Sovereignty on 14 October 1991, Serb deputiestheftParliament and subsequently

formed the Assembly of the Serbian People in Bildt,Y\among all assemblies in the

%8 |zethegovic's reply was: “The words of Mr. Karadl#llustrate in the best way why we perhaps will
not stay in a rump Yugoslavia. The Yugoslavia th&r. Karadzic wants — nobody else wants... |
solemnly declare that the Muslim nation will notaak anyone. But | also solemnly declare that It wi
energetically defend itself. Therefore it cannaiaghpear” (Jergovic 1991; cited in Glaurdic 20123).

*¥In the 1991 Census, Sarajevo was formed by fdrtg percent of Bosniaks, almost thirty percent of
Serbs, ten percent of Yugoslavs, 6.6 percent oatSrand 3.6 belonging to other ethnicities.
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Bosnian parties, including nationalist (SDS and HxaAd non-nationalists (former
League of Communists and Reformists), SDS was thig major party in the
Parliament that rejected the two proposals set bya Alzetbegovic: firstly, a
memorandum of affirmation of Bosnia’s sovereignhdaecondly, a platform of its
possible participation in Yugoslavia if Croatia aBtbvenia were also included. This
double proposal aimed to display the resilience iadépendence of Bosnia while, at
the same time, exposing those within the repubb¢t were working against it (Glaurdic
2011).

The affirmation of Bosnia’s sovereignty was a taghpoint in both Serbian and
Bosnian Serb leadership aspirations. They expeittatl Bosniaks would eventually
succumb to Serb’s blackmail and would eventuallmedo accept the integration of a
new Yugoslav state under their control, as detedtedch intercepts of telephone
conversation between Milosevic and Karadzic @b.)Fundamentally, it implied
activating the creation of parallel institutionsrapublican level and the timeframe for
the Bosnian Serb Assembly was set only a few datgs,lon 24 October, as the highest
representative and legislative body of the Bosi8arb population (Treanor 2002). The
new assembly soon revealed its primary targettsafinist meeting in November, it
called for a referendum of Bosnian Serbs only,cashether they wished to stay in a
Greater Serbian state integrated by Serbia, Mogten&AO Krajina, SAO Slavonia,
Baranja and Western Srijem (Begic 1991; cited iau@&ic 2011f" Its foundation was
another crucial step in the attempt to consolidsdebian Autonomous regions into a
single polity. On 9 January 1992, the Assembly #elbpa declaration on the
Proclamation of the Serb Republic of Bosnia andzEigovina, renamed the Republika
Srpska in August 1992. It included SAO territoreesd was declared a part of the

remaining Federal Yugoslav state, following theeipendence of Croatia and Slovenia.

% In previous months, forms of confederation hadnberplored. Actually, an agreement had been
reached in June 1991 amid the process of ethnitetéatisation conducted by Bosnian Serbs. Adil
Zulfikarpasic and Muhamed Filipovic, leaders of MB®Boshiak liberal founded after having left SDA,
negotiated with SDS leadership to reach an agreearethe status of Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the
authorisation of the Bosnian government (Ramet 1988Be agreement would maintain the integrity of
Bosnia in a confederative association with rump d&lgvia. It included a special status for the Sakdz
region, which would have cultural and administratiautonomy, including self-administration in
education, language and culture. Both Milosevic &@tbegovic accepted the agreement but the later
(Alija) finally withdrew. lllustrating the militarypreparations conducted in Belgrade to create at€@re
Serbian state, Milosevic claimed having acceptéddamands, and they had prevented a catastrophe
when the agreement was reached (Zulfikatpa3gb8).

®1 Both SAO’s, i.e. Krajina and Eastern Slavonijas@ga and Western Syrmia were territories of
Croatia that were declared by the SDS branch iratZran late June 1991, a few months before SAQ’s
were declared in Bosnia.
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Prior to the proclamation of a Serb Republic witlBosnia, Bosnian Serb
leadership endeavoured to establish control ovgnifgtant parts of the Bosnian
territory. On 19 December 1991, the methodologytha takeover was defined in a
document entitled “Instructions for the organizatiand activity of organs of the
Serbian people in Bosnia and Herzegovina in extliaary circumstances” (SDS Main
Board 1991). SDS leadership instructed municipartt® to establish Serb executive
and legislative bodies in most municipalities, thgb the formation of the “Crisis Staff
of the Serb people” and “an assembly of the Sedplee’ The Crisis Staff had to
assume governmental functions in municipalities irdurperiods of crisis. The
composition of staff varied depending on whetherbSevere in the majority in the
municipality (Variant A) or not (Variant B). In thérst variant, both civilian and
military officials, i.e. SDS municipal and Main Buah leaders, the Serb police
commander, the Serb Territorial Defence commandeh® JNA commander of the
area formed these bodies. In the second variartt; pgpresentatives only integrated the
Crisis Staff. Notwithstanding, in both cases thstruction detailed a second stage in
which the Serbian Municipal Assembly had to formManicipal Executive Board
before the mobilisation of police and military it

The inclusion of Variant B revealed SDS plans tcetaver municipalities that
were not under the control of SDS but had rejeatetusion into the Community of
Municipalities such as Prijedor in the Bosnian Kraj With the adoption of the
Instructions, the primary board of SDS abandonedubluntary approach to ethno-
territorialisation that had previously triggeredeimal resistance within the party. The
adoption of a mandatory approach to the so-cakgbnalisation produced a further
step in the process of ethno-territorialisatione dhat also pursued the overcoming of
internal resistances. For all that, at the thirds&m: of the Bosnian Serb Assembly,
Karadzic and Krajisnik proposal’'s, namely, to ceeglarallel municipal institutions
wherever Bosnian Serbs lived, i.e. in all munidiped, was objected to by several
members. They argued that it could disrupt relatioith other nationalist parties and
trigger similar actions by Muslims in municipalgievhere Serbs were in the majority
(Donia 2006aJ>

%2 The so-called democratic centralism practiced thn@national parties, in which local leaders
could debate party policies but were expected loviotheir leaders, was illustrated in SDS attentpts
overcome internal resistances. As President op#iity, Radovan Karadzic coercively used his autyori
over party members to secure application of leddlerdecisions. During 1991, Karadzic frequently
repeated to SDS local leaders the need to resmaty pierarchy and discipline, threatening to fire
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This step, as part of the SDS policy of the etheratbrialisation of Bosnia, was
implemented in Sarajevo five days after instruciom municipal boards. SDS leaders
from Sarajevo’s constituent municipalities formedcmsis staff and the municipal
assembly of llijas, where Bosnian Serbs who weee rttain ethnic group, voted to
withdrew from the city and join the SAO Romanijaofida 2006bf> A few days later,
in early January 1992, SDS municipal leaders cdeat&Serb municipal assembly in
llidza. In addition, Pale’s SDS leaders ensured tinair municipality was prepared to
become the backup capital for Serb-ruled parts ibf. Essentially, managed by the
Sarajevo Olympic Centar since the Winter Olympit4 @84, Bosnian Serb authorities
separated the Ski resort and hotels from their dowm Sarajevo headquarters, thereby
creating their own enterprise (Donia 2006a).

Concomitant with the creation of parallel assensbéied the takeover of public
companies, Pale municipal police set up checkpowmns roads leading to the
municipality. Despite the fact that military acties were more visible in the autumn of
1991, the political manoeuvres of Bosnian Serbsse@e exclusive control over
territories regarded as Serbian went hand in haitld mvilitary preparations from the
beginning of the process of ethno-territorialisati@€igar 1995; Caplan 1998; Hoare
2004; Donia 2006b). Along with this transformatiomo a Serb-dominated force, JNA
armed Bosnian Serbs with the support of politicad anilitary elites in Belgrade who
worked in conjunction with General Nikola UzelatJAl commander of Banja Luka,
from September 1991 to supply arms to Karadzictampditaries (Caplan 1998).

Through the implementation of the RAM plan, Bosn@&erbs were well armed
in the summer of 1991 (Ramet 2066)Also, amid political and military escalation,
Bosniaks and Croats undertook military preparati@fl in advance of the declaration
of sovereignty passed by the Bosnian Assembly ish@ttober 1991 (Hoare 2004). It
also transpired that since the autumn of 1990, Spénsored the formation of two

paramilitary groups; the Green Berets and the &atriieague. Both groups were

everyone on municipal boards who did not follow lgredership line (Treanor 2002). Each party formed
main board that became the highest decision-makidy in BiH. There was also a city board for
Sarajevo and, finally, a municipal board for eaéBosnia’s 109 municipalities. Local leaders could
actually debate party politics and had real powetr their performance should be in line with party
leadership decisions (Donia 2006a).

63 Again, opposition from SDS members to main thertisainitiative was obvious from Radomir
Bulatovic, president of the municipality Centarpoping the division of municipalities.

% By March 1991, the Serb-controlled JNA had distiéldl firearms to Serb paramilitaries and SDS
(51,000 and 23,000 respectively).
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committed to Bosnian sovereignty and territoridegrity. Meanwhile, Bosnian Croats
also had parties such as HOS and the Croatian ZM thve former loyal to the
Croatian Party of Right and the latter associatet the Ministry of Interior of Croatia
and the HDZ. As displayed, through military preparma and rhetoric, all sides were
preparing to resort or respond to violefite.

With political and military preparations being caeted simultaneously and in
co-ordination, Bosnia was moving toward war in gdi992. Despite the militarisation
of all groups, this move was primarily as a resfltthe Bosnian Serb leadership
strategy, directed from Belgrade, which had creatieel necessary structure and
weaponry to wage war (Glaurdic 2011). Military paiegtions were already apparent in
Sarajevo six months before the siege started. if$teaftillery pieces were placed in the
surrounding area of Mt. Trebevic in October 199d,ahe following month, SDS took
military control of Jahorina, the ski resort in tRale municipality. The object of this
manoeuvre was to establish the area as the keyat@entre of INA operations while
members of Serbian paramilitary militias were alyegositioning themselves in
Romanija (Cigar 1995; Hoare 2004). Other actionmlwed the replacement of the
Muslim commanding officers for the Pale TO with erls officer or the transfer of an
anti-aircraft battery with 4,000 shells from a wawase in Zrak (central Sarajevo) to the
outskirts of the city, from where Sarajevo would dmenbed. The following month, in
an article published in the Sarajevo magaZabodna Bosngournalists denounced
the existence of SDS’s detailed plans to besiegeattack Sarajevo and also motions to
evacuate Bosnian Serbs from Sarajevo and realltioate in the surrounding areas that
were under their control after the regionalisatampaign (Donia 2006b, p.15).

Western policy favoured this move regarding Yugadsla(analysed in next
section), and the process of the ethno-territ@adilon of Bosnia continued its
progression in both Sarajevo and Bosnia. Vice BeggiNikola Koljevic pointed out on
the verge of war just how important Sarajevo wasSioS leadership, stressing publicly
that the division of the republic in national commities should start in the Bosnian
capital (Donia 2006b). Culminating a process thad ktarted in 1990, as seen in the
elaboration of the RAM plan, the division of Saxajefficially became a core political

and military goal as soon as war started. In1fiéSession held in Banja Luka on 12

% Even Alija Izetbegovic, who in late 1991 still ésiened a federal solution for Yugoslavia along
with Macedonian President, Kiro Gligorov, did nasahrd violence in the Bosnian Assembly a few
months earlier when, in February, claimed that lwald not sacrifice Bosnian sovereignty for peace
(Caplan 1998).
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May 1992, the Bosnian Serb Assembly adopted thet&jic Objectives of the Serbian
people in Bosnia and Herzegovina” announced by Radd&aradzic (Case No. IT-05-
88-T, 2009). The division of the city into so-call8erb and Bosnian Muslim districts,
with the establishment of effective State authesitin both, was the fifth out of the six
objectives previously defined. Karadzic underlirtbd importance of the city in the
outcome of war while explaining the fifth objectiteethe Assembly:
Sarajevo is strategically in fifth place, but thattle in Sarajevo and for
Sarajevo, seen strategically and tactically, isledisive importance.... Alija
Izetbegovic does not have a state as long as we agvart of Sarajevo...
because the fighting around Sarajevo is decisnietliie destiny of BiH, and

we suspected and said so before that if there wamrait would start in
Sarajevo and end in Sarajevo (Donia 2006b, p.24).

In line with political goals, defined since the fmation of SDS, the agenda of the
Bosnian Serb leadership to divide the city ethihyoaks not exclusive for the capital of
BiH. All Strategic Objectives highlighted the projeof the SDS leadership which was
to create an exclusive and ethnically cleansed iBos®erb polity in Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Thus, the first goal defined the sajam of the Bosnian Serb population
from the two other important Bosnian ethnic comniasithrough the creation of a
State border in BiH (ICTY 2010¥. It soon transpired that these were not simply
political objectives to be achieved peacefully. @ahRatko Mladic was present as this
session and spoke of the need to work on bothamjliand political levels in order to
achieve these Strategic Objectives.

Coinciding with his participation, the content oftspeech and the warlike
environment in which these objectives were appraateithe beginning of war revealed
their military nature. Such nature was subsequentyfirmed by the immediate
dissemination of the objectives to military leadensd army members, and their
implementation on the ground. There were furthedeatial issues in the following
months, as General Milovanovic stressed that the Srategic Objectives were a
doctrine rather than a strategic-level documenfinohg each of the six items as
strategic tasks for the VRS, which became the ntaoi for the expansion and

homogenisation of the Bosnian Serb territory in Bithis idea was soon to be shaped

% Along with the ethnic division of Sarajevo and Separation of the Bosnian Serb population from
the two other important Bosnian ethnic communitehker Strategic Objectives included the constoucti
of a corridor between Semberija and Krajina; sebgrektablishing a corridor in the Drina River sl
effectively eliminating the Drina River as a bordeparating RS and Serbia; thirdly, setting a boode
the Una and Neretva Rivers; and, fourthly, ensuaicgcess to the sea for RS.
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with the formation of the Union of Communities. Bhin its 17" Assembly Session
which took place in Jahorina between 24 and 26 1982, Radovan Karadzic claimed
that they had achieved their war goals thanks té& #dd TO, as the VRS had
conquered about seventy percent of the Bosnianiaigrivithin the first months of the

war®’

The Western policy towards Yugoslavia: paving theyvior the violent ethnic division

of Bosnia

It can be seen that international diplomatic intetion formally commenced in
mid-1991 when Croatia and Slovenia proceeded @ndfly with their plans to establish
independent states by the end of June. Having \&athia three-month moratorium on
the independence (the Brioni Declaration), therm@gonal community substantially
became involved in September when the EC Conferemcéhe former Yugoslavia
(ECCY), chaired by Lord Carrington, was establisnéstern diplomatic intervention
during the disintegration, however, cannot be femtias a reactive performance to the
declaration of independence by Croatia and Slovieatiaather followed a policy that in
practice favoured Serbian aspirations.

Military preparation in Bosnia, especially intersece the autumn of 1991, did
not come as any great surprise to the internatieoahmunity as evidence of the
Yugoslav crisis and preannouncements of a path rasvaiolent conflict in the
Republic were numerous and already in circulatidg. early as mid-January 1991,
when already the JNA had became an institution wuridigosevic’s control, the
president of Serbia in a lunch meeting with Westembassadors announced Serbia’s
plans to carve out a new state un-restricted tddh@ory of the Republic of Serbia if
Yugoslavia was allowed to break up. In line witle tRAM strategy, Milosevic stated
that he was ready to let Slovenia go and that Mawiedwas still under discussion.
Furthermore, it was absolutely clear that Serbhited parts of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Croatia were to be included imthe state:

His warning to the ambassadors was explicit andriglamplied the use of

the army: “If this is not attainable peacefully,eoforces Serbia to use the

tools of power which we possess but they [the otepublics] do not” (Both
2000, p.74).

8" For further evidences of the military nature ol objectives, see pages 8-11 in Case No. IT-05-
88-T (ICTY 2009).
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Despite the context of escalation, an initial resgowas disapproval of the use of force
and the attempts to violently alter the internaldeo. This response was conducted by
the US Ambassador, Warren Zimmerman. However, thest&¥n approach to
Yugoslavia did not change substantially during 198% argued by Josip Glautdi
(2011) in his well researched account of Westelicypdowards Yugoslavia, prior and
during the dissolution, no individual with any wménce on Western foreign policy
wished to see Yugoslavia disintegrate and subsélgugave very little or no support to
the federation periphery, i.e. Croatia and Sloveh&cking the central government in
Belgrade. More importantly, Western foreign polioyt only continued to signal their
support for Yugoslavia’s centre over its periphemell into the war but even
continuously tended to satisfy the strong, i.eb8tan Milosevic, and push the weak
during the succession of early peace negotiaffbnas Glaurdic suggests, the
motivation of Western policy makers, mostly fromitBin, France and the US, was
simple and influenced by the end of the Cold War:
It was the pursuit of stability in the face of aegr upheaval which had
engulfed the whole continent. At a time when the&i€obloc and the Soviet
state were crumbling, the fear of greater turmweéroode the distaste for the
lack of Belgrade’s democratic credentials. Yugosiawas simply not to
become an example for the Soviet Union becausdisiselution of the Soviet
state was seen as a dangerous development witmtiatite nuclear
consequences. Such thinking, however, had oneatrewior. It mistook the
political and military apparatus controlled by Siolan Milosevic for a
willing and able protector of Yugoslavia’s unityhen the motivation of the
Serbian leader was in fact dramatically differahtwas the creation of an

enlarged Serbian state on the ruins of the Yugo&aleration (Glaurdic
2011, p.7).

Importantly, Western policy heavily undermined tipeospect of a non-violent

resolution of the crisis in Bosnia in a contextasigoing war in Croatia. As seen in
negotiations on whether to deploy UN peacemakiogps, the weaker side was ignored
to the detriment of Milosevic, leaving in practiae easy path in attempts to ethnically
divide Bosnia by violent means. Indeed, despite ¢h@ence of Serbian military

preparations to commence armed action in Bosne&apthposal and requests from the
Bosnian government to the United Nations for a pkaeping contingent were ignored.

% Western consensus on the need to preserve Yugbsiaged with the commencement of hostilities
as Germany began to support the cessation of @raatl Slovenia. Furthermore, it implied the begigni
of disagreements in the military and diplomatiddiamong the principal players over virtually every
aspect of Western’s policy (Ib.).
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On 12 November 1991, Izetbegovic called for the edrate deployment of UN
peacekeeping forces to prevent impending violema an 20 November 1991, the
Bosnian government presented Cyrus Vance’'s assisiéima plan that envisaged the
deployment of 2,000 UN peacekeeping troops (Caplarbb).

Amid the increasing insecurity, there were caltsrfrthe Bosnian Serb leader to
create a Bosnian Serb republic from Bosnia by mamlddry 1992 if any member of the
European Community dared to recognize it as a.skéanwhile, on 23 December,
Izetbegovic, President of BiH, formally but unsussfelly appealed to the UN Security
Council to deploy prior mid-January peacekeepingcds throughout the Yugoslav
republic and along the boundary with Croatia andbi&ein order to reduce the risk of a
serious outbreak of violence and secure peace €ih291; Sudetic 1991). In point of
fact, intense military preparation, throughout susnmnd autumn of 1991 with regard
to the security situation in BiH had significantgteriorated due to the war in Croatia.
JNA used BiH territory for launching attacks andngoborder towns became the targets
of Croatian artillery. Furthermore, there was theval of thousands of undisciplined
JNA reservists from other republics, often provgkiesidents by waving Serbian flags
and shouting Serbian nationalist slogans (Maksit720The first death which was
attributed to ethnic motivated occurred in Sipovbew a Bosniak was killed by a
uniformed member of the Bosnian Serb police (of$€® Bosnian Krajina). The town
was surrounded and fired upon and this triggered displacement of about 3,000
Bosniaks to Jajce (Cigar 1995).

In that context, Slovenien Prime Minister, Lojzed?ke, sought to persuade the
West to push the UN to send a mission to Bosniaorder to prevent the outbreak of
hostilities. Finally, he was informed that a peasgkng mission could not be sent to an
area which was still in peace (Ramet 1999). BouBbali noted in his report to the
Security Council on 5 January that UN peacekeegingngements in the region already
anticipated the deployment of UN military observéssBiH and that ‘for the time
being’ no modification of the UN’'s original conceptas planned. This concept,
however, only envisaged the deployment of UN nijitabservers to BiH after the
demilitarisation of the UN Protected Areas in Ciaatvhich in early January 1992 were
not deployed yet (Caplan 2005b). The only Westesponse to military preparations in
Bosnia was the general arms embargo imposed bikhén September 1991, under
Resolution 713 of the Security Council, in respomsethe continuation of war in
Croatia (Ramet 1999).
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Equally important, the refusal to deploy a smahtoogyent of UN peacekeeping
forces was a missed opportunity to prevent thereatbof what would become a brutal
war. The main reasons for the UN refusal includeth lgeneral unwillingness and the
cynicism of high-ranking UN officials to expand thévolvement in Yugoslavia as
well as misjudgement of Cyrus Vance who was thennmaigotiatof® Vance did not
place any pressure on Milosevic and the Bosniab Badership to change their minds
and deployment UN troops in Bosnia as he did nohntwa antagonise Milosevic
regarding the deployment of UN troops in Croatiastigkenly, he considered that
Milosevic needed Vance to work on getting Krajireapekeeping operation ‘off the
ground’ instead of the opposite (Glaurdic 20P1Consequentially, this approach to
satisfy the most powerful, i.e. the Serbian blogks also seen in proposals that took
place in February and March of 1992, for the repigation of Bosnia in order to
prevent the outbreak of war. In this sense, prdpoam Cutileiro and Carrington
encouraged the political ethnic division of Bosar made clear concessions to SDS in
detriment to positions within the Bosnian Presigerithe essence of West's approach
to Bosnia-Herzegovina was captured a few monther lat exchanges between
Carrington and Izetbegovic in May 1992 (lb.). Ba#lig Lord Carrington and his
assistant attempted to persuade President Izetlzegov capitulate and accept
considering the military superiority of the VRS.tRer than trying to dissuade Serbs
from using force, the two European negotiators ubedmilitary capacity of Serbs to
pressure President lzetbegovic into accepting unfable deals as seen in the
negotiations that took place prior to the outbretwar:

The president’s resistance to Cutileiro’s presshmyever, was not a real

political option. The Portuguese diplomat suggestet the acceptance of the

draft was a precondition for the EC recognition Bdsnia-Herzegovina’s
independence. And Carrington told Izetbegovic thag no chance against
the military might of the Serbs. As Carrington fag&plained: “I thought that

it was very much in President Izetbegovic’s intetessettle on the basis of

the Cutileiro plan because it was clear to me thatoverwhelming military

superiority at that time at any rate was with therbS, and they were

obviously being helped.... | mean President Milisevay have denied it, but
they were obviously being helped in a big way” (@thc 2011, p.294).

%9 A high ranking UN official, Shashi Tharoor, claithevhen explaining why Bosnia could not have
UN troops that it was firstly it was necessary thvat happened and, furthermore, that it would bibédr
detriment to attract the attention of the intermadl community before a cease-fire and deploymént o
troops took place.

" The cease fire signed on 2 January in SarajeVowed the adoption of the Vance Plan that
included the deployment of UN troops in Croatia.
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The siege of Sarajevo

In hindsight, western policy in favour of Milosevand an unwillingness to
instigate militarily action to prevent an outbreakkwar on that eve, allowed the Serb
leadership on both sides of the Drina River toamyg forcefully culminate a policy to
create a Greater Serbia in Bosnia, following therimational recognisance of Bosnia’s
by EC countries on 6 April. Active military prepéicas to besiege Sarajevo had started
in the autumn of 1991 and negotiations betweernouariSDS leaders argued that the
city could be blocked at any time (Donia 2006b)t, Yeitial actions to block the city
did not take place until 1 March 1992, at the efhdhe two days of voting for the
referendum for Bosnian independence. Followingcamemendation by the EC in early
1992, to determine whether or not independence rhagbrity support among the
Bosnian population, the Bosnian Assembly approves Holding of the referendum
despite the objection of SDS delegates. Bosniarb $eadership called for the
referendum to be boycotted and, in response, sbauades which were patrolled by
masked and armed men who blocked all roads ledditige city; their alleged purpose
was to secure JNA's stay in Bosnia (Donia 2006a).

Further violent incidents occurred, for example shhooting dead off our people
(allegedly by Serbs angered by the referendum)tia@dubsequent killing of one Serb
who was attending a wedding in Sarajevo’s old Serkrthodox church (Heritage
1992). Meanwhile, the SDS claimed in their publiatesment that the location of the
barricades was for self-defence after the shootdry.2 March, the crisis escalated as
SDA members and supporters erected their own laeg in strategic locations. In
turn, citizens responded to the latest crisis &y ttallied to demand an end to the
obstructions. In further efforts, General Kukangemmoned SDA, SDS and HDZ
leaders to the Presidency building (Donia 2006a&sdite the war in Croatia and the
escalation of tensions in Bosnia, (seen with theidmdes in the city), few people
actually believed that conflict would occur in Sewe. The long tradition of

coexistence in Sarajevo, strengthened during Sstialugoslavia, along with the

" Through the regionalisation campaign and the melélamation of the Serbian Republic of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Bosnian Serbs controlled aboty gi@rcent of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s territory atttha
time and warned that they were ready to defendtlt arms (Sudetic 1992).
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absence of any ethnic enclave in the urban ceateals were powerful elements in the
public perception that war was not possible inditye "

On 5 April, in response to the military escalatiaimousands of people
demonstrated in Sarajevo calling for peace andndéfg the right of coexistence
between ethnic groups. The demonstration procetmiéine Marijin Dvor area, where
the main institutions were concentrated, and pegpatiered in front of the Parliament
before moving towards the Holiday Inn, where theSS[@adership was gathered.
Armed people patrolling the rooftops of the hotebtsat antinationalist demonstrators
on the streets of Sarajevo where a ‘peaceful’ destnation was taken place, however,
this event claimed the first two victims of thedaring siege. Once again, SDS placed
barricades encircling the city and, unlike the pyas occasion, these were not removed
as the Bosnian Serb political leadership and JNAmanders were unwilling to end the
crisis peacefully.

Violence started just before the international camity recognised the
independence of BiH. Indeed, Bosnia was the onlseca Yugoslavia with any
correlation between recognition and intensificatadrhostilities, even though the EC’s
recognition of new states is often considered darakmactor in the aggravation of
conflict in Yugoslavia. Essentially, EC recognitiaras a pretext for Bosnian Serbs to
accelerate a process already put in motion, rakizer a cause (Caplan 1998). While the
SDS brutality in Sarajevo surprised many Sarajevins was an additional step in the
commencement of military escalation as Bosnian Satbng with nationalists from
Serbia took control of Bijeljina and expelled thesBiak population on 1 April. Thus,
the beginning of the siege of Sarajevo followed@ér scale operation in eastern and
southern Bosnia by JNA and paramilitary units fr@erbia, for example, Arkan’s
Tigers and Seselj's Eagles, to capture territormesl expel citizens from other
nationalities.

JNA’s performance was deemed crucial for Pale-Belgrto coordinate efforts
to capture and create purely ethnical territoridsder Serbian rule following the

Slovenian and Croat desertions, it was actually rtfigary force who deployed the

2 As expressed eloquently by Kemal Kurspahic, thel&umental conditions necessary for a war to
break out among Sarajevans did not exist and,hifipened, it would certainly be a dramatic conflic
“look at any of the Sarajevo residential areagedsy, apartment buildings (...) in every one ofrtlibere
are Muslims, Serbs, Croats and Jews living togetifes cannot shoot at “the other” there without
shooting at your own people!” (Kurspahic 1997, pj11
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main effort to divide the city of SarajevdIn early May, General Kukanjac ordered a
general attack on Sarajevo in order to capturePifesidency Building and bisect the
capital of BiH. While the objective of the militavyas todivide the city, part of the plan
was aimed at forcing the Bosnian government totokghe (Hoare 2004). JNA's attack
included other actions such as the bombardmeriteoTV relay station at Hum as well
as the central post-office and the telephone exgshaDespite approaches made to the
Presidency, the JNA attack to divide Sarajevo fapeimarily due to the imbalance
between besieging forces and the defensive foraheoBosnian Government in and
around Sarajevo. The offensive, however, allowex $ationalists to gain control of
some areas of the city. This was especially sigaifi for the neighbourhood of
Grbavica which was located in the centre of Samfév

A second failed attempt to divide the city was awtdd by JNA on 16 May
which aimed at cutting the city along the Pofaltaca line. Effectively, an attack on
Pofalici was launched in order to capture Hum Fm Vogosca and connect it with
the central Marshal Tito Barracks in the Marijin dvarea, thereby cutting the city
along the site of Pofdli and Vele&i (next to Army barracks). The military attempts
conducted by JNA to bisect the city, sought to dotbe Bosnian government to
capitulate. The first and only significant attengpinducted by VRS to divide the city
took place in early June. It was successfully ingoedn 8 June by the Bosnian defence
of Zuc Hill which resulted in the liberation of @] the highest peak in the northern
hills of the city (Hoare 2004).

The inability to conquer Sarajevo and the incapaintbreak the siege by the
Armija, ensured that the frontline besieging théy,cisubsequently stabilised. An
important element in understanding such stabibsatvas the incapacity of the VRS to
capture the city, as a result of an insufficieninber of troops. Despite superior

armoury, due to the transfer of weapons from JN&afevo-Romanija Corps of the

"® The Yugoslav Army was in charge during the eathges of the siege until 12 May, when it
withdrew from Bosnia. At the time Bosnian Serb &gl and weaponry were transferred for the
formation of thevojske Republike SrpsKERS; Army of Serb Republic). After the recognitiof BiH as
an independent state by the European Economic Caityrand the US on 7 April, Serbia decided to
withdraw JNA to ensure that the international comityudid not consider military activity aggressive.
VRS resulted in an army of 80,000 soldiers fulbiried and equipped; the remaining budget was cdvere
by Yugoslavia (Silber 1996). In the transition frohe JNA to the VRS, most units simply changedrthei
names, retaining weaponry, personnel and commangersinstance, the Sarajevo-based JNA Fourth
Cops became the Sarajevo-Romanija Corps of the (@ZRS8ia 2006a).

™ Military action was followed the same day by thielnapping of Alija Izetbegovic, Bosnian
President, at Sarajevo airport when he returned fireace negotiations in Lisbon.
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VRS (in charge of maintaining the siege of Sarajewonbered less than 29,000 troops
during the year 1992. According to Jovan Divjakpty Commander of the ARBIH'’s
Main Staff until 1994, it was insufficient to corgua city of about half a million
population and more than 35,000 defending troopsjdk 2001). After unsuccessful
attempts to divide Sarajevo, the front lines ericigcthe city registered few changes
during the rest of the lingering siege (Figure 4).

Despite being one of the six Strategic Objectigtatements from SDS leaders
during 1992 demonstrated the absence of a defirgonvas to where the division of
Sarajevo should take place. Biljana Plavsic, SD$nbkr of the Presidency of Bosnian
Serb Republic of BiH, along with Radon Karadzic ai#ola Koljevic, claimed that
Bosnians Serbs pursued the seizing of “everythimgtwof the Holiday Inn.” That
objective would give the Serbs, who accounted fortyt one percent of the city's
population before the war, more than half of thg @Burns 1992). In general, leaving
Bascarsija and Stari Grad to the Bosniaks wasdhe element of the plan to divide the
city (Donia 2006a). After the huge urban expansionducted during Socialist regimes,
this comprised a very small area, one which com&dathe slopes surrounding a
narrow Miljacka River plairf®

War was not about keeping exclusive control of raiteey but also about the
homogenisation of areas seized by force and ailsonglting traces of coexistence. Two
of the Strategic Objectives adopted by the Bosiarb Assembly in May 1992 were
conducted in the area of Sarajevo, i.e. the moveneeseparate Serb people from the
two other ethnic communities and the division oféga/o between Bosniaks and Serbs.
The towns of llijas, Vogosca and llidza, as well the central neighbourhood of
Grbavica, were among those sectors that fell uSeéelo control in April and May 1992.
In these particular areas of Sarajevo, the take-oas followed by abuses from ethnic
individuals comprised of other ethnicities. Localoddian Serbs and Serbian
paramilitary units such as Seselj’'s men routingtathed non-Serbs or put them under
house arrest (264/59380 BIS, p.279). Furthermdrey were often beaten, tortured,
raped, forced to labour at the front line or killeddon-Serb property and cultural

monuments were also systematically targeted andoyes!.

5 Although no other serious attempts to divide Samijtook place afterwards, a divisional line was
decided upon in 1993 based on the situation orgthend. Karadzic traced it along the Miljacka River
(Research interview, 13 December 2013), with thepgse of consolidating the capture of areas under
control of VRS such as the central neighbourhooGrfavica.
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Figure 4. Besieged Sarajevo during the war. Soauetsor.

It can be seen, therefore, that the conduct oBibenian Serb leadership in the area of
Sarajevo was part of all overall project to expibleo ethnic groups from sectors under
their control from the beginning of war in order secure ethnically homogeneous
territories. In Pale, where the SDS leadershiptsdield of operations and maintained a
comfortable absolute majority in local institutiorethnic cleansing of the non-Serb
population took place during the early stages af kvghlighting their determination to
carve out ethnically pure territories. Bosnian Musl were fired from the police and
administration at the beginning of war and a fewekeelater, in May 1992, from all
state-owned companies (Vuksanovic 2004). Equalbsnigan Serb authorities forbade
Bosnian Muslims from public spaces and advised theneave Pale. Meanwhile, an
exchange of houses between, for example, Pale @nd@ad, took place between the
Bosnian Serb and Bosniak population. In late J4i®€) Serb families from Zenica
moved into Pale to fill spaces left by Bosniaksatéipg for Sarajevo. As in other areas
of Bosnia, the Bosniak population often signed aoents prior to expulsion saying that
they relinquished all claims to their propertiekisTsignature was then used to provide

a legal cover for their dispossession while premgntany subsequent return
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(“Thousands more Muslim face eviction”, 1992). Tthesat of mass expulsion in Pale
materialised between June and July 1992, when atiéisobegan to bus Bosnian
Muslims to Sarajevo. Bosnian Serb authorities jndkecided that all Muslims had to

leave Pale and the surrounding villages by 5 Mikéanovic 2004).

Deprivation, physical destruction and displacement

The failure to divide the central areas of the atySarajevo, due to the limited
infantry of the Sarajevo Romanija Corps, effecteadhange in the Bosnian Serb
strategy. Bosnian Serb political and military et put offensives to bisect Sarajevo
on hold and developed a strategy to weaken thetuitpgh the maintenance of a siege
and persistent shelling from the surrounding disi. According to estimates from
UNPROFOR and city officials, daily shelling of thety ranged from 200 to 300
impacts on a quiet day to between 800 and 1,000 isty@acts on other days. Until the
ceasefire of February 1994, the range of dailylstgectivity varied from two impacts
on 17 and 18 May 1993 to a high of 3,777 impact2®iuly 1993 (UN 1994a). The
use of constant shelling by VRS had several olyjestiCrucially, shelling was linked to
political events, with heavy shelling occurringy fimstance, on numerous occasions
before or during peace conferences. Furthermorajmied to progressively destroy
strategic areas and buildings, such as institutiooemmerce, hospitals and
telecommunication§> Throughout the course of the siege, the VRS relyutargeted
public utilities as well as cultural and religiowdructures. Coinciding with the
disturbance of daily life through the destructidnresources such as electricity, gas,
water or food, shelling also aimed to terrorise ¢hdlian population through a random
pattern i.e. shelling occurring at different timasd without any apparent pattern or
specific target in the civilian areas of the cifg a consequence, the built environment
of Sarajevo suffered widespread affectation dutivegsiege.

Indeed, the built environment with the greatestigalas a target of VRS in an
attempt to destroy symbolic heritage either fronecsjic ethnic groups or from the

heterogeneous Bosnian culture, which evoked loageiing coexistenc¥. This was

® Some examples were the Bosnian Parliament, thellS Towers, the Hotel Europe, the Kosevo
Hospital, the Sarajevo Radio and Television Statiohe Oslobodenje Newspaper Building or the public
transportation system.

" This practice was especially illustrative in aremisere no combat took place. Such examples
included Banja Luka, where all mosques in the dgixteen) were destroyed between April and
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part of the ethno-nationalist programme aimed atlieating difference, eroding traces
of centuries of pluralism and tolerance in Bosjuaf to create and naturalize the idea of
separate, antagonistic and sovereign territoridlties (Cowans 2003). The most
representative episode of this policy, of targetinigan fabric, occurred in August 1992
when the VRS destroyed Vjecnica, the National mpiauilt during Austro-Hungarian
rule in a neo-Moorish architectonic style. The dityr was bombarded for three days
with incendiary grenades whereby the Bosnian Salibtany reduced Vjecnica to ruins
along with most of its irreplaceable contents. Myneer cent of its rich library
collection went up in flames in what is widely calesed the largest single act of book
burning in modern history (Riedimayer 1995).

Shortly after the commencement of the siege, Saaag also experienced
significant deprivation, occasioned by the scarehd irregular availability of life-
sustaining basics. Life in the city was unbearable human standards due to
shortcomings in food, electricity, heating, runnimgter or lack of places to escape both
shelling and sniping, undeniably, this effect dfthls could either kill people or drive
them to the edge of madness (Kurspahic 1997, p.BiBpjevans survived by seeking
to preserve a sense of normality, coining the esgpom “imitation of life” to refer to the
abnormal life that had been imposed upon them dutive siege but which had
paradoxically became normal (Mek 2009). Notwithstanding, such resistance
inevitably created physical and psychological cquseices among the population,
which would remain long after the siege, or appeare the daily struggle for survival
dissipated as expressed by Boban Minic, former &3drajevo journalist:

La lucha por la supervivencia y el peligro en qisdnws sin pausa nos

disparé la adrenalina y las autodefensas, de modongs concentramos

absolutamente en la pura supervivencia, y en elatanuerte violenta y

salvar a nuestros seres queridos. Las pérdidagiab@sey sentimentales las

encajamos como algo inevitable sin cuestionar dar.v&ero cuando el
peligro por fin cejo, la tension y la adrenalingaban y empezaron a salir a la
superficie todos los dolores y las enfermedadesatagdos y contenidos. Los
guerreros ya no tenian fuerza ni para defendesdendasmos. Los primeros
meses después de la rutina de la guerra, muriezoends de ciudadanos de
todas las edades de un sinfin de enfermedades. ifrarhbnbo dias que

contdbamos hasta media docena de suicidios ene$ardia guerra se
cobraba asi su precio, con intereses y demora{M01i2, p.134-5).

September 1993, and Bijeljina, where Bosnian Setb® up six mosques in one night in March1993
(Riedlmayer 2002).

® The National Library had 1.5 million volumes, argowhich 155,000 were rare books and
manuscripts.
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The siege produced a massive transformation iretineic and cultural composition of
the city. During the first days of the conflict teewas an initial exodus of Sarajevo
Serbs, who argued that the transformation of theiakcenvironment essentially
occurred due to the nationalist victory in 1990catms but also amid rising concerns
with regard to security (Armakolas 2007)Moreover, the departure of Sarajevans
continued during the siege with convoys organisedHose who had needs or required
safe havens. Prior to and during the first few vgegkthe cease fire, agreed before the
Dayton negotiations took place in November 1995¢ tbecond largest mass
displacement took place with an estimation of 26,8@rajevans leaving the besieged
city (Pomfret 1995b). Undoubtedly, this departurgtier contributed to the social and
cultural transformation of the city of Sarajevolwrore intellectuals and skilled people
abandoning the city looking for better opporturstiand leaving behind an increasingly
uncomfortable political and social environm&hBy the end of the war, about 130,000
Serbs had left the city while around 60,000 Bossia&d arrived from areas where they
had been expelled (Helsinki Committee 1999yonically, by expelling the population
from rural areas, who were generally more consemand less secular, Bosnian Serbs
in cities such as Sarajevo, where people took eefwgere significantly reshaped
socially, ethnically and culturally. Such a transfation of Sarajevo occurring since the
beginning of the war was expressed by Zdravko Greboprominent Sarajevo
intellectual, who captured despair and even desedimong Sarajevans:

We lost the war for a multicultural open societyd&aherefore many people

have given up and left. That “multithing” is a s@équality. But everyday

our number decreases... there are still many paepéeshare our view, but

we would be lying if we insisted that we are in thajority (Grebo, see Judah
2000, p.218).

" During interviews with Sarajevo Serbs living inl®a 1999, Armakolas found the issue of security
a central factor in the decision to leave. The @gtion of insecurity was further increased by rurscaf
plans devised against Serbs, which were often drgdocal SDS activists.

8 According to official statistics, Sarajevo saw eduction of engineers and other highly skilled
technical professionals from 1,991 members befoag t@ 733 in autumn 1995. Similarly, in the
Academy of Arts and Sciences of Bosnia-Herzegowwa thirds of its forty eight members in the city
had left in October 1995 (Pomfret 1995b).

8 The departure of Serbs continued in the early-paststages. As will be analysed in the next
chapter, there was a mass departure of peopletfierSerb-held districts of Sarajevo before thesewe
reintegrated into the city.
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The international response to the siege

An international response to the siege was adogqteckly and contained in
Resolution 757 of 20 May 1992, the UN set in motiam operation to deliver
humanitarian assistance to Sarajevo (UN 1992a). rékelution defined a specific
security zone which encompassed Sarajevo and rporai All parties reached an
agreement on 5 June regarding Sarajevo airpontderdo create a secure environment
for the provision of humanitarian assistance withie city. Several measures to
demilitarise the airport were agreed upon as welthee creation of a corridor under
UNPROFOR’s control between the airport and the dity allow delivery of
humanitarian aid (UN 1992b). The UN operation sduglguarantee certain conditions
for delivery of aid to civilians (concessions toddaan Serbs). In this sense, the UN had
to negotiate the content and size of every aidveeli to Sarajevo. lronically, by
permitting Bosnian Serbs to determine the quastitieany delivery to Sarajevo, more
or less made the UN an unintentional accomplicéhefr policy to besiege the city
(Holbrooke 1998).

The UN operation was the most important componéthe early international
response to the Bosnian War. Such soft initiaticesntervene in the Sarajevo siege
concerned both Washington and European capital) #ance equally keen on
sourcing alternatives to military intervention. P#e its portrayal as an international
success, the UN airlift had immediate political sequences, the most important being
the reduction of the prospect of Western militartervention (Andreas 2008). Actually,
the insistence on a cease-fire and withdrawal akyeveapons around the city ceased
temporary despite becoming operational. The approvathe airlift had further
consequences during the period that would beconee-#ind-a-half years of siege. The
airport agreement was a crucial turning point ia ttansformation of the perception of
the Bosnian conflict, from a war of aggression iatcomplex humanitarian emergency,
institutionalising the siege of Sarajevo and makirgplitically acceptable:

Thus, the airlift made the siege locally manageabled therefore

internationally palatable. Making the siege manbigealso meant that it

would be economically rewarding for those who colted access to the city,
with the UN literally buying access to the city (@meas 2008, p.37).
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Sarajevo was declared a Safe Area on 6 May 1983eiiResolution No. 824 approved
by the Security Council (UN 199383.Safe areas were conceived as temporary
measures, to reverse the use of force, by allowlege displaced to return to their
homes in peace, with “the prompt implementatiothef provisions of the Vance-Owen
Plan in areas where those have been agreed byattiespdirectly concerned.” The
Resolution called for the immediate cessation ofieat attacks and any other hostile
acts against these safe areas, which were dedi@edrom conflict. The inclusion of

Sarajevo also responded to the need of presengrfparacter and symbolism:

Aware in this context of the unique character ¢ tity of Sarajevo, as a
multicultural, multi-ethnic and pluri-religious cea which exemplifies the
viability of coexistence and interrelations betwedinthe communities of the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and of the negqateserve it and avoid
its further destruction (UN 1993a).

The Security Council’s resolution provided for ghl@cement of the UN forces in safe
areas but with a limited mandate to self-defencd ant protection of the areas
themselves. Bosnia’s government criticized the @ama betrayal of the Serbs and a
prescription for the creation of uninhabitable &estions” for poorly armed Muslims
forced to leave their homes by Serbian gunmen (Bud893)%* UNPROFOR had its
mandate extended the following month to ensurethtection of safe areas. In addition
to their role defined in September 1992, to patité in the delivery of humanitarian
aid, UNPROFOR could then deter attacks, monitor abase-fire, and promote the
withdrawal of military or paramilitary units othénan those of the Bosnian Army (UN
1993b).

International military intervention in Sarajevo sveestricted to the protection of
humanitarian assistance, with  UNPROFOR performingjugstionable equidistant
role Furthermore, the UN developed humanitarian assistavery narrowly, with
many basic issues excluded from the qualificatibhuomanitarian aid, such as mail or
even uniforms to the Sarajevo Fire department.heamore, during the course of the

siege, UNPORFOR concessions increased the vultigraifiSarajevans. This included

8 This decision succeeded the 819 regarding Sretaremid included other vulnerable cities such as
Zepa, Gorazde, Tuzla and Bihac. In cases such asz@® Zepa and Srebrenica, people who had
survived episodes of ethnic cleansing in eastesnBm fled into these three enclaves where the ARBI
had resisted. In Srebrenica, for instance, the latipn swelled from 9,000 to 42,000 (Hartmann and
Vulliamy 2015).

8 Off the record, Bosnian officials recognised thi@ Government could only provide safe areas
while the UN arms embargo was in place.

8 UNPROFOR's role in Sarajevo was expanded befodeadter the extension of the mandate.
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the removal in late 1993 of cargo containers choséthe Bosnian Assembly building
which ultimately protected the so-called Sniperelli.e. the main boulevard of the city
named Zmaja od Bosne and Bulevar Mese Selimowa) fsniper activity. While they

sought to build confidence with Bosnian Serbs, URIFRR actually opened a gap
where many individuals were killed or wounded (C02006a).

To understand international passivity, the existitrgnsatlantic division
prevented a more assertive military interventioralies were unable to agree among
themselves on the intervention in Bosnia. Unlikevisus consensus on preventing the
disintegration of Bosnia, NATO alliance remainedidied on many crucial issues once
the war began, highlighting different attitudes &owis the use of force as well as
distinct geopolitical interests and responsibiifibecoming effectively an acquiescence
of the siege of Sarajevo and ethnic cleansing tiltrout Bosnia (Allin 2002).
Importantly, the Western powers had developed asidiv of labour in which the
European powers led a search for a solution andridkenglayed a supporting role.
Since the beginning of wars in Yugoslavia, secesgias reproduced in the European
deployment of troops to Bosnia with the non-aggvessmandate (Gow 1997; Simms
2001). Yet, American officials refused to send p®ea@ll the while criticising European
passivity, which resulted in a failed policy ofdtimg the Bosnian war as a humanitarian
crisis and not as a regional strategic challengdeofuture expansion of both NATO
and the European Union (Tuathail 1989%uch transatlantic division and the refusal of
the Western alliance and the UN to confront Bosr8arbs led to a series of military
and political disasters for the Bosnian governnaamd also led to a loss of credibility
amongst the population, especially within those wiex suffered the most. As
expressed by Sarajevo’s Mayor, Tarik Kupusovic:

People in Bosnia feel betrayed by the Western niatesnal community. All

the promises that have been made by the West, aftelhave never been

fulfilled. People are beginning to look at Europaed themselves, differently
(Hegdes 1995).

% The US had left the solving of the Yugoslav crisi¢h the Europeans, in order to discover if they
had the capabilities to actually solve it. The Baslministration, at that time, was involved in sicgs
rift with some West Europeans, i.e. France, andy taegued that Europe needed a separate and
independent security identity beyond NATO in thetpGold War context (Glaurdic 2011).
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SDA performance

Thousands of Sarajevo Serbs remained in the citypglthe siege and many of
them explicitly rejected the SDS policy of ethnagparation, also becoming victims of
the Bosnian Serb leadership policy to destroy urdmmres. Their stay, after years of
ethnic polarisation, perfectly embodied Bosnia’sl &arajevo’s intrinsic tradition of
mutual respect and coexistence and it clearly haspecial meaning as citizens
confronted and clearly undermined the ethnicallglesive SDS project, essentially,
Radovan Karadzic was counting on their departumm fthe city (Pejanovic 2004). Yet,
at the beginning of war and in a context in whigkrg Serb could be seen as a potential
traitor, Sarajevo civilian and military police carded inspections of Serb homes
looking for weapons and jailing those who routinplyssessed one, regardless of the
conjecture. Furthermore, local commanders of ARBsBime of them with criminal
backgrounds, performed independently, conductinglelss abuses on individuals,
especially against Sarajevo Serbs. This resultealarharassment and killing of many
Sarajevo Serbs who remained within besieged Sarajivdid, however, increase
motives for leaving the city during or after thege. These episodes of persecution
became an especially sensitive issue consideriagléience of a multi-ethnic country
(from the Bosnian Government in Sarajevo). Forttalt, there is no evidence that the
persecution and killing of Sarajevo Serbs was alyeb of a systematic policy to
persecute them on the part of political and mipitieadership. In fact, leaders actually
conducted activities to try to prevent it (Hoar®2)

In line with a programme that recognised and deddri8losnia’s intrinsic ethnic
diversity, and contrary to SDS, the leadership il envisage any ethnic division of
Sarajevo prior to the war. Notwithstanding, once thar advanced and inevitably
became more violent, party leadership adopted dqitogressive stance and policy that
directly or indirectly implied a loss of ethnic énsity or, at the very least, that Sarajevo
would ultimately became an ethno-polity ruled splbly one ethnicity. Bosniaks in
favour of accepting the division of Bosnia alongret lines were particularly visible as
the war progressed and further atrocities detdgedrahe situation in the country, as
both Bosnian Serbs and Bosnia Croats fought fopaition. Furthermore, serious
doubts emerged as to the survival of the Bosniatestn October 1992, after HDZ
declared Herceg-Bosna the second para-state ini@datong with the Republika
Srpska), a war between ARBIH and the HVO took plaséng until February 1994.
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Meanwhile, the declaration of Herceg-Bosnha culn@datvith the creation of
ethnical regions by Bosnian Croats, (previouslyumein early October 1991) and after
the formation of SAO’8® These communities were the basis of dispute wheatC
Bosniak relations deteriorated after the outbrefakar. This conflict was the toughest
episode in the Bosnian war “for it carried the #tref wholesale violence and the
mutual destruction of all major nations” (Pejano@@04). Although illustrating the
contribution of the international policy that faved the violent ethnic partition of
Bosnia, HDZ leadership decided to start militaryicats shortly after the Vance-Owen
Peace Plan as the ethnic division of Bosnian wasgeed by all sidé€.Mate Boban
suggested that the proposal of three ethnic unés & unique historical opportunity
(without international opposition) to conduct ethnpartition and a process of
homogenization of Croat territories, identical ke tproject embarked upon by SDS,
implying the final implementation of the agreembatween Tudjman and Milosevic on
the ethnic partition of Bosnf&.

Internal opinions from the Bosniak element conalireith international
arguments i.e. to accept the peace agreementdlemegh the created different methods
and varying degrees to divide the country ethicdHyr all that, the Bosnian president
had hoped the West would allow the Bosnian govemriwedefend itself by excluding
it from the U.N. arms embargo or come to its aidhwmilitary force but those
possibilities did not materialise at that time @hel West actually increased pressure on
Izetbegovic to accept partition (Pomfret 1993)other words, diplomatic isolation and
military inferiority led Izetbegovic to abandon owé the founding principles of the
SDA, namely, the territorial integrity of Bosniadaklerzegovina (Bougarel 1999). As

observed by Dzemaludin Latic, the temptation to geta separate Bosniak entity

8 Two Croat Communities were proclaimed, the Bosar®tisavina (comprising 360,000 inhabitants,
among which Croats constituted a relative majontth thirty five percent of population) and Herceg-
Bosna, with thirty municipalities in Herzegovinada@entral Bosnia that included more than 850,000
inhabitants, forty eight percent of which were deetl Croats (Klemencic 1994).

8" The Plan involved the division of Bosnia into tsemi-autonomous regions, three of which were
Croat, while Sarajevo was defined as a Districspite being accepted by Karadzic under the presdure
Milosevic, Dobrica Cosic and international reprdaéwes such as the Greek Prime Minister,
Konstantinos Mitsotakis, the Bosnian Serb Assemifgcted the ratification of the Plan on 6 May
(leaving it open to the approval of Bosnian Seilizems in a referendum scheduled for mid May) Hase
on the amount of territory under the control of VRt would be lost (Owen 1995). There was a
negative response to ratify the agreement whicteased tension between Pale and Belgrade leadership
this lead to positivity to ensure recognition ofdB@an Serb provinces in Bosnia while ending théiaer
embargo.

8 As claimed by Izetbegovic in that context; “Thedeaof Bosnia used to be beautiful but she’s been
disfigured with a knife. She has scars, and shesding. This is Bosnia now” (Pomfret 1993).
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existed at that time; territorial demands includedy five percent of Bosnian and the
Sandzak (Latic 1993 Every statement of partition provoked sharp reacfrom the
SDA itself and civic parties, who had represeneiin the Bosnian Presidency, such as
Mirko Pejanovic, following SDS withdrawal at the dmening of war. Yet, the
acceptance of division was very prejudicial esgbciar the Bosniak population:
There can be no doubt, however, that such a divifghnic partition of
Bosnia] would be fatal to the Muslims above allMAislim nation would be a
posterior justification for the war and aggressam both the Serbian and
Croatian sides. What the Serbian and Croatian pgaopda machines
groundlessly called “preventive reasons” for the asmd the establishment of
ethnic states would become more convincing. Sepafduslim nationalist
would not only lead to the division of Bosnia anériegovina but also to
isolation for the Muslim nation. Undoubtedly, antidviuslim alliance
between Serbia and Croatia would be establishedhirfinal division of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, the consummation of an fastintroduced in

secret talks between Franjo Tudjman and Soloboddos&¥ic (Obradovic
1994, p.13-145°

Dramatically, the polarisation favoured by the intd evolution of war and
international pressure, coalesced in negotiationtheé summer of 1993. The Owen-
Stoltenberg plan or the Union of Three Republicsabge the new framework for the
subsequent peace talks proposed by Serbs and Gotatging the refusal of Bosnian
Serbs to accept the provisions of the previous ¥ddwen Peace Plan. This Plan was
finally rejected following the holding of a refeldum on 15-16 May 1993, which also
included a second statement regarding the indeperadef Republika SrspKa.Indeed,
the Union of Three Republics suggested dividingrismsnto a loose confederation of
three states and despite Izetbegovic's previouogppn to proposals on the ethnic
cantonisation of Bosnia, he indicated a willingnesaccept the confederal solution for
Bosnia but the decision had to be taken collegtiVel

Thus, discussion took place within all Bosniak nkho subsequently adopted
a conditional acceptance in a case where all oeeg taken by force were returned.
During the debate in an assembly of 350 Bosniaksm@d by politicians, clergy,

8 Cited in Bougarel (1999, p.9).
% Cited in Fine (2002, p. 21).

L Among one million ballots, ninety six percent agd the Vance-Owen plan and the same
percentage approved the declaration of an indepériepublic of Serbia in Bosnia. Yet, instead of
declaring the independence of the Republika Srgsieadzic urged, following the refusal of the Vance
Owen Peace Plan, to begin another peace processctmstitute Bosnia as a loose confederation
composed of three independent cantons, i.e. orig 8ee Croat and one Bosniak (Shanker 1993).

2 |n the words of David Owen, he was even “attradigcthis option but afraid of a backlash from
some of his supporters” (Owen 1995, p.230).
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intellectuals and army leaders), Izetbegovic apmkamdecided, or uncommitted, on
which direction to take, discussing both the vistuwé a multiethnic state and also the
advantages of a small Muslim republic (Cohen 1996 decision was later confirmed
by the Bosnian Parliament. Muhamed Filipovic, MB&der who frequently attended
the Geneva talks as part of Izetbegovic’'s delegatdrafted the declaration for the
Parliament that was emotionally charged and highlycal of Western powers (Owen

1995)%

Furthermore, polarisation strengthened the infteerof militant Bosniak
nationalists and weakened the more moderate elsnmeiie leadership favouring the
creation of a liberal multiethnic state (Cohen 1985Thus, concomitant with the
conditional acceptance of the Owen-Stoltenberg ,P&DA leadership increasingly
envisioned and even made preparations for partifibis was seen, for instance, in the
evolution of the ARBIH that progressively lost itsulti-ethnic character in 1993 and
1994. TheArmija was increasingly under the control of the SDA amdependent of
formal state bodies, eventually ceasing to opesstea Bosnian Army but instead
becoming a Bosniak Army (Hoare 2004).

Indeed, the SDA reiterated its commitment to aathd@nd multi-ethnic Bosnian
territory but progressively turned those territeribeld by the transforme&mija, into
a de facto Bosniak entity (Bougarel 1999). As dssed by Mirko Pejanovic, a Bosnian
Serb member of the Bosnian Presidency through@utver, there was no question that
the SDS was by far the most extreme in implementaaical methods and pushing its
sympathizers into war crimes in order to achievegbal of an ethnically pure territory.
Croats and Bosniaks, however, ultimately joined SIDSthe vicious circle of
territorialisation and ethnic division (Pejanovig(2). This was highlighted in February
1994 when a group of SDA deputies made a propodélet Bosnian parliament for the
proclamation of the Bosniak Republic defined a® ‘tdependent and democratic state
of the Bosniak nation, with Serbs and Croats engyn this state a status of national

minorities” (Bougarel 1999, p.8). Equally, in Feary, the progressive construction of

%3 |zetbegovic ultimately adopted a declaration withjisnik in which the three republics in the union
could hold a referendum regards staying in the mionot, two years after, if there was agreement o
territorial division between the republics. The maroblem for Izetbegovic was the map and required
access to the sea at Neum and towns such as Foatan&c, Visegrad, Prijedor, Kozarac and Sanski
Most.

% Several statements and decisions revealed theaisiag influence of most conservative members in
the party. SDA Secretary-General, Mirsad Cermaaiped that mixed marriages should be an exception
while endorsing the ban on new folksongs from Sethken in September 1994 by Enes Karic, the
Minister of Culture (Cohen 1995).
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an ethnocratic regime was highlighted as lzetbegowade clear that loyalty and
obedience to SDA, instead of competence and qcetiiin, would be prioritised in
ministries and state companies (Pejanovic 2004yasi20085>

Significantly, a political elite was built aroundettbegovic’s family connections
and the prevailing conservatives in the leadersiigpsuggested by Adil Zulfikarpasic
after he left SDA (Hoare 2004). Having emerged oiwlhg the November 1990
elections, these elites were substantially empadvbogh politically and economically
during the siege through war profiteering. Interegy, even people living on the
margins of society turned into powerful elites dgriwartime with close ties to the
government and SDA (Andreas 2008)Such elite reconfiguration is central in
understanding the urban transformation of Sarapdfter the war as this political and
economic empowerment became a central elementtiofdegendence during the post-

war period.
Sarajevo’s ethno-territorial division in the Dayton Peace Agreement

During successive peace negotiations to end theirw&osnia, Sarajevo was
often a central issue in the negotiations to remgeace agreement. During the early
stages of the war, a policy titled “Sarajevo firgtirsued the demilitarisation of the city
prior to any other considerations, i.e. prior tdvBw other issues (Owen 1995). The
proposals of the UN administrations to preserveethaic diversity in Sarajevo clearly
contrasted with the logic of ethnic division foetrest of Bosnia. Equally, while the UN
administration had been the mechanism for resolthigy question for over two years,
Owen and Stoltenberg argued that the EU shouldfaretlose the possibility of the
parties agreeing a coherent division of the ciby)(l

Sarajevo continued being a central issue in thetddageace negotiations. An
agreement on Sarajevo, due to its special histodysignificance, was one of the four
key conditions outlined by Warren Christopher, td& Secretary of State, on 1
November during the opening ceremony. During thdyedays in Dayton, US
negotiators proposed that Sarajevo did not belorgjther of the two entities in which

Bosnian was to be divided. As the reunificationSafrajevo seemed more and more

% As pointed out by Mirko Pejanovic, a hierarchytrofst was developed in which top officials should
be members of SDA. The second level of trust wasHosniaks and, finally, members of other
nationalities.

% In Bosnia, economic capital, often accumulatednitvally during the siege, was converted into
political capital after the war.
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difficult to achieve, a proposal was made to reunife city as a federal polity, i.e.
similar to Washington, DC. In this sense, Saraj@owold be an enclave, but unlike the
rest of Bosnia, needed to be ruled by all thremietgroups with a rotational Mayor
(Holbrooke 19985”

At that time, Bosniaks sought to have total contnadr a reunified city but after
the federal model, and considering the limited cleanthat Bosnian Serbs would give
up districts of the city under the control of VR&)owed increasing interest in this
proposal. Following on from this, the proposal waduced to a ten-point plan that
included a municipal Council with a rotating Mayar,unified police force and local
municipal control over education, cultural and gilus activities. Yet, Slobodan
Milosevic, who was the main representative of Basrberbs in the peace negotiations,
again argued for the Bosnian Serb vision which wadglivide the city ethnically,
effectively tabling several counterproposals thatight a compromise in a loose
unification of the city but left the possibility ah eventual divisiort

Despite an initial commitment, agreeing to solve 8arajevo issue, Milosevic
finally rejected the DC proposal arguing that hizssBian Serb colleagues would never
accept it (Chollet 2005, p.153). One of his profwsacluded a model in which all
ethnicities had total political equality. Such dusion, however, would be detrimental
to any Bosniak advantage in the city so it was edjarded (Holbrooke 1998).
Surprisingly, on November 18, Slobodan Milosevicdeahe important concession on
Sarajevo that had become one of the most divissaes of the peace negotiations.
Indeed, Milosevic decided to deliver total contmer Sarajevo to the FBIH in
exchange for some minor territorial concessionsnamthwest Bosnia arguing that
Izetbegovic had earned the city by not abandoriing i

No “Washington, DC” plan, no ethnically dividedyiit's too complicated, it
won't work (Chollet 2005, p.171).

" The city could be divided into several semi-autonas municipalities and, like the proposed
Bosnian presidency, have a three-person mayoralcdloarthose chairman would rotate among the three
ethnic groups (Cholet 2005, p.144-45). The municigavernment would be responsible for such
citywide services as transportation, utilities, aadhitation, while the local municipalities wouldntrol
education, cultural services, and local healthisess The city would be policed by a multiethnicci,
which the international community could help traimd monitor.

% Krajisnik and other Bosnian Serbs representativasindicted by war crimes, unlike Karadzic,
could be in Dayton but only as members subordinatepassive to the Serb delegation so they played a
marginal role. Their authority to negotiate for B@s Serbs had been delegated to Milosevic in a
ceremony in Belgrade in October in which the Ortho@hurch took place.
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Milosevic’s decision surprised Richard Holbrookel &hristopher. The concession was
a pragmatic solution to removing one of the renmgnobstacles in order to reach a
peace agreement as the Bosnian Serb leadershiptidtend on sharing power with
other ethnicities, but rather, pursued exclusivetrab over the essential areas of the city
under VRS. This decision was also favoured by titernal dynamics of post-Dayton
Serbian leadership and, according to Richard Holep worked towards weakening
the leadership of Bosnian Serbs, especially Kacaalzd Krajisnik, in order to preserve
Belgrade’s power over Serbs in Bosnia (Holbrooked8)8® While Milosevic's
unilateral decision on Sarajevo effectively led poogress in peace negotiations,
uncertainty remained in relation to its implemeiotat The decision was seen as a
betrayal for the Bosnian Serbs authorities as iisidn of the city was long envisioned
by Bosnian Serb leadership, and was one of thée§icaGoals adopted in May 1992.
Thus, Milosevic’s decision to relinquish Serb-helidtricts inferred a material,
economic and symbolic loss for Pale leadershifhéir tefforts to create a Bosnian Serb
entity in BiH. Momcilo Krajisnik, as the highestpresentative of Bosnian Serbs in
Dayton, was outraged and rejected to either signpface agreement or participate in
the ceremony when, instants before, he was pedritteiew the final map. Following
on from this development, negotiations focusednendelimitation line between entities
in the area of Sarajevo, seeking that the Interftfei®oundary Line (IEBL) dividing
both entities, namely, the Federation of BiH angudika Srpska, was drawn at the
other side of the hills from which the city had beshelled. Thus, in Sarajevo there was
no internal division in central urban areas, unliéiges such as Belfast, Berlin,
Jerusalem, and Nicosia. Despite this move, a sogmf area that belonged to the city
since its expansion in 1977, and one which had Ignastural or semirural character,

became part of Srpsko Sarajevo (Figuré®®As argued by Scott A. Bollens, Sarajevo

% Milosevic's relationship with SDS leadership haetatiorated since Pale leadership refused to
accept Vance Owen Peace Plan in early May 1993 diic and Belgrade elites accepted the Plan that
secured an ethno-territorial partition of Bosniad dmd to produce an end to the embargo in rump
Yugoslavia, i.e. Serbia and Montenegro. Since tiilgsevic decreased its role in the Bosnian war
(Veiga 2011).

19 Despite peace calls to avoid another Berlin, iwdan division, the idea of partition was not
widespread as expressed by wartime Mayor Tarik Kapig: “Since only ten percent of the urban part of
Sarajevo was held under Karadzic's control, we neeepted that the city was divided. The city was
besieged and blocked. We have always believedttigasituation was only temporary, and with this
signature, the time has come to reintegrate therbap municipalities into one complete organic city
(“Interview: Tarik Kupusovic: No Sarajevo Withoue®s”, 1995).
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became since then a frontier city, i.e. an urbaaergtice between opposing political
territories (Bollens 2001).
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The DPA and the OHR’s mission

The Dayton Peace Agreement took place under areiffecontext compared to
previous peace negotiations. Significantly, aftee¢-and-half years of war, there was a
balanced military situation on the ground aftereaffives conducted in the summer of
1995 had resulted in a loss of territory originaityntrolled by Bosnian Serbs. Western
powers, and specially the US, became increasingpaged from 1994 in an effort end
the war. More especially, international pressureraased during NATO attacks on
Bosnian Serb positions in August and September .18@%ce, there was a heavy
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involvement of the US with a combination of milgaand diplomatic offensives since
August 1995.

The more intensive international involvement me#mt all requirements
(actions or omissions) in the policy were perfornsdas to prepare the way for a
sustainable peace agreement. In this sense, theleomerritorial reality caused by the
existence of the Safe Areas, the pockets surroubgdgbsnian Serbs, were targeted to
ensure that territorial partition was politicallgcamilitarily less complex. Importantly,
recent evidence reveals that the fall of Srebrefocaed part of a policy of the three
Western Powers (Britain, France, US) and the UNldeship in pursuit of achieving
peace at any price. As claimed by Richard Holbraak2005, on the tenth anniversary
of Dayton, initially, he was under instructionsstacrifice Srebrenica, Gorazde and Zepa
(Hartmann and Vulliamy 2015).

Contextually, amid huge international pressure,eegfly from the US,
negotiations took place among regional leaderssé& Iparticipants included those such
as Alija lzetbegovic, as President of BiH and leade SDA, and regional leaders
involved in war, Slobodan Milosevic and Franjo Tmdpn, representing both Bosnian
Serbs and Bosnian Croats. The peace agreement sigi@yton contained continuity
of some of the core elements of previous peacesplancentral element was the
division of Bosnian into ethno-territorialities, rmeasure that in distinct forms had
prevailed during the peace proposals. Since théaCbfsroup Plan, elaborated upon in
1994, moved that a proportional ethnic partitiorBotnia should take place on a 51:49
proportion between Muslim-Croat and Serbian ertitiegotiations began in Dayton’s
Wright Patterson Base in November 1995 resultinghe culmination of a series of
diplomatic initiatives that included conflict prewen in early 1992 and temporal
cessation of hostilities once the war began.

Interestingly, successive preventions and peac@ogads from international
actors misled parties on the logic of ethnic panit Despite the nuances regarding the
territorial organisation of Bosnia in all peace mgwsals, constitutional proposals
displayed a divisive nature. With only the exceptaf the London Principals, each of
the proposed initiatives from international actensbodied, to some extent, the logic of
ethnic partition, e.g. devolutions of political pew to ethnic majorities and
accompanied by spatial arrangements:

Underpinning the agreement are notions which littknie identity in a
“natural” relationship to territory, notions whighatched the understanding
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of one party to the conflict (the ethnic cleanséosthe exclusion of the others
(the non-nationalists) (Campbell 1999).

The DPA maintained that Bosnia and Herzegovina lshemain as a unified state but
organised in two entities ethnically based witteéhconstituent peoplé$: Territorially,
Bosnia would be comprised of two distinct entitifse Federation of BiH and the
Republika Srpska, with their own ethnically-orgauispolitical structures, controls
citizenship and the possibility of establishing @pk parallel relationships with
neighbouring states (OHR 2015). The Constitutiagluded in Annex Il of the peace
agreement clearly defined in its preamble the camemnt to the sovereignty, territorial
integrity and political independence of Bosnia dterzegovina in accordance with
international law.

The peace agreement defined a political systemwhatlargely based on classic
consociational prescriptions of power sharing. Ehsescriptions included grand
coalition governments with proportional represantafrom all ethnic groups, a right of
mutual veto among ethnic groups and a decentrak$ledo-territorial system where
communities are spatially divided (e.g. LijphartO2) Indeed, power-sharing was
adopted at the state level between all three daesti ethnic groups and in the
Federation of BiH between Croats and Bosnidk#s claimed by Belloni (2004), it
was widely recognised that such a consociatioreinéwork was the only feasible
model for a united BiH in 1995, with people argumglecade later that it was still the
only realistic institutional option for the countiy?

While appreciating the absence of feasible altéresitto a decentralised ethno-
territorial system during the last stages of thesrBan war, this understanding should
not hide the fact that other formulas, not basedxatusively based on ethnicity, were
earlier abandoned by international actors. As atgbg David Campbell (1998),
international intervention during the war legitimis exclusivist projects of nationalist
parties and made a return to coexistence less ivablg. Indeed, international proposals
seeking to end violence paradoxically encouragedatause of assumptions about
ethnic identity, territory and conflict, did notrcespond to the reality on the ground at

191 Brcko was set as a District later, in 1999.

19210 2002 Bosnia became a triple power-sharing systewas adopted also in Cantons, as in the
case of the Federation of BiH and at entities (Bieb006). These constitutional amendments followed
the Constitutional Court decision taken in 2000rde) the discrimination of Croats and Bosniak®Ri&
and Serbs in the Federation of BiH.

193 power-sharing is an effective tool in conflictakgion, as analysed in chapter one.
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the beginning of the war. Moreover, differencesnaein the US and Europeans lay in
the conception of this very peace agreement. Feru§, the peace agreement was a
military operation with some form of civilian anres< while, for the Europeans,
political issues and perspectives were the maircaonand the support of military
measures was required. This vision, however, wafiposite between the Europeans
and the Americans as the nature of the peace agrd¢aenas inevitably transferred to
negotiations and subsequent structures.

Especially important for this dissertation are thiéerences that appeared with
regard to the authority of the High Representaiiveclation to the civilian provisions
of the peace agreement. The major internationarscboth in the US and Europe,
agreed on the creation of a High Representativenflement the peace agreement at
the North Atlantic Council held in September, befahe Dayton peace negotiations
were conducted® In Dayton, after having accepted the US commanthenmilitary
side, the Europeans held formal, albeit rare, umsion from the EU Council of
Ministers that the civilian counterpart had to beEaropean. Yet, the Clinton
Administration (especially Pentagon officials) didot want a European High
Representative to have any control over Americaitary forces on the ground, while
the Europeans were adamant that military commarsteysld not play any role in the
civiian implementation (Chollet 2005). Once Wagton finally accepted the
designation of a European High Representative, UBedelegation in Dayton was
instructed to work to restrict the authority of thegh Representative, modifying the
previous agreement as they refused to accept thatlan had the capacity to make
judgements and express views on military issuesi{ldelones 1996; Bildt 1998§>

Virtually, the High Representative was left in aspion without any powers in
the peace agreement and this explains the limapdaity of the OHR to manifest any
influence over civilian annexes during the earlgtpoar stages, as will be discussed in

the following chapter§®® The primary task, conceded to the High Represeatavas

1% The North Atlantic Council is the principal potitil decision-making body within NATO.

19 The peace agreement clearly divided competendeeoihternational community into two realms:
the military and the civilian. Annexes 1A, 1B anddgalt with military aspects of the peace settieme
mandated to the NATO-led implementation force. @m ¢ther hand, Annexes 3 to 11 correspond to the
civilian issues of the peace-building mission.

1% The vision of civilian and military cooperation svheavy influenced by the double authorisation
conducting military action during the Bosnian Wahe so-called dual-key which implied that any use o
air strikes required a positive decision from b&tATO and the UN, created more problems than it
resolved.
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monitoring the implementation of the peace agre¢mdrile using this function to
maintain close contact with all actors in orderfaster the full compliance of local
parties to civilian issues of the agreement ana dts promote a high level of
cooperation among international organisations. Sudipervisory role defined in the
peace agreement provided very little authorityhi® High Representative, which lacked
any capacity to instruct other international orgations:

The High Representative shall respect their autgnaithin their spheres of

operation while as necessary giving general guiglaiac them about the

impact of their activities on the implementation thie peace settlement
(GFAP 1995).

Indeed, along with a limited authority that preweshtthe interference of the High
Representative in the military implementation af feace agreement, Washington went
beyond in the objective to keep close control aher peace-building mission. In this
regard, it refused to accept the appointment oHigl Representative through the UN
Security Council, as it usually happens in the dgplent of international peace-
building missions. This created a situation wheréig High Representative, despite
informing the United Nations, would not be fully saverable to an uncontested
international authority, initially, leaving its ogaion in an uncomfortable and
unconvincing limbo (Neville-Jones 1996). As an a&give to the United Nations, the
International Conference on the Former YugoslaWidY) was replaced by the Peace
Implementation Council (PIC), which became thd hoc executive committee
supervising the High Representative’s interventiathin the peace-building mission
deployed in the countr}f’ Initially, the High Representative, whose role wafined in
peace negotiations, was not an enforced actor dertacke the huge responsibility of
civilian administrator of the peace agreement. Alty its role was hugely contested
with attempts to marginalise it in the early postrvetages, as it will be seen in the
following chapter.

97 The PIC is still integrated by fifty five statemdainternational organizations involved in the
implementation of the peace agreement. It supesvise implementation of DPA and is in charge of
appointing the High Representative and giving cohse main policies. The PIC was the successonef t
UN International Conference on the Former YugosisVCFY) whiles the Steering Board of the PIC,
based on G-8 (i.e. Canada, Germany, Italy, Japammény, Russia, UK and the US), guided and
managed implementation (Neville Jones 1996).
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3. The consolidation of an ethno-territorialised uban

area of Sarajevo after the peace agreement

The division of the urban area of Sarajevo betwden Federation of BiH and the
Republika Srpska that significantly modified theg® line ended the long pursuit of
SDS leadership to ethnically divide Sarajevo’s arlbare. This chapter deals with the
consolidation of an ethno-territorialised urbanaaoé Sarajevo by local actors after the
signature of the peace agreement and, generalR'©keactive actions. Firstly, it
focuses on the performance of international acdois nationalist parties in the transfer
of authority from the five Serb-held districts cdr§jevo that resulted in a mass exodus
of Bosnian Serbs. Additionally, policies from SDAABSDS to consolidate the ethno-
territorial division of the urban area of Sarajeme addressed. On the one hand, SDA
worked to consolidate a Bosniak population in thg and to assure exclusive control
over institutions. On the other hand, and to corspenfor the loss of the Serb-held
districts, SDS developed a project to urbanisemtaely rural municipalities of Srpsko
Sarajevo. The OHR responded to ethnocratic practiomducted by both SDA and
SDS, and was directly involved in the remake oftrathinic institutions in Sarajevo and

to prevent land allocations pursuing the consaluteadf the ethnic division of Bosnia.
The transfer of authority of the Serb-held districts of Sarajevo

The start of the implementation of the DPA, setl@rDecember 1995, marked a
ninety day period for the completion of the transbé authority between entities of
those territories exchanged during peace negatstim meet the 51/49 percent
territorial division of Bosnia between entities. i hransfer of authority included the
Serb-held districts of Sarajevo that had been urlercontrol of VRS during the
Sarajevo siege. These districts included the neigtitnod of Grbavica, which was an
integral part of the central area of Sarajevo, fand suburbsyogo&a, llidza, Had4ii
and llijas. The transfer of authority, also knowsthe reintegration of Sarajevo (after
being military occupied by VRS since May 1992), dree the first real test of civilian

implementation. It was a symbolic and complex transf authority, among Sarajevo



Serbs and Bosnian Serbs, being the only one wheigndicant population lived at the
end of war (estimated at 80,000 peopf8).

The prospect of maintaining a significant numberpebple in the Serb-held
districts of Sarajevo after the transfer of auttyowas a huge challenge, paradoxically,
undermined by the divisive nature of the peaceeageat, which had finally legalised
the ethnic territorial division of Bosnia. Duringgce negotiations, Slobodan Milosevic
had conceded a special status for Sarajevo thatimdependently ruled by three
constitutive ethnic groups arguing that it wouldt meork, due to the negativity of
Bosnian Serb leadership. As a result, the fiveridist were to be integrated into the
Federation of BiH. At the end of three-and-a-ha#ns of siege, such structural change
particularly increased the perception for Saraj8eobs and Bosnian Serb people that
they were in dangerin that context, Carl Bildt, (nominated as the tfildigh
Representative in the PIC which took place in Londoearly December), considered
the management of Sarajevo as his highest prefeiartbe first months of his mission,
making clear to his staff that the situation in @ndund the capital city of Bosnia was
the only priority (Bildt 1998). Bildt expressed thédficulties of keeping people living
in the Serb-held districts once reintegration wasgleted and warned of the negative
implications that a massive departure would hawve Hoth post-war Bosnia and
Sarajevo.

With responsibility for the civilian annexes, thedR managed the transfer of
authority operating formally through the Joint @am Commission on Sarajevo
(JCCYS), i.e. a body subordinate to the Joint GimilCommission (JCC) that dealt with a
variety of issues related to the civilian implensiun of the DPA. The OHR team
pursued the creation of appropriate conditionlation to security and governance for
people who wished to stay. Carl Bildt handled thanagement of the transfer of
districts to his Deputy HR, the Ambassador Mich&tkiner, former German

198 By Sarajevo Serbs it is understood those Bosn@hsSwho had been living in the urban areas of
Sarajevo before the war. The urban areas of Saragsvconsidered in the Urban Plan elaborated 86,19
corresponded to partial or complete areas of thensinicipalities of Sarajevo before the urban exs@m
that took place in 1977, i.e. Stari Grad, Centaoyd Sarajevo, Novi Grad, Vogosca and llidza. By
Bosnian Serbs, thus, | mean people who lived iptirgpheral sectors of these six municipalitieghdhe
four municipalities incorporated to Sarajevo, Pale, Hadzici, lljas and Trnovo. Also, in this pher,
Bosnian Serbs refers to other people who movelgdserb-held districts from other areas of BiH ngri
the war, many of them due to the mobilisation ofS/Finally, Sarajevo Serbs living in the Serb-held
districts must be differentiated from Sarajevo Sewho remained in the areas under ARBiH control
during the siege. Estimations indicated that betw&@ 000 and 40,000 Sarajevo Serbs had remained in
the Bosnian government-held areas of the city tiinout the war. Their situation, despite being digti
for not having left, was far from perfect and séabb a result of the absence of status that Sarbbdth
in Sarajevo and the rest of the FBiH territory.
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representative within the Contact Group. Michaddir&r usually chaired the JCCS,
integrated two representatives of the FBiH, twoeathfrom the city of Sarajevo and
three local Serbs from the districts to be tramsfer(Bildt 1998). The group of local
Serbs was led by Maksim Stanisic, president ofQbenocratic Initiative for Sarajevo
Serbs (DISS) and, as a Mayor, coordinator of thdoua Serb-held districts of
Sarajevo. For them, it was very challenging toragate an exclusive Bosniak rule so
they sought alternatives within the Federation oH,Bthus accepting the peace
agreement.

Yet, the OHR was a weak actor in the productiomestilts in civilian annexes,
due to the limited authority set in the peace aged. The US was opposed to a
European civilian administrator with enough auttyoto interfere with the military
mission'® It implied that the High Representative had a stipery role with neither a
mandate to instruct other actors, nor a guidinggse in the civilian implementation of
the DPA. Such insignificant authority was increabgdhe lack of proper funding and
insufficient staff® Importantly, the US worked to totally constrainese already
limited powers during early post-war stages. Iis #@nse, Washington was instrumental
in depriving the High Representative access tthallUN resources reserved for NATO
and refrained from providing any single fundingl@i1l998). Both the limited authority
of the High Representative, already conceded imp#aze agreement, and US attempts
to restrict his role during early post-war stageaswhighlighted during JCCS
negotiations. OHR members had authority only to rdmate and ensure that
implementation would take place in the occasionaotonsensus. This consensus,
however, was difficult to reach, with US represémes usually blocking initiatives,
arguing that these were against their policy aergdgt, which made the decision-making
process more difficult (Research Interview 28 Mal 2).

Yet, along with the limited authority and constednrole of the OHR imposed
by the US, international intervention to keep angigant number of people following
the transfer of authority was further underminedntijitary performance. In Dayton it
was agreed to provide IFOR commander’s with lirsgleuthority, which overcame
UNPROFOR limited authority during war. Actuallyvitas defined in Annex | of DPA

199 As seen in a previous chapter, the US effortind the role of the High Representative started in
the peace negotiations, after resignation in fawdluropeans, the position of senior civilian aioator
for implementation of the peace agreement.

1101t had only ten members in the early stages, whiah much smaller than the existing personnel in
some embassies (Sell 1999).
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that the IFOR Commander had the authority, withmibg subject to any party, to do
all that was considered necessary and proper,dmguhe use of military force. DPA
also clarified that IFOR literally had the rightpoovide military security for areas to be
transferred. Crucially, a minimalist interpretatiai IFOR’s role during the peace
implementation was finally adopted with commandeguing that involvement in non-
military issues of the agreement was not their {akbrooke 1998).

Despite all of this, the first round of talks toatlevith the transfer of the Serb-
held districts showed that around fifty percenpebple would leave regardless of the
conditions in which the transfer would take pla&el( 1999). Generally, people with
property expressed a wish to stay but demandedrasss that their own
representatives would have a role to play in tlwalladministration after the transfer of
authority. In addition, they required the trandf@roe strictly monitored by IFOR and
IPTF and that Serb police should be allowed to jbaincoming FBiH security forces.
Negotiations continued to deal with political andagiical issues such as police,
utilities, or housing. Because of ambiguity withreoissues of the peace agreement and
the attempt of representatives of local Serbsnd & political solution, negotiations
were central for the prospect of Bosnian Serb®toain after the transfer of authority,
as stated by Maksim Stanisic during early talks:

It will depend on these talks a lot. We have gtitaf problems to solve.

Heavy fighting has occurred here. Time is neededeakas solutions to a

lot of problems in order to have people feel safé & have a possibility
for them to choose, to decide freely, will theyysta go (Daly 1996).

For all that, the challenge in creating conditiémspeople to stay was undermined by
the deadline set in the peace agreement. The ladkefnition regarding civilian
annexes and the reduced margin for its resolutioreased uncertainty and fear on the
eve of the transfer. For instance, the final rdidBosnian Serb representatives in the
city or security issues was undefined in the intitihal organisation of Sarajevt. The
three-month deadline to complete the transfer @ity was thus seen as insufficient
by DISS negotiators, who required a postponemerih@fdeadline in order to create
appropriate conditions for people to decide whetbhestay or not (Research interview,
19 May 2015).

1n this regard, as recognised by Western diploniatssecurity issue was one of the great gaps in
the DPA since it did not clarify the situation iargjevo between the period in which Bosnian SerinyAr
left the suburbs and March 20, when the mostly Bdspolice force would take over (Pomfret 1996a).

104



More importantly, the prospect of keeping a sigmifit number of people in the
five districts after the transfer of authority wiasther weakened by the performance of
local and international actors. SDS leadership esiatl the transfer of authority from
the beginning. Main Bosnian Serb representativiested the division of Sarajevo at
the outskirts of the urban core because the decibed been taken by Milosevic
without their consent. Radovan Karadzic thus redpdrto the final territorial division
of Sarajevo, set in the peace agreement, clainfiagthe city would be blooding for
decades if the provisions on Sarajevo were notgareed (“Bosnian Serb Leader
Radovan Karadzic is Demanding that Provisions efAbcord Concerning Sarajevo Be
Renegotiated”, 1995)

In this regard, the SDS soon pushed for the madiba of the DPA through the
orchestration of demonstrations and the celebraifoa referendum by mid-December
in the five Serb-held districts to be transferr8el( 1999). SDS pressure continued and
UN officials reported a few days later, that Bosnfaerb authorities were blocking
people from leaving districts as part of a campammake peace negotiators change
their minds (Pomfret 1995d). Clearly, SDS contéstato the territorial provisions of
the peace agreement on Sarajevo pursued not rigimigg the Strategic Objective of
dividing Sarajevo ethnically. In this sense, atfifta-sixth session of the RS Assembly
held on 17 December 1995, the first one celebratext the signature of the DPA in
Paris, RS Assembly President Md&ta KrajiSnik forcefully rejected a proposal from
Grujo Lalovic to accept the new living conditionk Qarajevo Serbs under the rule of
the FBiH. Eloquently, KrajiSnik argued that the posal violated the first Strategic
Objective and the very purpose for which the RSlteeh created:

The mission of this republic and its first strategpal is for us to divide

Muslim and Croats, and no one has the right toteraastrategy whereby

Serb Sarajevo remains in a common state. Thusiadyok danger or wish

for a connection and solution for Sarajevo is edetly such that we want

to stay with the Muslims and Croats. No one isvedld now to create a
new solution to stay together (KrajiSnik 1995).

Furthermore, he openly recognised that the postddagituation in Sarajevo was not
envisioned by Bosnian Serb authorities and requihedreallocation of people from
areas to be transferred into RS territory to fuli goal of dividing Bosnian Serbs from

other ethnic groups:

12 This type of quotation corresponds to news thekdahe signature of a journalist.
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We need time, for this is a surprise, not foreseeany variant. Therefore
we need time for a political solution and a natloseparation, the best
solution is that people leave Sarajevo [the SetB-lstricts to be
transferred] and locations are found to accommodhésn (...) That
solution does not lead to establishment of a ubwinto collapse, for that
is our first strategic goal (Ib.).

Furthermore, beyond refusing the creation of camatt for ethnic coexistence in the
area of Sarajevo, the Assembly issued a declaratiandisputed the Bosniak-Croat
authority in areas that would become part of thdeFation of BiH. In this sense, the
declaration reserved the right of RS to reclaimeseignty in peaceful ways and
through political means to territories defined e Strategic Objectives (Donia 2006a).
The loss of the Serb-held districts under VRS'sticdrduring the war did not mean
either resignation or withdrawal from the agendduity divide Bosnian Serbs from
other ethnic groups in the area of Sarajevo. EedntSDS leadership continued and
was determined to divide Bosnian Serbs from otttamie groups but, at the same time,
it was unwilling to easily concede the Serb-hektritits.

Pale leadership thus adopted a strategy in ordeyaio time, with Moniilo
KrajiSnik requesting the delay of the reunificatioinSarajevo for up to one year during
the first visit of Leighton Smith, IFOR’s Commangddo Pale in late December
(Wilkinson 1995). Delaying the transfer of authprivas again one of the three
solutions presented by Krajisnik in a letter senboth Admiral Smith and Carl Bildt.
Firstly, KrajiSnik proposed to postpone the handatdeast until 15 December 1996 to
enable new elections in the suburbs, this shouwdrsesignificant autonomy in Sarajevo
and enable the possibility of integration withinetiRS. Secondly, he required
international funds for the construction of new pemary dwellings to resettle
approximately 45,000 families on the Serbian sifiehe IEBL, i.e. in the territory of
Srpsko Sarajevo. Finally, in case the transitiopatiod was not extended by 10
January, KrajiSnik threatened that all people wdelve by mid-March in a chaotic
way (Bildt 1998).

In conjunction with political pressure, (ostensility maintain authority over
areas of Sarajevo under control), Bosnian Serb&addrship, at least until that
September, also sought to persuade people to lgigtects. On the eve of the 10
January deadline, police special forces were mgipartments seeking to convince
citizens from Grbavica and llidza to depart (“Spadci tjeraju gradjane”, 1996). The

following day, the departure of people living inrBdeld districts formed a two-mile
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caravan of vehicles entering RS in the surroundoid3arajevo airport (“Bosnian Serbs
Flee Homes In Sarajevo”, 1996). According to UNiaids, about 12,000 people had
left the Serb-held districts by early February 19@6mfret 1996b).

The SDS, however, was not alone in pushing for asnexodus of people living
in the Serb-held districts at the end of the wdbASalso intervened to prevent a
majority of Sarajevo Serbs and Bosnian Serbs rezdain Grbavica and the four
suburbs. In a more subtle performance, SDA inceeasestrust on the eve of the
transfer of authority, by employing discursive girees and delaying implementation of
some provisions of the peace agreement. Even thaéligh Izetbegové had invited
Sarajevo Serbs to live safely in Sarajevo durirgy ¢eremony of the signature of the
peace agreement in Dayton on 21 November 1995ncdiatory statements were
shortly afterwards replaced by some frighteningnaa In this sense, Izetbegovi
asserted one week later that women and childrendida®isafe under his control but did
not extend the guarantee to their men, with moglt adales having served in the VRS
at some point during the war (Daly 1995). Muhamedti®ey nuanced that heavy
statement made by lzetbegévihe following day. The Bosnian Foreign Minister
claimed, that all civilians within a united Saragewvould have their safety guaranteed
by the government and only people engaged in waresrwould be persecuted.

Ambiguity over governmental provisions of securifyBosnian Serbs remained
in Sarajevo, highlighted the two contrasting cutsein SDA. Crucially, some
manifestations prior to the transfer of authoritgtually revealed that some party
members envisioned the division of Sarajevo alahgie lines. In this sense, further
verbal aversion took place in several public stat@s) such as those asserting once
again, that all but Chetniks could rely on the pctibn of Sarajevo authorities (OHR
1996x). For all that, other party members defenleshia’s historical ethnic diversity
and only conceived post-war Sarajevo as a city shauld keep ethnic diversity and
rebuild coexistence among ethnic groups. This Wwasatgument of Sarajevo’s Mayor,
Tarik Kupusovic, who was categorical on the impoacta of Sarajevo Serbs for the
future of the city in an interview in December 1995

There is a huge number of Serbs from Sarajevopmigthere in the centre

of the town, but also in llidza and Grbavica whalwi am certain,

remember that they are true citizens of Sarajevbran citizens of a Serb

Sarajevo. A Muslim Sarajevo does not exist. Samjeannot lose its
multiethnic quality, and if it should come to thate could openly state
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that Sarajevo has ceased to exist (“Tarik Kupusdva Sarajevo Without
Serbs”, 11 December 1995

Despite calls to overcome division and maintenasfaethnic diversity in Sarajevo, the
performance of party leadership did not contridotsoften the environment on the eve
of the transfer of authority in the Serb-held des$ of Sarajevo. Hence, some measures
in the implementation of the peace agreement warporary delayed by the Sarajevo
Government, such as the enactment of the generadsiynthat assured freedom for all
people, but war criminals, from arrest and persenufor their activities at the VRS.
Delays also occurred in the release of prisonstsediin the International Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC) that was scheduled to takeeae month after entry into force
of the DPA. While finally approved in February, telay of the general amnesty was
justified as a delaying measure until the RepubB8kaska approved an equivalent law.
As analysed in the following chapter, SDA authestioften used the reciprocity
argument to justify non-fulfilment of provisions tife peace agreement.

In a context in which nationalist parties performeare or less openly to
prevent a significant number of Bosnian Serbs ramgiin Grbavica and the four
suburbs, intense negotiations mediated by Michaein& continued, and the OHR
team which included the US diplomat Louis Sellafip agreed a proposal for a smooth
transition that was acceptable to all participaimtsthe negotiations. The proposal
confirmed the reintegration of Grbavica and ther fewburbs to Sarajevo and confirmed
that all Bosnian Serb authorities, including pali@®uld stay until authority was
transferred to Bosnian mayors and administratorsll ($999). Interestingly, the
proposal for a smooth transfer of authority dedatfgat a transitional power-sharing
arrangement would be established until the firsgtyear elections were held. These
measures included Serb representatives chosen #9 #dections to head local
assemblies even if they belonged to the SDS. Qifwiisions included the possibility
of incoming Serbs, who were not indicted as wanurals, joining the police force and
the use of the Cyrillic alphabet in local admiraston or the Serbian curricula in
schools.

For all that, these measures had little or no efimcmany people at the end of
war, following the ethno-territorial division of Bi set at the peace agreement.

Moreover, Louis Sell recognised that they had ¢hil® identify the degree of

113 Born in 1952 in Sarajevo, Tarik Kupusovic was ndrivayor of Sarajevo in April 1994 to replace
Muhamed KreSevljakovi Kupusovic was a member of the SDA and was elettetthe Assembly of
Sarajevo through the list for the Stari Grad muypatty.
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institutional guarantees needed to make power relpaxireality and to give Bosnian
Serbs the status of constituent nation in the ahpity of BiH. As he correctly pointed
out, it could only have worked as part of a broagleangement that gave Sarajevo
special status outside both the FBiH and the R8 {989). This special status was the
organisation of Sarajevo as a District, which wocgdtainly have contributed to create
a favourable environment for the stay of a sigaific hnumber of Bosnian Serbs in
Grbavica and the four other districts. Its real@athowever, was incompatible with the
vision of Pale leadership that pursued a Sarajévidei and ethnically homogeneous.
Any formula to share governance in Sarajevo witheotethnic groups was thus
ultimately abandoned by Milosevic during peace tietjons. Paradoxically, people’s
will to count on their own authorities to remain tine Serb-held districts after the
transfer of authority had been rejected by thetigali leadership in both Belgrade and
Pale.

Despite the limited impact of these measures impths#-siege context, the OHR
proposal for a smooth transfer of authority of tBerb-held districts was actually
confronted by international actors. Under the aandf the US, the IFOR did not back
the proposal, arguing that the clause permittingrisan Serb policemen to stay until 20
March implied a modification of the deadline setlred peace agreement. That decision
was central for the viability of the initiative, aéise civilian mission required military
enforcement in the context of high insecurity aedrfexisting after a long siege in the
city, and the amount of bloodshed in the whole tgunAdmittedly, the US had
opposed, during peace negotiations, the creati@paflice force with capacity to fulfil
agreements and, at the same time, disapprovecedath that NATO itself intervened
(Holbrooke 1998). Moreover, the US strategy to vesathe OHR (mentioned earlier)
took a decisive step in early February 1996 whemrgaChristopher, the US Secretary
of State, did not support Carl Bildt in addressthg increasing difficulties in the
imminent transfer of authority. Bildt passed infation to him about the most critical
issues, among which was the impossibility of obtajna statement from lzetbegoévi
with an assurance that the Serbs would be safeimgmgaafter the transfer of authority
and that their rights would be guaranteed. Bildttempt, however, was unsuccessful:

Regrettably, Warren Christopher did not have muclsay on the issue.

But afterwards it was quite clear to me that Izgdw& and Muratovic had

issued his visit to press their maximalist posgiohad not met with any
real objections from him or those with him, engagednostly general
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talk, and had then decided to attack my positiolasl as they could in
the belief that they had the Americans on theie iildt 1998, p.187).

The absence of military involvement and Christofghtack of support for Carl Bildt
did not only mean failure to achieve a strong madéional position in which to address
the transfer of the Serb-held districts, but ataplied that a weak OHR lost legitimacy
in front of local parties in the subsequent negiaties. This transatlantic disagreement
was soon exploited by the SDA and turned theirah#@pproval into direct opposition
of the proposal to include transitional power-shgrarrangements until the first post-
war elections were held (Sell 1999). Izetbegadeclared the agreement inconsistent
and invalid with Dayton and even Hasan Muratovii¢] Brime Minister, falsely stated
that he had never heard of the agreement. Furthe;rS®A leadership declared their
argument that the Bosnian police took over on aatyffive after the peace agreement
came into force, while the DPA set that all fortesl to completely vacate and clear
areas to be transferred.

It also triggered the fact that Pale leadershipubdg sabotage open prospects of
an orderly transition with Gojko Klickovic callinigr the evacuation of people from the
Serb-held districts within forty eight hours (IbKlickovic, (who would become Prime
Minister of Republika Srpska in mid-May), was theat of the Operational Staff for the
Accommodation of Residents of Serb Sarajevo, anseh@&p an emergency committee
to evacuate people from the suburbs and procedd suibsequent reallocation in RS.
Klickovic's call only intensified Pale’s leadershgush to evacuate people, which had
already commenced in January when VRS trucks weee to assist with the civilian
withdrawal (Pomfret 1996b). Despite this hostileviemnment from Bosniak and
Bosnian Serbs political leaderships, Michael Stecentinued working to ensure an
orderly transfer of authority. In this sense, hesgnted on 15 February, a plan in which
the FBIiH police force would finally take over atetlend of the transfer of authority,
reflecting the ethnic composition based on the 1@91isus. Serbian police officers who
were not indicted for war crimes could serve witthie incoming police force (Mihalka
1996).

The Rome meeting and the transfer of authorith@é3erb-held districts

Several international conferences took place toindefthe generic and
ambiguous civilian provisions of the DPA and moniioeir implementation during the

early post-war stages. The objective of the RometMg celebrated on 18 February
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1996, was to achieve a compromise of politicalesliin issues like Sarajevo and the
FBiH. As a result of the resolution on Sarajev® tapital city of BiH was reaffirmed
as a united city in which there would be equalttrest and non-discrimination for
Bosniaks, Croats, Serbs and Othfayhile setting the JCCS as the consultative and
coordinating body for this purpose (IFOR 19983).

This statement meant the approval of all essestahents of the OHR plan,
negotiated during previous weeks and boycotted by tS through IFOR'’s
performance. Thus, Bosnian Serbs would have bahofiportunity to exercise fully
their legal rights with respect to the governandethe city and to participate at
municipality level in the supervision of issuessas education, social welfare, Serbian
language and Cyrillic alphabet (Sell 1999). The lenpentation and transition of local
structures, including police, had to be completed@eduled by 19 March and carried
out in accordance with the joint Statement that been issued on 4 February between
the High Representative and IFOR Commander aftmeasing uncertainty about the
authority. Thus, until elections scheduled for $egter, FBiH authorities would act
alongside Bosnian Serb representatives (electd®%0) in the areas to be transferred,
which would allow them to participate fully in tlgpvernance of the city at municipal
level. Furthermore, during that period a plan hade¢ finalized and implemented to
create a multi-ethnic FBiH police force. The IPTRswesponsible for supervising and
monitoring police force deployment and activitieghile the IFOR would monitor
overall security in Grbavica and the four suburbsrdy the period of transition.

Effectively, at the Rome Conference, the transféraothority was finally
defined. It was to commence in Vogason 23 February and on a six-day interval.
International negotiators had not wanted to pultlghtimeline of the transfer earlier, in
case it changed during last round negotiationsam®& but this decision only increased
the uncertainty of people in the suburbs. Eloqyemtiternational management of the
transfer had been highly criticised, even amongrirdtional officials in Sarajevo, who
recognised that the performance had little if aoiysideration of the fear that people felt
in relation to the incoming takeover (Roane 1998a)will be highlighted shortly, the

Declaration signed in Rome had a weak foundationaasesult of transatlantic

114 The DPA recognised only three constitutive ethgrisups: Bosniaks, Bosnian Croats and Bosnian
Serbs. Bosnian minorities such as Yugoslavs, AlirasiJews or Roma, are represented in the category
“others” as long as they do not have the statusafnstitutive group.

115 The Declaration was supported by President Izetdeg President Milosevic, FBiH Prime
Minister Muratovic, FBiH President Kresimir ZubakdaRS Prime Minister Rajko Kasagic.
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disagreements on international involvement and aoreasto create a smooth transition
favourable for people who wished to stay.

Indeed, the confirmation and definition of the sfam of authority in Rome
increased the severity of the SDS performance ¢évgmt people staying on after the
takeover. SDS cadres deployed several methodsimfidation and violence to push for
the mass departure of people, such as nocturntd visextremists, arrests, theft, fires,
assaults, vandalism or destruction of equipmentrt@ic 1997). Furthermore, there
was disruption of public services and spreadinfgaf by both RS media and gangs that
were reportedly intimidating people who wished tmain in the districts (“On
Thursday, Bosnian Federation Police Deployed jasllj 1996).

Between the meeting in Rome and the first transferuthority, OHR members
presented a plan defining the take-over of the ndarimed FBiH police which had to
be formed to include an ethnic representation ptapwl to that existing before the
war. Essentially, the plan contained that the ofdhe civilian administration would
remain intact until mayors elected in 1990 eletioould take over on 19 March (Bildt
1998, p.194). Yet, the response from Bosniak laughorities modified the initial
proposal to increase the number of police officersorder to proceed with the
registration of all buildings and individuals remiaig in the districts, this significantly
caused a transfer prior to its beginning and ceetrad basic human rights.

Increasing manoeuvres from RS authorities to degpfseople produced the first
organized flight of Serbs from the Serb-held dis¢rion 17 February 1996, with the
departure of 800 families of Bosnian Serb soldikdied during the war. This departure
occurred amid calls for the mass departure of medmm the self-designated RS
foreign minister, Aleksa Buha, who claimed that ititernational community would not
ensure the safety of Bosnian Serbs (McDowall 1996)e pressure from SDS
leadership intensified and residents were surpyiaden a televised announcement on
19 February, stressed that everyone in Végahould have departed by the start of the
transfer of authority four days later and that $g@ortation, including dozens of buses,
would be provided from Pale by Bosnian Serb autiesr{Murphy 1996).

Indeed, the transfer of authority started in Vdago8n 23 February with most of
the Bosnian Serbs having already departed, higiniglthe complexity of the situation
and the success of multiple forces propelling asvdeparture of people. The small

number of people, who remained, most of them ejdéalced further pressure during
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the takeover. Actually, a crisis ensued from theseiuin the municipal building where

about 1,000 people who had not left were gathered:
Sitting in his office the Serb mayor watched theddtation police
approach in accordance with the agreed plan. Ys¢aa of respecting the
agreement under which the civilian administratiorould be left
untouched, they intimately stormed into his offened instructed him to
leave. On the pretext of searching for concealedhdso they then
proceeded to turn his office upside down. It wds&al exercise clearly
designated to intimidate him. He was hardly likedyhave bombs in the
office that he was going to use over the next fesekg. But the “bomb

search” rapidly scared off all that was left of I8an civilian
administration in the municipality (Bildt 1998, p3).

Vogo&a's Mayor, Rajko Koprivica, criticised both Bosni&erb authorities for their
statements which pushed people out, and interred§ofor doing nothing to help
despairing residents who were fearful of remaining also overwhelmed by the
prospect of moving (Murphy 1996). At that time, Adah Leighton Smith and Carl
Bildt were in Pale talking to Momcilo KrajiSnik. €l both travelled to Vogoéa, due to
pressure from Bildt and Smith, whereby KrajiSniksitently encouraged people who
wanted to stay to do so. Afterwards, he asked ép In the evacuation of people who
did not want to stay. It was argued there was terrative, and based on humanitarian
grounds, both Admiral Smith and Carl Bildt authed€Bosnian Serb authorities to send
trucks to Vogo&a in order to evacuate the remaining people whaedaio leave (Bildt
1998).

Equally important, assistance in the evacuatiopesple was not restricted to
Vogo&a. The day after the transfer of authority, NAT@ &vosnians Serbs negotiated
a plan to allow for the evacuation of people in fimer remaining Serb-held districts of
Sarajevo. In the suburbs to be transferred, the D&#ed the presence of Serb military
personnel and equipment, but the negotiated agrgepsemitted Serb army vehicles
driven by unarmed and un-uniformed soldiers to helghe evacuation of civilians
(Kinzer 1996). In practice, the military contribdtéo the mass exodus of people from
the Serb-held districts. In such a frightening emwvinent at the end of war, in which
security was a central issue, neither the IFORtherIPTF played a proactive role in
providing security during the transfer. Despite &I responsibility in monitoring the
takeover, the peace agreement had defined a veriedi role that was restricted to
monitoring the Federal police. Furthermore, theyevenderstaffed and incapable of

dealing with the transfer. The insufficient intemtien of police and military
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international organisations was highlighted by rthesle prior to the transfer of
authority, which was limited to handing out a bidtgood reasons for remaining (Roane
1996a).

The difficulty, if not the impossibility, of keepintogether a significant number
of people in a polity ruled exclusively by anothethnic group shortly after the
cessation of hostilities, was well illustrated ®ople’s reaction to symbols. The coat of
arms of the Republic of BiH, worn by some of theilffolice (despite calls to wear
red badges with the words of Federal Police), esdaand frightened Bosnian Serbs
who remained. According to estimations, about 1,080ple had remained in Vogas
following the transfer of authority (“More Serbs #idon Sarajevo”, 1996° A
similar event occurred when the Serbian flag wataced by the Liljan flag, the official
Bosnian flag at that time, which further increadedr within the small number of
people remaining (Kuzmanavi996)**’

After the turmoil that occurred in Vogé® a similar fate of mass exodus was
anticipated in the rest of Serb-held districtsllijas, most people had already left when
the transfer took place on 28 February. The transfeauthority in the north-western
municipality of Sarajevo implied the connection tbe territory of Sarajevo to the
corridor with Zenica, allowing federal authorities officially declare the end of the
siege of Sarajevo (Barber 1996a). In the trandfétanlzici, another axis of the complex
political and territorial post-war composition waighlighted. It corresponded to Croat-
Bosniak relations within the Federation of BiH. Twe men, thought to be Bosnian
Croat police officers, tried to obstruct the tramsby occupying the police station
(Hedges 1996a). They complained that no one hadutted them on the ethnic
composition of the new federation police, which sieted of fifty Muslims, five
Bosnian Croats and fifteen Bosnian Serbs. The @atamp however, was tackled in this
case by 100 heavily armed NATO troops.

Prior to the important transfer of authority indite and Grbavica, in both
symbolic terms and population numbers affected nBosSerbs elites ordered citizens
to plunder housing upon leaving the city. Equailhfimidation occurred with Bosnian

Serbs gangs, who were blamed for burning severiidibgs and even committing a

118 Despite the IPTF promoted registration of peopt® wished to stay, not everyone did so for fear
of being identified.

7 The coat of arms and the Lilijan flag were théaidl Bosnian symbols until 1998, when they were
modified by the HR Carlos Westendorp after the iRangnt of BiH failed to agree a solution. Both had
strong resistance from Boshnian Serbs as this watedeto Bosnian independence and subsequent war.
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murder (“Sarajevo Put To Test; Again Chaos Fanmeduburbs Before Federation
Takes Over”, 1996). Steiner convened a meetingkR Gleadquarter on 10 March to
try to persuade the IFOR to act following the lasgl@ctivities which took place in the
two remaining districts under transfer. It was agdré¢o increase the presence of the
IFOR and IPTF to prevent lawless activities (OHRO@#&) and, concurrently, a new
instruction was set in NATO headquarters assidiirggcivilian implementation of the
peace agreement based on a case by case basis 18@6a). Yet, the meeting, and
subsequent new instruction, hardly modified evemighe ground and mass departures
also took place in llidza and Grbavica. Lawlessvédets were particularly violent in
llidza where the transfer had to be completed byME2ch. Despite the agreement to
increase the presence of military and internatigdice, SDS leadership exploited the
passivity of the IFOR who refrained from intervemidue to its minimalist approach.
IFOR remained passive, which produced astonishingt®ns, such as the inaction of
Italian troops when an elderly couple required rveation to prevent Bosnian Serb
gangs blasting their house (Holbrooke 1998).

When the takeover of Grbavica was completed by 248cM 1996, Sarajevo was
reintegrated after a painful and lingering siege cbmpletion, however, had the cost of
further decreasing the city’s ethnic diversity affee mass departure of Bosnian Serbs,
before the transfer of authority took place. Of 8000 Bosnian Serbs living after the
cessation of hostilities in the Serb-held distri@pproximately ten percent of people
stayed when the transfer of authority was complateast of them elderly people. The
poor involvement of the military, more concernedhwavoiding casualties than in
properly implementing the DPA, allowed SDS leadgrst freely push Sarajevo Serbs
and Bosnian Serbs out of the districts to be texnasfl. Carl Bildt recognised the failure
of the international community in the managementhef transfer of Grbavica and the
four suburbs. Frustrated by the management ofakeoter from Bosniak leadership,
Bildt stated that international mistakes were oowershadowed by the fact that Alija
Izetbegowt was responsible for betraying the multi-ethnig ¢Bildt 1998, p.198).

Certainly, the performance of the SDA leadershifsarajevo was not in line
with any authority allegedly committed to the presd¢ion of ethnic diversity in the
Bosnian capital city. In this sense, their ambinake regarding the selection of groups
of Bosnian Serbs who would get governmental seciirihey stayed after the takeover,
increasingly highlighted the contradiction betwebka rhetoric of preserving Bosnian

ethnic diversity and local performance in Sarajewdich consolidated a Bosniak
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enclave. Notwithstanding, Carl Bildt focus on thetrayal of the multi-ethnic city by
Izetbegowt which neglected two crucial facts: firstly, SDSadership actively and
comprehensively performed to produce a mass exofiuyseople in line with the
wartime goal of dividing Bosnian Serbs from othéhnéc groups. Secondly, the
institutionalisation of ethno-territorialities irhe peace agreement was both a heavy
burden and a very effective mechanism against thsepvation of ethnic diversity at
the end of war. It actually produced that the departowards areas controlled by
people’s own ethnic community became the logicdloopto feel secure at the end of

three-and-a-half years of war.

The reallocation of Bosnian Serbs in Republika Exps

This second wave of a mass departure of Serbs $arajevo took place in a
very different context compared to the first depaatat the beginning of war. In
interviews conducted for this research, among peaio left on the eve of the transfer
of authority, all of them expressed the opiniort thanass departure was inevitable due
to the existing conditions at the end of war. Mpsbple decided to leave as a result of
uncertainty and the impossibility of knowing hoveyhwould be treated if they decided
to remain. In that context, the decision to leaas wften taken on a short term basis
and mainly, if not exclusively, driven by emotiodss claimed by one interviewee, he
was not concerned at that time for his rights &osnian Serb in the area of Sarajevo
but, rather, he simply feared for life (Researdernview, 24 July 20158

Indeed, at the end of a war fought in the nametlohieity, and the lingering
siege of Sarajevo conducted by VRS, it transpited temaining in a territory ruled
mainly by Bosniak authorities actually persuadedpbe (paralysed by fear) to try and
transfer from this affected districts. Despite w@laithat Bosnian Serbs should stay,
international actors failed to create secure camtitand an institutional framework to
foster equality among ethnic groups was absents €hvironment of insecurity and
uncertainty (as an individual and as a member oéthnic group) only hindered the
prospect of remaining for a significant number ebple:

There was fear of a new situation, an unknown sdoayesterday at war and
today you have to live together again. That wassthetion. There was a lot of
fear, as to how people who were your enemy durirggwar would behave.

18 Similar testimonies were found during archive wokkwoman, during the transfer of authority in
Vogosca, expressed the opinion that “if anyone d¢dguiarantee my safety, guarantee that | would eot b
killed, 1 would stay. But | am scared to death ahaliat will come” (Roane 1996a).
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There was a fear of revenge, a fear of how the ntynaould be treated by a
majority. There were also fears as to whether yghysical and psychological
integrity would be recognised and protected, an@tiwdr economic, national,
religious, social, and civil rights would be recagrd and secured again. No one
guaranteed that (Research Interview, 19 May 2015).
As envisioned by the SDS leadership, a mass exofi&rajevo Serbs and Bosnian
Serbs living in the Serb-held districts of Sarajewp the end of war, implied the
emergence of homogeneous ethno-territorialitiethénurban area of Sarajevo, divided
between Sarajevo and Srpsko Sarajevo. As a rebudlieomass exodus in terms of
population, significant concentrations of ethniaorities did not remain for the whole
country. The few thousands of Sarajevo Serbs arshiBo Serbs who left the districts
simply crossed the IEBL to resettle in Pale, Lukawor Sokolac: SDS leadership could
not conduct a mass reallocation to Srpsko Sardjevdrajisnik’s request to
international organisations for assistance forahestruction of temporary dwellings to
host 45,000 families at the other side of the IEB&, in Srpsko Sarajevo, did not get
any response so the limited housing capacity exgsit that time in those mainly rural
areas remainetf’ Therefore, many people were accommodated in vduames or in
refugee centres in farther territories within Rekzb Srpska, especially in areas of
eastern Bosnia that had been ethnically cleansedigdthe war by VRS and Serb
paramilitary formations.

The Operational Staff for the Accommodation of $ara Serbs supervised the
departure of people from the Serb-held districtbaaransferred, and their subsequent
reallocation in RS territory. Bosnian Serb authesitdid not provide significant
assistance for the displacement of people but atos orientating their movement.
More specifically, Bosnian Serb authorities ordepemple’s movements into specific
areas within the RS, all heads of municipalitieser@ng information regarding the
regions people should travel to after leaving (Rede Interview, 19 May 2015). The
displacement of people was linked to the reallocatf industry, which had already

19 Indeed, a few thousand only crossed the IEBL settke in Srpsko Sarajevo. In the summer of
1996, only 15,864 people displaced were livinghia tmunicipality of Pale, out of which 5,500 citizen
were from the districts transferred to the FBiHNE&GL996¢).

120 As will be analysed further in this chapter, Pet§el and 2 were approved only a few months later,
in June 1996, and the goal was to build an ethigiexiclusive urban enclave in Srpsko Sarajevo thhou
the provision of housing facilities, employment dedure to Sarajevo Serbs and Bosnian Serbs wiho ha
left the Serb-held districts of Sarajevo.

121 Resources were very limited to move people owupitie permission to use tracks and buses from
NATO, many people did not have any support or, wiesting, it was only restricted to fuel provisson
(Research Interview, 28 May 2015).
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commenced from the five Serb-held districts in #pul996, when the transfer of
authority had not yet been fixétf. Finally, the departure was an achievement withén t
SDS agenda, dividing the Serbian population froneogethnic groups in Bosnia. Gojko
Klickovic celebrated the mass departure of peoptenfthe Sarajevo districts and
claimed that by leaving their homes, the Sarajemd$had once more showed that no
price was too high for the creation of the Serlsigte (Srna 19966F>

SDA ethnocratic practices to consolidate dominatiorover Sarajevo during early

post-war stages

The goal of the SDS leadership to achieve an ethimision of the urban area of
Sarajevo after the peace agreement remained imhauiabthe alleged commitment of
the SDA leadership towards ethnic diversity in pgat Sarajevo was in doubt
following the performance carried out, prior andidg, the transfer of authority. This
performance included, among other actions, a ssmoesof frightening claims
regarding the security of people who wished to stayhe Serb-held districts. SDA
leadership commitment to ethnic diversity was farteroded with ethnocratic practices
developed in Sarajevo in 1996 which affected etlmmimposition and institutions. In
this sense, SDA leadership moved to consolidatavaurable powerbase in the city
during early post-war stages, intervening in theidimag legislation and conducting
ethnic engineering with the reallocation of Bossiakternally displaced in the Tuzla
region, into abandoned apartments in the formep-8eld districts. Furthermore, party
leadership also created an ethnocratic politicaleorin Sarajevo’s territory via the
institutional reorganisation of the city, which alled the party to have full and
exclusive institutional authority in March 1996.

Focusing firstly on the practices affecting ethrdiomposition, the SDA
intervened in the stabilisation of the wartime pagion after the cessation of hostilities
through legislative procedures. In this sense, dheendment of housing property
legislation benefited temporary residents, to tlerichent of people who had left

122 For instance, these were the cases of Remont ama-Cola, who moved from Hadzici to
Bratunac. Lasta, a bike and registration plateofgctmoved from llidza to Bijeljina. Thus, mass
displacement of people from Hadzici to Srebreniocd &ratunac took place as well as from llidza
towards Bijeljina and Zvornik. Only in the Bijelgnregion, about 10,000 people from the Serb-held
districts of Sarajevo had arrived in early Marcmgg1996a).

128 Such a statement placed the agency of the creafianSerbian nation in citizens which blurred
party performance in the process of ethno-mobitsataind the multiple strategies employed, from
persuasion to coercion, on the eve of the tramsfdistricts to produce a mass departure of pojmuiat
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Sarajevo because of war. During war, laws regudgpiroperty rights in socially owned
apartments and private properties were modified abdndoned apartments were
subsequently used for the provision of alternaiceommodation for people affected
by forced displacement, or people from Sarajeverilly displaced, such as people
living in the front line. Abandoned apartments wtras temporarily allocated to new
tenants under the condition that could be usedofur year after the cessation of
immediate war danger. Yet, the Bosnian Governmengd by the SDA, amended
wartime property legislation in December 1995 talude clauses that virtually
prevented displaced people returning to their paefvomes.

More specifically, the Bosnian Government adoptea Decree amending the
Law on Abandoned Apartmentswhich a tenant’s rights in socially owned apahis
was cancelled permanently if the person failecetarn in seven days, in cases of being
internally displaced, or fifteen days if the persmas abroad as a refugee, after the
cessation of war danger set on 22 December by résidency of BiH (ICG 1998&§*
In other words, people driven by war who had |b&it homes had until 29 December
1995, or 6 January 1996, to return in order to évJosing their apartments. These
deadlines were extremely difficult to accomplishd avirtually excluded almost all
people from keeping tenants’ rights, especiall\caises of refuge€$® Even in cases
where a return did take place within the narrowdtlaa, displaced people could lose
their rights anyway if temporary residents occupieel apartment. Ombudsmen of the
FBiH, Vera Jovanovic, claimed that regulation canggy the expiry of tenants’ rights
was directed primarily against all civilians whodhkeft the various towns (Peranic
1996a). Importantly, pre-war tenants lost theihtigs holders, as apartments were

124 Other parties like the HDZ, whose potential voteesl left Sarajevo in great numbers, had
proposed an amendment in theaswv on Abandoned Apartmeritsat allowed displaced people to repossess
socially-owned apartments within seven days oterfporary occupied, in fifteen days. In this case,
temporary users should be accommodated in coleeci@ntres or hotels all over the Federation télyth
return to their own places. Theaw on Housing Relationggulated occupancy right holders for socially
owned apartments, which could be only lost in aafskaving been left unused for a period longer than
six months. Thé.aw on Abandoned Apartment&s passed in 1992 to regulate abandonment ailgeci
owned apartments, the main category in Sarajevan agher urban areas. THeaw on Abandoned
Apartmentsdispossessed rights to people who deserted or imepossession of weapons without a
proper license. In case of forced displacement, dvew authorities could not declare the property
abandoned so pre-war occupants kept their rightdik&) in socially-owned apartments, thaw on
Temporarily Abandoned Real Property Owned by Giszmuggested that owners retained ownership
despite houses being declared abandoned and temporaipied by displaced persons.

125 Despite having a further week, returning to Bosinéan other European countries or elsewhere
was difficult at the end of war, even if properamhation and resources were at the disposal of
individuals and families. Almost half of the fourilion Bosnians had been displaced by war, either
internally, about one million, or abroad as refugyde3 million (UNHCR 2010).
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declared abandoned and permanently lost withoupablic hearing. Afterwards, those
apartments were assigned new occupancy rightsresthea temporary or permanent
basis.

Subsequently, housing amendments implied that arsops displaced lost legal
grounds to move back into their original homes amde prevented from successfully
reclaiming their pre-war homes in favour of tempgnaesidents. In March 1997, after
23,000 had lodged complaints to her office, the HaonRRights Ombudsperson for
Bosnia encouraged people to continue doing so. $egislative change prevented
returns and impeded the stabilisation of an etbtriecture, now much less diverse due
to the mass displacement of population, and theshwf tens of thousands of Bosniaks
internally displaced. Thus, displaced people wiedtto return shortly after the end of
hostilities found negative responses from authesjtivho rejected nearly every petition
that the OSCE had issued on behalf of people widdst their homes, as expressed by
Branka Raguz, OSCE’s official who monitored humights violations:

The Government makes no exception for people whe wiek, had difficulty
coming back or were not informed of the expropoiatiaw. This is nothing
more than government-sanctioned robbery (Hedge8)99

SDA housing policy was conducted amid discussiontlo®m Law on Purchasing
Housing Unitsthis law aimed to transform temporary users intoirel owners whom,
after the purchase, it would be impossible to mmvevict from their private real estate.
In January 1997 there was a last minute amendnighe baw on Purchasing Housing
Units at the BiH Federal Parliament. Taking advantageth&f absence of HDZ
representatives, the amendment presented justebedting in of the law, allowed the
approval of further legal provisions benefiting f@rary residents and vulnerable
groups who were occupying abandoned apartmentthisnsense, families of killed
combatants or disabled veterans and refugees vemitped to stay for a maximum
period of five years until adequate housing wasvigiexd for them or until they were
able to return to their pre-war homes (Simic 1987).

Significantly, the SDA housing policy during eagppst-war stages unfulfilled
the peace agreement, as Annex VIl guaranteeddgheto repossess pre-war homes by
all displaced peoples. This agreement provided scan@inty to individuals who had

resettled in Sarajevo expelled from other ared3oshia. Extending the period in which

126 The privatization of apartments started in thedfation of BiH in March 1998, the context of
which amendments discriminating against pre-waaénwere being amended as a result of interndtiona
pressure to implement Annex VII, as will be anatlysechapter four.
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they could remain temporarily in apartments wasageable in order to avoid new mass
displacements of population, reallocations in abile@ centres and further suffering to
people. Certainly, the post-war situation was vagnplex with the existence of about
half of the Bosnian population either internallsplaced or a refugee abrodd.Yet,
providing a certainty to people internally resettie Sarajevo through the permanent
cancellation of the rights of pre-war tenants, é&saserious doubts about the real
motivations of Bosniak authorities. The party wé&e tonly proponent to include
mechanisms in the peace agreement to remake prettuaic composition but during
the early post-war stages it acted to consolidateporarily or not, wartime population
in Sarajevo. SDA housing policy operated in practicy having control over a
significant number of socially-owned apartmentsiiban areas, which in the Sarajevo
Canton accounted for fifty six percent of the 8@,fpartments in the 1990s (ICG
1998a).

Indeed, discriminative housing policy towards pra-wesidents allowed the
distribution of abandoned apartments among a ptase favourable to the SDA. The
donation of an apartment became the first payofitore voters who could remain in
the city (Peranic 1996b; Cox 1998). Furthermore,wds also a mechanism to
consolidate the housing situation in the city bytyalites and authorities. In this sense,
a great number of abandoned apartments had be@buisd among SDA loyal
members and their families during war, to increase improve their housing situation
in the city. Such arbitrary reallocation startee tho-called multiple occupancy of

apartments, as people illegally accumulated mae tme apartment in the city.

Further ethnic engineering: the reallocation ofinglly displaced persons to Sarajevo

SDA housing policy, which implied the stabilizatiof a wide majority of the
Bosniak population in Sarajevo at the end of waas wot the only ethnocratic practice
conducted by the SDA in the capital city of Bosmatually, the process of ethnic
homogenization of Sarajevo’s population took ontheodimension between the spring
and summer of 1996. The HDZ and especially the 8&8&been active in resorting to

ethnic engineering as a demographic strategy taterand consolidate the process of

127 Such complexity was also seen in the case of Sarapeople who had left Serb-held districts
during the war and were living in Sarajevo werehmasback to their homes in order to empty temporary
occupied flats for those who were returning to @
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ethno-territorialisatiort?® As seen in the reallocation of Bosnian Serbs ipuRéka
Srpska after the transfer of authority, however tBDA also performed in an
ethnocractic way to turn Sarajevo into a Bosnidlk tllowing the mass exodus of
Bosnian Serbs from Grbavica and the four suburli¥A $eadership promoted the
reallocation of the Bosniak population from othartp of BiH into abandoned houses.
Thus, from May 1996 about 500 Bosniaks were transfiedaily to Sarajevo by bus
from refugee centres in Tuzla (Demick 1996a). Pedphnsferred were internally
displaced persons ethnically cleansed from Ea®esmia during the war, mostly from
Srebrenica and the rest of the Podrinje regionlaBy July, about 25,000 reallocations
had already taken place in the former Serb-heldricis of Sarajevo (Stigimayer
1996)1°

The driving motivation of the reallocation conduttby the SDA was the
consolidation of Sarajevo as a Bosniak enclavenipaly post-war context in which all
nationalist parties saw the partition of Bosniaagsossibility. Previously, in Sarajevo, a
discussion on ethnic partition had been taboo, kewein spring 1997 articles in
Sarajevo’s mainly Muslim press were exploring simdas while Muslim leadership
circulated a map showing territories that were dedirey to be part of a partitioned BiH
if the peace agreement failed (“Chop up Bosnia®97). In this senseDani, an
influential weekly magazine, displayed a map ofutufe Bosnia on its front cover
assuming that Serbs would lose territory surroumpddanja Luka. This map was just
one of several proposals considered by an all-Bésbuncil integrated by eight
people and set up by Bosnia’s President, Alijablegbvt.

Renowned local and international figures definee thallocation as an SDA
episode of ethnic engineering to make Sarajevo a&niB&-dominated city>°
Importantly, the reallocation was a setback for Miel Steiner’'s continuous efforts

within the JCCS to create conditions in Sarajevoefgual treatment for all constituent

128 | define ethnic engineering as the mass displanemiean ethnic group following a political or
military plan.

129 The reallocation of Bosniaks, who had not previplised in Sarajevo, was not exclusive to 1996
and continued at a slower pace afterwards, withtal bf 19,623 people moving to Sarajevo during7199
(ICG 1998a). Notwithstanding, no evidence has eand in this research to show that the process was
driven by the SDA. Actually, considering informatifound in the archives, the daily transfer by bfis
numbers from refugee centres in Tuzla to Sarajesk place between the spring and summer of 1996.

130 There were expressions in this line from Michagn®r, Dusan Sehovac, member of DISS,
actively involved in the stay of Bosnian Serbs irb&ica and the suburbs of Sarajevo, and Srdjan
Dizdarevic, president of the Helsinki CommitteeBiH. Michael Steiner forcefully criticised the SDA
political leadership, accusing the Bosniak-led Gomeent of Bosnia of building an ethnic enclave with
internally displaced persons.
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nations in BiH. In this sense, Ilidza had integdateurteen local Bosnian Serbs from
municipal institutions when Serb intimidation armliocation in the suburbs started in
the spring of 1996 (OHR 1996d). Contrary to possiavhich defined the ethnocratic
nature of the reallocation, SDA general secretdiysad Ceman claimed, that the
reallocation had put SDA in a huge dilemma as & against the party’s general policy
of favouring ethnic diversity. He defended the eatrarrangement whereby a huge
number of internally displaced living in collecticentres were not prevented to move,
at least temporarily, into abandoned housing aroSagdajevo (Stigimayer 1996).
Ceman’s words highlighted the perseverant effastpdrtray the SDA as essentially
distinct to other nationalist parties while coverimt the same time, that displacement
was a political action driven by party leadership.

The reallocation of Bosniaks in the former Serbdhdistricts that had been
reintegrated to Sarajevo, where housing was availatter the departure of Bosnian
Serbs, could certainly be justified as a humarataattempt to dignify the life of people
ethnically cleansed during war. However, Cemanguarent to provide temporarily
occupation in Sarajevo to victims of war could obky sustained by neglecting SDA
housing policy, which had previously cancelled tights of displaced peoples to
repossess pre-war homes. The fact that the driviativation of the reallocations was
not exclusively temporary occupation was highlighty Mehemed Kaltak’s words, the
city official, who was in charge of allocating alolmmed apartments:

We have 30,000 people in this city who were foréen their homes in

areas of Bosnia now controlled by the Serbs andCtloats. These displaced

people have no place to live. These are the pesptewe must help, not the
people who fled Sarajevo during the war. No onee#&gd people from

Sarajevo. Those who left abandoned their homeseaf bwn free will, so
they have lost them (Hedges 19961).

Further evidence highlighted the argument that iettynrather than humanitarianism
was the driving motivation of the SDA leadershiptivre reallocation of Bosniaks
internally displaced from other parts of Bosniagrificantly, there was an absence of
protection to Bosnian Serbs who had remained instiiirbs when violence against
them occurred concurrently during the reallocatdrpeople in the former Serb-held
districts. Gangs of demobilized soldiers, and sahée internally displaced persons

who were being reallocated within the suburbs,gelily perpetuated violence and

131 His words also revealed the widespread visiomait time among Sarajevans that people who had
left the city did not have right to return.
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intimidation. According to data from the United Meis, only thirty six Serbs were
expelled illegally from their homes in May 1996 {iek 1996a). The DISS denounced
the fact that 3,000 homes had been illegally ocmligind over 2,000 buildings burned
down and looted by early June. Moreover, it waoreal that there were 150 cases of
severe threats to individuals, from which twentysesa resulted in serious injuries
(Obradovic 1996).

Alija lzetbegove was forcefully criticised for the alleged imposkip of
protecting the remaining Bosnian Serbs and, ag#on, his passivity and non-
condemnation of violence (Wilkinson 1996). Indettt SDA’s leadership role in this
violent episode was extremely dubious. The passwitthe police in stopping the
intimidation of remaining Serbs had already beemodeced following the transfer of
authority between February and March (Pomfret 1RS8gnificantly, after Izetbegovic
sent a letter to the Federal Minister of the ImtierAvdo Habib, in which it was ordered
indirectly that anarchy had to be stopped, fed@@lcemen became more active,
mobile and efficient overnight (Vukmirovic 1996)oNess important, there were cases
in which even the authorities directly performedfiighten Bosnian Serbs during the
reallocation of Bosniaks internally displaced frohuzla. Effectively, FBiH police
forces in the municipalities of llidza, Vog@sand llijas, placed mines in front of the
homes of Bosnian Serb figures who had been worldngaintain Bosnian Serbs in the
districts after the transfer of authority (Kebo 6B® Violence against Bosnian Serbs
was recognised by deputies of Alija Izetbegawi an attempt to downplay these events
in the aftermath of war:

We have so many refugees, so many demobilized essldivho aren’t

receiving any pay. No police force on earth couték law and order under

these circumstances. Criminals see this situatfomaraopportunity to steal
somebody else’s property and they think it is easiesteal a Serb’s property,

pretending it is some kind of nationalist act whemeally is a just crime
(Demick 1996a).

There was an expansive ethnic transformation o&j&ap from the beginning of the
war and this was due to the influx into Bosniakyciof internally displaced and
departed Sarajevans, with a first wave of Sarajgedds leaving on the eve of war

e132

generally following SDS instructions, or during teege.” The second episode of

32 There was also the departure of many Sarajevans dther ethnic groups during the siege, which
suggested that the Bosniak population in Sarajeemeased in relative terms during the war. However,
the second post-war episode of ethnic engineeramglucted by the SDA suggested that the Bosniak
population also increased in absolute terms duttiegspring and summer of 1996. In this sense, UN
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ethnic engineering in Sarajevo, by the SDA, ocaldaring the post-war period, after
the SDS pushed for the reallocation of people ftbenSerb-held districts into the RS,
which further increased ethnic homogenisation irthbpolities. In Sarajevo, the
population became predominantly Bosniak while theas an ethnically homogeneous
Srpsko Sarajevo, with only a Bosnian Serb poputatimce the early stages of war
when the authorities and military expelled Bosniiasn municipalities like Pale.
Moreover, this episode revealed that the SDA lestdey committed rhetorically
to a multi-ethnic Bosnia, was equally resortingetbnic engineering to consolidate
Sarajevo as a Bosniak city. Such reallocation obrisaks internally displaced to
abandoned apartments in the former Serb-held distaf Sarajevo, cemented ethno-
territorialisation of its urban area and would alkave implications during the
subsequent implementation of Annex VII, which guméead repossession of pre-war
homes as is analysed in chapter four. In this seéhsegroup most hostile to minority
returns were displaced persons of the majority gradno feared once again being
displaced by the return of the pre-war residéhtn Vogo&a, for instance, where a
significant number of widows from Srebrenica wesallocated, local authorities were

especially hostile to minority returns (Cox 1998).

The post-war institutional reorganisation of Saraje

The mass ethnic transformation of Sarajevo sineebtdginning of the war and
the subsequent policies for its consolidation iegblihe consolidation of an ethno-
territorial order in the capital city of BiH. Thisconsolidation had, in the
institutionalisation of a local ethnocracy, a seuraf power and resources for its
subsequent reproduction. Sarajevo would be patheofBiH after Milosevic rejected
the proposal by international negotiators in Dayttmform a District for the joint ruling
of the city amongst Bosnian constituent groups.aAsult, the Bosnian capital city
became one of the Cantons in which the Croat-B&sméty was organised and, during
early post-war stages, became a Canton exclusivelgr Bosniak authority because of

estimations placed Bosniak’s population at aroudd,@00 inhabitants, which represented eighty seven
percent of Sarajevo’s population (ICG 1998a). Tikisontrasted with pre-war figures from the 1991

Census, when Bosniaks registered in Sarajevogeth52,000 people and represented half of Sarajevo

population

133 Minority returns is defined as those persons wdtarn to pre-war homes in a territory controlled
by another ethnic group. After the creation of ettracies and its legalisation in DPA, it must be
considered qualitatively, rather than quantitaties, it has significant political and socio-economic
implications.
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the reorganisation conducted by the SDA, which Beg@eepresentatives from other
ethnic groups after failing to reach an agreemetit the HDZ.

Despite the centrality of Sarajevo in peace negotig, its final status was not
completely resolved, and a discrepancy existed dmtvihe DPA and the Constitution
of the Federation of BiH, which had been approwed-eébruary 1994 as part of the
Washington Agreement to cease hostilities betweesnBks and Bosnian Croats.
Thus, the Constitution of the FBiH defined Sarajea® its capital city in Article
Fourteen and as a State District in the tenth Rtim this context, an agreement had to
be reached in time for the transfer of the autkaoit territories between entities, i.e.
ninety days after the peace agreement came inte.f&hortly after the signature of the
DPA, negotiations began to define the final organhan of the city. A committee for
the organisation of Sarajevo was established wihe megotiations taking place
between the SDA and the HZD as part of Croat—Ba&sretations to jointly rule the
Federation of BiH. Because of the DPA, the ideaeofganising Sarajevo as a Canton
prevailed. High ranking members of the city hadidied that Sarajevo would be
organized as a Canton and both the City Commisamahthe Assembly began to work
to adapt the status of the city (Bahio95s)***

An agreement was signed in February 1996 by Kresimbak, the Croat
president of the Federation, and Ejup Ganic, SDée wwresident, to form a joint
administration in the capital city. Both partiegywever, failed to agree on specific
power-sharing measures and the HDZ withdrew froenafjreement at the beginning of
March (“Croats back out of agreement on Sarajed®96). Furthermore, the SDA
refused to share power in Sarajevo with the Fedmwalition partner in a fifty-fifty
system (Perafi1996b). The party was in a very powerful positionSarajevo after
being economically and politically empowered durihg siege while HDZ demands
did not correspond to that reality, in relationitt ethnic composition, as the Croatian
pre-war population in Sarajevo represented lesa #even percent. After the SDA
rejection, HDZ, holding approximately one third thie power in the Canton, argued
logically that they should be entitled to the salaeel of the power in Sarajevo
regardless of the election results, due to thegitpm as one of the three constituent

nations in Bosnia (Kovacevic 1996). The offer fr@dDA was not compatible with

13 The creation of a Canton was actually supportethbySDP leadership of Zlatko Lagumdzija and
Nijaz Durakovt. SDP member of the committee for the Organisatib8arajevo, Bozo Kljajic, argued
that after the peace agreement the establishmeatQdnton was more realistic than a District (Kozar
1996).
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HDZ requirements i.e. an offer of only two seatstl@ council of the main Bosnian
Croat party (Cerkez 1996).

The arguments used by the HDZ did not differ frdme policy of national
homogenization as they insisted on the exclusiyat tio represent all the Bosnian Croat
population. Their demands were not motivated bywileto maintain ethnic diversity
in Sarajevo but, rather, to reproduce in Sarajéwterritorial logic of ethnicisation.
This was highlighted by the alternative, envisionedccase a joint agreement on the
governance of Sarajevo was not reached. In thisesghe HDZ was planning to form
the so-called “Croat Sarajevo” through the conmectf the area of Stup, which is
located in the municipality of llidza and has bdwestorically claimed as Croat, with
Kiseljak and the rest of Herzeg-Bosna. In this eajtCroats from Herzegovina were
significantly purchasing houses in areas abandbgdgbsnian Serbs during the transfer
of authority, such as Rajlovac, Kobilja Glava ordiii (Perané 1996b)*°

A lack of consensus between the HDZ and the SDAentlael constitution of the
Canton more difficult and the mayor of SarajevoyiK &upusovic, postponed the
meeting on 4 March after realizing that an agrednbetween parties did not exist.
Thus, the formation of the Transitional Assemblyted Sarajevo Canton was postponed
until an agreement was reached within an eighteggdline’*® HDZ’s demand for one
third of the power was neglected and with no cosssrwith the main Bosnian Croat
party, (who envisaged that the Sarajevo Canton avbalestablished after consultations
at FBiH level), councilmen set up in Kupusovic'sahce the Transitional Assembly of
the Sarajevo Canton on 11 March (Sucic 1996). Tdsslted in the exclusion of other
ethnic group representatives from Sarajevo inghigtas the Canton was set with thirty
five Bosniaks out of thirty seven representatités.

The Party leadership, rather than SDA municipatasgntatives, decided to go
ahead with the constitution of an ethnically exslasSarajevo Canton. The institutional

1% The entrance of Croat police into Hatiziluring the transfer of suburbs, analyzed in aviptes
section, responded to this pattern of assertingrabover the areas of Sarajevo claimed as Croats.

13 The decision was taken after several party reptaiees mentioned that in most cases there had
been some mistake in the selection of the municigalesentatives to the Cantonal transitory Assgmbl
(“Kanton nagekanju” 1996).

137 Non-Bosniaks representatives included one Crodt ame Serb. Despite the formation of the
Transitional Assembly of the Sarajevo Canton tiveas a six-month vacuum as the Cantonal parliament
did not hold any session between 11 March and bl§&ct after the first post-war elections took plake
the party level, the formation of the Sarajevo Gantvas followed by purges in the City Committee of
the SDA, which was renamed as Cantonal CommitteaeeoSDA and Prof. Safet Halilovic was replaced
by Dr. Ismet Gavrankapetanovic as the presidéaty(1996).
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reorganisation of Sarajevo had many political irgions that transcended the local
sphere and it was due to the supremacy of SDA inardl within party leadership. The
dissolution of the city assembly was not agreediwithe SDA, and the leadership
imposed their will during negotiations. Actuallymang city deputies there were
alternative visions. One alternative pursued theigal of the city government formed
by 120 members from all ethnicities, with the esahm only of twenty eight SDS
representatives elected in the 1990 elections. Werotenvisioned an Assembly
representing only citizens and not ethnic grougsickv should only be represented in
the entities and BiH parliaments and would endrépeoduction of ethnic dialectics at
all institutional levels (Research Interview, 11vdmber 2013). This move by the SDA
leadership thus resulted in the formation of a metihmic institution, excluding
representatives from other ethnic groups. In otherds, the formation of a mono-
ethnic Sarajevo Canton implied the institutiondi@a of a local ethnocratic regime
under SDA authority during the early post-war stag&ich exclusion was a significant
setback for the long standing ethnic coexistenoebslic of the Bosnian capital city®

OHR'’s response to SDA ethnocratic practices

SDA ethnocratic practices during the first halfl@®6 were tackled distinctively
by the OHR. The housing policy, cancelling the tighrepossess homes from displaced
peoples, and the episode of ethnic engineeringhaedly responded to afterwards due
to the passivity of the international communitylia96 and 1997 in relation to Annex
VII. As will be analysed in the following chaptet,was not until the empowerment of
the High Representative and subsequent signaturdeofSarajevo Declaration that
international actors turned towards the implemémabf Annex VII, which was the
main mechanism to try to rebuild ethnic diversitttbin Sarajevo and in the rest of
BiH.

Prior to the High Representative’s enforcement, Siafising policy favouring
temporary residents, was only responded to withs cdémanding the removal of

legislation that was contrary to Annex VII, i.eetispossession of a right conducive to

138 The decision was defined by Tarik Kupusovic, whoss/oralty ended due to the dissolution of the
City Council to the detriment of the Canton, asrsBmghted and pursuant only with the satisfactdn
gaining more power in the short term (Guillén 1996)
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displaced people in the case of socially-owned tapents™° On the other hand, the

mono-ethnic institutional reorganisation of Sarajevas quickly addressed to secure
stability within the Federation of BiH, with the GHmoving to find an organisation

that guaranteed the inclusion of all ethnic grodpsernational intervention occurred

within the Federation Forum where negotiations e EBiH took place under the co-

chairmanship of Michael Steiner and the US Assts@ecretary of State (Chandler
1999). The US maintained a significant influenceeroddevelopments within the

Federation during the early post-war period afen@ the architect of the Federation of
BiH that halted the war between Bosniaks and Bos@Gi@ats in 1994.

The OHR intervened within this framework and theplty HR, who
continuously supervised and proposed solutionsanajévo within the JCCS, conducted
the main task once again. The deputy HR’s roleiwiEBiH’s affairs was reinforced as
chairman in the Federation Implementation Counstialelished in 1996, as one of the
most important committees within the Federation ukar In this context, the
organization of the city of Sarajevo was dealt withthin FBiH negotiations at the
invitation of Michael Steiner a mere fortnight aftehe SDA’s mono-ethnic
reorganisation. Both the President and Vice Presidd the FBiH, respectively
Kresimir Zubak and Ejup Ganic, committed to subimitta draft on the reorganization
of Sarajevo by 5 April. This resulted in a prinepbhgreement relating to the
organizational structure of Sarajevo in the Petaggtbeclaration on the FBIH signed
three weeks later, on 25 April (OHR 1996c¢).

The principle agreement comprised the organisaifd®arajevo in three layers;
an overarching Canton with its suburban municigajta City and a District. The
multiethnic reorganisation of Sarajevo took a degeistep six months later when on 25
October the Protocol on the Organization of Samjewas agreed between Alija
Izetbegowt and Kresmir Zubak. The three-layered organizati@s finally accepted
and the Canton would be integrated by: (1) nineimpalities that had remained within
the FBiH, equivalent to the territory of the Citf ®arajevo since 197%7° (2) the City
of Sarajevo formed as a self-governing unit integtaby the four core municipalities,

i.e. Stari Grad, Centar, Novo Sarajevo and Novidiamd (3) a State District under the

39 The intervention of the High Representative, hgviveen granted legislative and executive
authority, is analysed in the next chapter withie framework of the international strategy to ré&bui
ethnic diversity in Sarajevo.

140 Stari Grad, Centar, Novo Sarajevo and Novi Grawgdsca, llidza, llijas, Hadzici and Trnovo.
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authority of BiH, which corresponded to those binigs of the state institutions (Figure
6).141

The Protocol on the Organization of Sarajevo spbwer-sharing system that,
based on the constituent nations of the FederatiddiH, guaranteed the participation
of representatives from minority ethnic groups ih aministrative levels. In the
Cantonal, administration ethnic quotas were plaicethe executive. The President,
Vice President, Chairman of the Assembly, the Marsand respective Deputies in key
Ministries, i.e. Interior and Housing, could notldreg to the same ethnic group.
Moreover, there was an obligation to work togetihethe process of decision-making,
with consultations required before taking importdetisions.

Furthermore, the balanced representation of eabhicetgroup should be
extended to all levels of the Cantonal judiciard @&xecutive. In the re-established City
of Sarajevo, each group identified in the FBiH s stitution, i.e. Bosniaks, Croats and
Others, were guaranteed a minimum of twenty peroéile seats, which in practice
benefited SDA and HDZ*? Bosniaks and Croats were guaranteed betweenrfifiad
twenty percent of positions within the Governmeahe same proportion for the third
group, the so-called “Others” (OHR 1996e). Furthemen a mechanism to protect all
ethnic groups from sensitive issues was introdu€adture, education, religion and
national monuments were defined as vital to theonat interest, so the legislative
decisions in the City Council in some of thesedietequired a majority including at
least four Council members of the three constiuithnic groups of Biti* Finally, at
the level of Municipalities, a representative oé thecond ethnic group would be the
Chairman of the Municipal Council in cases where tiroup counted at least ten

percent of the total population of the Municipality

1“1 The District was thus not subject to the jurisdictof either Entity. It was formed by the
Presidency of the BiH, Governmental buildings (Cdurof Ministers), Parliamentary Assembly,
Constitutional Court, Central Bank and CommissiarHuman Rights.

192 The Constitution of the Federation of BiH did metognise Serbs as a constitutive group until
2002; during that period they had limited repreagon within the “Others” marginal category.

43 The City of Sarajevo achieved competences infaignces, public services/infrastructure, urban
planning, local land use, public transport, cultuseimary and secondary education, local business,
charitable organizations, local radio and televis@nd local tourism. The City also received atitiidor
all executive aspects of housing policy.
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Figure 6. The administrative reorganisation of fga@ Source: author.

For all that, problems regarding the implementatbthe Protocol soon emerged. For
its fulfilment, it became necessary, within a mowthits signature, to amend both
Federal and Cantonal Constitutions to introduceicbgwinciples of the new
organizational structure of Sarajevo. Furthermthe,adoption of the City Statute was
necessary to complete the re-establishment of tig Council. Delays in the
implementation appeared and three months aftesigmature nothing had been done to
establish the city government, with Kresimir Zubakeking Michael Steiner’s
involvement in establishing the city government gfddstaviti gradsku vlast prema
protokolu”, 1997). On 24 February 1997, Steineredrd’residents Izetbegdovand
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Zubak to implement the Sarajevo Protocol immedyateid required them to become
personally involved, if necessary, to overcome alnstacles in meeting dead|linés.

Despite the insistence of the Steering Board of R€ (OHR 1997b) the
implementation of the Sarajevo Protocol experienosghtinuous delays and
shortcomings. The formula to distribute governmieptaitions among different ethnic
groups and parties — Mayor, Deputy Mayors, CouRadsident, and Vice-President —
became problematic after elections and the OHRtdautervene, thereby proposing as
President, Zeljko Komsic, Croat member of SDP pastyo would become elected on
20 January (OHR 1998a). It was not until Septeni897 that the assembly of the
Canton of Sarajevo unanimously amended the cotistituo create the City of
Sarajevo.

The City Council was thus finally re-established=gbruary 1998, but Cantonal
authorities continuously unfulfilled the implemetwa of the Sarajevo Protocol. The
limited impact of the Protocol was seen in the veopr implementation of the three-
layer reorganisation of Saraje¥5.More importantly, the three main ethnic groups of
Bosnia and Herzegovina once again formally repteserSarajevo, but despite
regulations which seemed to give minority groupstrang voice in policy-making, on
paper it was not translated in the decision-makiragess. Power-sharing mechanisms
did not develop, in early post-war stages, a gaera system promoting cooperation
and effective political inclusion of all three Bdmm constituent groups. From a
powerful position, the SDA ethnocratic regime wad affected by the three-layered

multi-ethnic reorganisation of Sarajevo and the @owtructure continued under

144 1n this sense, amendments of the Canton and Refe@onstitution had to be approved by the
Assemblies by 14 March, while the following day gy Council had to constitute itself, adopt thgyC
Statute and elect the new Mayor of the City of @ (OHR 1997d). However, two months later, on 26
March, Michael Steiner mediated in the Commissionthe Implementation of the Sarajevo Protocol.
The Commission, that gathered all parties represeint the Cantonal Assembly —SDA, SDP, HDZ,
UBDS and SBiH- agreed drafts amendments of bothstitations, the Statute of the City of Sarajevo
and a Side Agreement on the Implementation of 8aoaProtocol.

%5 For instance, the City Council remained in a weakition due to the few competencies and
resources vested despite being re-establishedaAaral half afterwards, the Canton had not yet tedop
a Law on the City of Sarajevo, preventing the raitbgn of Sarajevo as a City under the Constitutibn
the FBIH (OHR 1999c). Periodically, Sarajevo Cantanthorities marginalised and undermined
institutionally the City of Sarajevo. One examplasatthe exclusion of the Mayor Muhidin Hamangdai
the twinning ceremony with Barcelona in Novembe®@0from which the city was excluded to sign the
protocol (Omeragi 2000b). Economically, Sarajevo Canton reducedhihdget of the city by thirty
percent in 2003 in an attempt to reduce the funstiof the city (Bak$i 2003). Beriz Belkic, Prime
Minister of the Sarajevo Canton between Novemb&81&8nd February 2001 defined his reluctance to
transfer powers to the City as the biggest mistzfkieis legislature (Zai2002). Such resistance, based
apparently on financial reasons, has left untilsprgly, an organization of Sarajevo contrary to the
European Charter on Local Self-management.
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exclusive party domination until November 2000, wiiee SDP, for the first time, won

Cantonal election¥®
SDS project to build an ethnically exclusive Srpsk&arajevo

In parallel to SDA ethnocratic practices to cordaté power in institutions and
a favourable power base in the city, the SDS caetinwith the plan to ethnically
divide the urban area of Sarajevo. The failuregegkauthority in the Serb-held districts
of Sarajevo after the transfer of authority, imglteat only Pale, and other districts with
small built-up areas in the municipalities of St&iad, Trnovo, llidZza, Novi Grad,
Centar and Novo Sarajevo, remained in Srpsko Seragdter the war (Figure 7).
Despite containing some facilities before war, saslEnergoinvest and the Faculty of
Electrical Engineering at the University of Sara@gewhese eastern and southern
peripheral municipalities of Sarajevo were mostlyat, which prevented a mass
reallocation from Sarajevo to Srpsko Sarajevo. rAtite failure to ethnically divide the
urban core of Sarajevo, and the loss of the Selbistricts of Sarajevo during peace
negotiations, SDS leadership looked for a neweggrato achieve the ethnic division of
the city. Thus, Pale authorities planned to comainshe material, economic and
symbolic loss of the capital city of Bosnia and #egyovina through the construction of
a new city in the territory of Srpsko Sarajevo.

As referred to earlier in this chapter, the SDSIéahip started to contemplate
the reallocation of Bosnian Serbs from the Serlot@tricts to Srpsko Sarajevo in late
December 1995. The project commenced when &lloniKrajiSnik requested that Carl
Bildt and Admiral Smith seek funds to build tempgrdwellings for 45,000 families at
the other side of the IEBL, in Srpsko Sarajevo. Tdek of support and funding from
international actors, however, did not deter thgiqmt and in early March, before the
transfer of all five districts was completed, tmitial details regarding the project to
build a new city in Srpsko Sarajevo were preseniéds project, a new Serb Sarajevo,
was prepared in forty days by an architectural firom Belgrade, called Studio, at the
request of Mortilo KrajiSnik and Radovan Karadzic (Demick 1996k@ri&Zimoniji¢
1996). With an estimated cost of $6 billion for fivst ten years, the project had four
urban zones in which 145,000 people could lilee main area would be developed

around the centre of Pale while administrativeustdal, cultural and housing zones

1% previously, SDA ran in coalition with SBiH in 19398ections so the executive authority was
shared between members of both Bosniak parties.
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would be spread over territories from Pale to LuéavThe coordinator of the project,
Vojislav Milovanovic, stated that the constructioould start in May and that the
project was a guideline for the next decade (PAmonji¢ 1996).

This project to urbanise Srpsko Sarajevo, aimedoasolidating the ethnic
division of the urban area of Sarajevo with thevision of housing and employment to
people who had left Sarajevo. As expressed by titleoaties, the project envisioned
the transformation of Srpsko Sarajevo which wouttdme “the town for the Serbs
who were forced to leave their homes, a town faajgaans who were experiencing the
international injustice, the town of hope for the(®S 2002, p.1). Its development was
actually seen as a vital and symbolic measure@istirvival of Serb people both in the
BiH and Serbia. (“The development of the Serbiaraf@ao represents the vital interest
of the Serbian people on the both sides of thediwer”, 1997).

Crucially, two and a half months after the prestoaof the project, on 28 May 1996,
the Government of Yugoslavia and the GovernmenR®freached an agreement to
urbanise Srpsko Sarajevo. The Protocol, signedéodu®y 1996, confirmed funds to
carry out the so-called Project | and Project I (B02)**" All kind of facilities were
planned, such as sports centres, arenas, schaulgrsities, churches and office
buildings. The comprehensive nature of the pr@geeisioned a functional Sarajevo and
breaking any dependence of Srpsko Sarajevo witlutih@n core. For all that, the great
expectations generated from the Pale leadershipgside KrajiSnik and Karadzic
announcements in media, were not met financiatigeéd, the signature of the Protocol
guaranteed only a very modest amount of moneyrtd Rrojects | and II.

Actually, the budget was only 107 million KM, faamoved from the six billion
dollars envisioned in the first project presentedBelgrade, which was unrealistic at
that time considering the economic context (Figtyelt is significant to repeat once
again the exploitation of elites on the populatipoor funding meant that the burden of
the project was handed over to companies and holaseho fund, despite the
perception that the project would be publicallydad and produced. Indeed, both the

public and commercial enterprises had to fund ptsjeo build housing and factori&$.

47 Document elaborated by the City of Istocno SamijewJanuary 2003 with information on the
process of urbanisation. On the eve of electidramed at justifying the slow pace since 1996 wuthe
increasing pressure from the population.

18 sarajevo Serbs now living in Istocno Sarajevo esged their frustration upon the realisation of
the project, which was much below any expectatigeserated at that time. According to local
estimations, about 15,000 people showed interesteirevelopment of the city through applicatioBS (
2002, p.13).
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Chapter 3. The consolidation of an ethno-territtisad urban of Sarajevo after the peace agreement

Generally, loans were provided with a grey periddooe year and the start of
repayment in three years if companies or enterpobese to relocate production within
the territory of SS*° The budget was further decreased by corruptiorictwivould
have affected one third of funds (Research intersj@8 May& 24 July 2015)">°
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Localisation Central areas of Bosnia and Herzegovina
Area Canton Sarajevo (1.276 Kn Srpsko Sarajevo (2.100 Kjn
Context Division set by SDS leadership during the earlgasaof the Bosnian

war and taking the final form in the peace agregmen

Porosity Progressive removal of checkpoints in post-warqukeri
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Figure 7. (a) Ethno-territorial division of the area of Saraje() features of the division
(percentage of population, Cenzus 2016).

149 | oans were provided with a grey period of one yaad the start of payment in three years in the
case of companies and enterprises relocating ptiodueithin the territory of SS.

150" Also, the Association of Refugees and Displacedsdtes of Pale, a group favouring Serb
reallocation in the RS, accused SDS functionarfeskionming off funds intended for DP resettlement t
build houses for themselves (ICG 2002b).
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Despite budgetary constraints, the project went adhenith basic planning
documentation adopted in late 1996 by local andyeatithorities. The basic direction
in the development of the city was defined to com@#e on housing, industry and
infrastructures. Project I, planned the reallogatioSrpsko Sarajevo of companies from
the five suburbs of Sarajevo, which had been digglarior to the transfer of authority.
A consortium of Yugoslav enterprises was in chanfjghe design and engineering
works while enterprises from the RS carried outpitsduction (SS 2002* Among
companies finalised by early 2003, there was FAM@MS, motor factory of Sarajevo
built in Lukavica. However, several of the entesps planned were not yet built in
20032 The project planned a wide distribution of companbetween Lukavica
(Energoinvest and Sarajevo Gas), Pale (Fabrik&rg)lt Srpska llidza (Unis MGA),
Mokro (Unioninvest holding) or Sumbulovac (Coca &dlFigure 9).
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*1 The nine Serbian enterprises conforming the cdinsorwere: Investbanka (Belgrade), Jugoimport
SDPR (Belgrade), H.K. Energoprojekt (Belgrade), H30Sa (Smederevska Palanka), H.K. MIN (Ni$),
MK 14.0Oktobar (KruSevac), SARTID 1913 (Smederevb)D. Toza Markow (Kikinda), Fabrika
Cementa (Bioin). Enterprises from Republika Srspka were: Unigast Holding (Srpsko Sarajevo),
ODP Stambena Zadruga (Grbavica), ODGP Budst (Sokolac), ODGP Vranica (Pale), ODGP Put
(Srpsko Sarajevo), GP Podjeda (Srpsko SarajevoR®@Btor (Srpsko Sarajevo), GP IntegralinZzenjering
(LaktaSi), MDP Metalno (Zvornik), GP Rad (Derventa)

132 The planned economic buildings included some efliahgest companies of Bosnia. These were the
cases of Energoinvest and Unis, which were withetenth financially largest companies in Yugosavi
(Andjelic 2003).
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Budgeted, August  Spent, January 2003

1996
Republika Srspka 40 40
Yugoslavia and Republic of Serbia 17.5 17.5
Donor funds 22.5 0
Credit Invest Banka 26 0
TOTAL 107 57.5

Figure 9. (a) Towns and villages where companies were to belllis&d(b) Funding
Project | and its economic realisation (in millikiv) (SS 2002).

In 1997 and 1998 the project proceeded with thelyebon of twenty six parcelling
plans by local authorities, to produce 7,000 haysinits planned in Project Il (SS
2002)'** Limitations were more evident in this second projavhich significantly
reduced Krajisnik’s demand for international assise, prior to the transfer of authority
for the construction of temporary dwellings for amnd 45,000 families. Thus, in the
early years, most of the dwellings built were sinfgimily houses so the rural character
of Srpsko Sarajevo hardly suffered any alteratidhe construction of housing
commenced in the furthest areas of municipalitreean-construction, socially owned
land (SS 2002, p.13). The concept of developingsimguwas to provide land plots in
socially owned land and, at the same time, offeckpges with basic materials,
including bricks and cement. People received maltgdlued between 5.000 and 7.000
KM to proceed with self-construction (Researchviewv, 28 May 2015).

Gojko Klickovic, then Prime Minister of the RS, edin November 1997, the
intensification of construction works in order tecsre the continuation of the
realisation of Projects | and Il (Srna 1997). ThBS=driven project continued its
development at a slow pace, mainly, because of agomn limitations within
households. The power reconfiguration that toolcglan the RS, which in practice
turned the capital city of Republika Srpska fromeP@ Banka Luka, had a rather
limited impact in the realisation of the project lmfilding Srpsko Sarajevo between
1996 and 2002 as funding was limited in the begigr(Research Interview, 28 May
2015)*** Equally important, economic obstacles were notdhly constraints on the
Project to urbanize Srpsko Sarajevo. The constmaif housing in socially owned land

133 These were distributed in the municipalities ofeP@,500 dwellings), Srpsko Novo Sarajevo —
Lukavica area — and Srpska llidza (1,500 dwellin§®kolac and Rogatica (500 dwellings), SrpskiiStar
Grad and Trnovo (500 dwellings).

%4 |n 1997, a rift took place within the RS leadepshietween Krajisnik, set in Pale, and Biljana
Plavsic, in Banja Luka, concerning political auibpafter the latter had replaced Radovan Karadsic
the RS President. This rift between Pale and Banka factions ended in a split within the SDS almel t
debilitation of the party at the entity level.
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became especially problematic when it began toivedaternational attention due to
the increasing focus of the implementation of Anndk Actually, Srpsko Sarajevo

was not alone in the policy of land allocation igpticed people, which was widely
developed in Republika Srpska to consolidate a ntpjof the Bosnian Serb

population.

Yet, Srpsko Sarajevo was patrticularly active inlding commercial enterprises
on formerly owned social land and the many peopleo vbenefited from land
allocations were SDS renowned members, as claigeOHR staff (ICG 2002b). In
2002, when about ninety percent of the housingegtejwere reportedly completed,
municipalities in Srpsko Sarajevo were among tlghdst in the rate of land plots under
development in the RS (Figure 4). The three infegrajects failed to provide, both an
urban environment and a permanent housing solutiomost of the Sarajevo Serbs and
Bosnian Serbs who had left the districts. Forladktthe project set the foundations for
the subsequent process of urbanisation in Srpskageya, increased in 2006, when in a
favourable economic environment, investments irréla¢ estate sector began to flourish
there, as it is analysed in chapter six.

Land plots Plots under % of plots under
allocated development development
Bijeljina 3,580 600 16.8
Prijedor 2,600 575 22.1
Zvornik 2,540 956 37.6
Modrica 1,775 790 44.5
Pale 1,037 500 48.2
Teslic 845 175 20.7
Doboj 740 140 18.9
Srpsko llidZza 500 400 80.0
Srpsko Novo Sarajevo 500 170 34.0
Vukosavalje 458 319 69.7

Table 3.Land allocations in Srpsko Sarajevo (in bold) iae tontext of Republika
Srpska (ESI 2002).

OHR'’s response to land allocations in socially-ogviend

As recognised by SDS local authorities, legal uiadety prevailed in the
development of Project Il due to the allocatiorsotially owned land. This practice of
distributing socially owned land amongst the popaitawas widespread in Republika
Srpska and in areas of the Federation of BiH, ofletf by the HDZ, in order to
consolidate territories ethnically homogeneous rdyrithe post-war period.

Significantly, these practices were promoted byokéil Dodik when he became RS
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Prime Minister in January 1998 and held the consérihe international community

(Toal and Dahlman 2006). A member of the AllianEéndependent Social Democrats,
Dodik, received strong support from internationeioas (as it is analysed in chapter
five), who sought a more moderate leader in Regalfirpska, not unwilling in theory

to implement DPA. In return, theodik government modified RS law to facilitate the
policy of land allocations with the approval of embational actors. The OHR, only
suggested two changes to the amendment that alloweudcipalities to allocate land

free of charge to displaced persons to stay in Réq@u Srpska, and committed to
providing modest construction to those allocatex® fland plots. Firstly, there should
not be allocation of land previously used for resital, religious or cultural purposes.
Secondly, the selection of beneficiaries shoularrse people living in properties

claimed by returnees under PLIP.

Accordingly, with international actors increaswmglfocused on the
implementation of Annex VII and resorting to thewmws vested in the High
Representative, as is analysed in chapter fourallbeation of socially owned land to
displaced people was increasingly seen as an umdagrfactor in the right of people
to decide whether or not to return to their homesragin. In this context, the High
Representative Carlos Westendorp, enacted a deasidMay 1999 that temporary
suspended the right of local authorities to realtecsocially owned land that had been
used prior to the war by displaced peoples, fordesgtial, business or agricultural
purposes (OHR 1999b). The Decision prohibited &atisns of socially owned land to
protect the rights of these peopléhe initial concern of the OHR was to regulate the
practice of reallocating minority land use rightsdisplaced persons to avoid creating a
further obstacle to returraad reintegration

In addition, the decision allowed privatisation w@stitution of nationalised
property if carried out according to existing légi®n1>®> The logic behind this decision
resulted from pending reforms of the socially owmpedperty system, and the RRTF
claimed that the difficulties emerging on the fielduld be temporary tackled. The
decision to restrict the reallocation of sociallyred land was not supported by all
international organizations the OSCE, for instamossidered that the free decision to
return had to prevail instead of developing a cahpnsive control over land and
returns (Research Interview, 14 November 2013).nBwvehin the OHR, there was a

1%5 Restitution was the return to original ownersafd and other properties that had been nationalised
in early Socialist Yugoslavia.
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divide between minimalist and maximalist visionsoabthe OHR’s role in Bosnia.
Advocates of the maximalist approach took the leaad the OHR’s policy on land
allocations progressively evolved from the decigmmackle reallocations that hindered
the possibility of displaced people returning uopbposition any kind of allocation.

Wolfgang Prietrisch, who replaced Westendorp ashHRgpresentative, further
extended the decision for six months at the enisofalidity, on 31 December 1999.
Importantly, this was not simply a temporal extensas the new decision dropped the
word reallocation. All kind of allocations in theategories defined were prohibited,
regardless of whether these had previously beed bgepeople displaced (OHR
1999c). Before the deadline set for 30 June 20@OHigh Representative modified the
previous concept on land ban allocation in a negisiten taken on 27 April. Thus, local
authorities of any institution in BiH were prevetiteom taking any decision regarding
socially owned land, i.e. disposal, allocationngfar, sell or rent. Any operation of
socially owned land was considered discriminatonjesis proven otherwise. By
prohibiting the management of Bosnian authoritit®e OHR institution became
responsible for dealing with land transactions tigiba system of granting waivers. The
OHR, thus granted a written exemption to the Deaisin case the competent authority
claimed that the proposed transaction of socialliyjed land, was non-discriminatory
and in the best interest of the public (OHR 2000d)is new policy continued, it
excluded those transactions related to privatisatip to repossession; hence control
over land management was aligned with the impleatemt of Annex VII.

In accordance with the decision of April 2000, @dR became, in practice, the
institution responsible for approving most transatg in cities like Sarajevo as socially
owned land was the main existing category in udzEntres. The OHR sought to control
abuses in the distribution of socially owned lamaah, exclusive category in urban
contexts, by imposing a general ban on the prattfcéhe OHR'’s role was not solely
to act as an appeal body, but to review every siteghd transaction produced in the
1990s. With new practices set in place, the OHRaedpd its power and responsibility
in the management of land, which exceeded the iegistontrol of any European
country (ESI 2002). This massive intervention ahd evolution of the land policy,

turning from supporting Dodik’s changes in legiglaf that favoured land allocations,

136 1n order to ensure effective planning of sociatisies, urban construction land was nationalised
and converted into socially-owned land. There wasiban private construction land.
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to opposing them by controlling any land transactio the country, illustrates the
improvisation of the OHR in such an important issdigpeace implementation. More
importantly, after being empowered, the High Repnéstive could accumulate
competences without proportionally increasing im®Wledge and resources to ensure
enforcement, as occurred in the application ofApel 2000 Decision. The OHR had to
review all land transactions in Bosnia, except Bneko District, issuing a waiver in
every single case. This constituted a task admatigély unviable with regard to the
material resources available at the office for thatpose, proving an administrative
nightmare:
OHR had no expertise in urban planning mattersrandheans of acquiring
information on proposed land transactions, othantihat was supplied by
the municipalities themselves. Initially, resporil#ip for the entire task was
taken only by a single human rights officer, degmdn a Bosnian assistant
to provide verbal summaries of documents submittechunicipalities. At no
stage have there been more than three full-tinfed#aoted to the task. And
the waiting period for a waiver can drag out weleoa year. Within a few
months, senior OHR officials were warning that Becision had placed the

organization “in a very precarious position; a laas been imposed that we
ourselves cannot implement” (ESI 2002, p.3).

The viability of implementing land policy was natlg related to the lack of resources
and capability. The April 2000 Decision never rgsdl the basic question of whether
the OHR considered public support for resettlentenbe legitimate and in the best
interests of the public. Instead, the OHR resethedright to make judgements in each
individual case without clarifying procedures fond@ging the public interest. It
inevitably appeared as arbitrary decisions affetiedlegitimacy of its intervention in
this field (ESI 2002). Indeed, the original decisice. banning land allocations intended
to discourage returns was clearly warranted andigely targeted. However, later
decisions retroactively extending the ban to dibcdtions, in practice, forced most
transactions into informal channels, discouragejtifeate investments and damaged
the OHR’s credibility (Wiliams 2013). Essentiallghe OHR’s land policy was
ineffective and unable to stop illegal constructions local authorities relied on the
assumption that international organisations wouwltddestroy houses already built (ICG
2002b)>’

57 Jllegal constructions comprised the developmenthofising without obtaining the necessary

building permit or the illegal transactions of lan@ihese constructions did not only involve land
allocations promoted by authorities to consolidgttenic majorities. As it will be analysed in chapse,

in Sarajevo the impossibility or reluctance of mam@pple to return to pre-war homes and the abseihce
permanent housing alternatives triggered a waveetifconstruction of housing produced by internally
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The land-ban allocation of socially owned land wakd until 21 March 2003,
after two further extensions in March 2001 and R092. The decision on controlling
land allocations was considered provisional, amd@KR pursued an integral reform of
the real estate market in Bosnia and Herzegovilsa, ta be analysed in chapter six.
Thus, in May 2003, the OHR enacted harmonized Law€onstruction Land in both
entities, which fulfilled the Constitutional Couwstcriteria by dividing socially owned
construction land into state-owned and private ertyp largely based on whether it had
been developed by a private actor. The end ofahd-ban allocation was supported by
a report of theEuropean Stabilization Initiative(2002); it assessed the land
management at the request of the OHR. The repguedrthat land allocation had not
been a determining factor in a choice between metund resettlement as it had only
affected about five percent of the population. didition, new housing programmes did
not represent attempts to defeat Annex VII, ashe early 2000s, it was widely

implemented in relation to the process of housingepossession.

displaced persons in Sarajevo. New constructions wien illegally developed due to budget constgai
and were generally constructions adding extra flomnto existing buildings or new single detached
dwellings in the suburbs or on the slopes surraumdentral areas of Sarajevo.
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4. The international strategy to rebuild ethnic diwersity in

Sarajevo

This chapter focuses on the international attempebuild Sarajevo’s ethnic diversity
after its urban area had been territorially dividedween the two entities in the peace
agreement. Firstly, there is an analysis of thengimg interest of the international
community in relation to minority returns duringethfirst two post-war years.
Subsequently, the empowerment of the High Reprateatin December 1997
culminated an increasing international involvementhe civilian annexes of the peace
agreement and in the promotion of minority returAsdirect consequence of the
enforcement of the High Representative was the tamtopf the Sarajevo Declaration,
an internationally devised strategy aimed at rengakhe symbolic ethnic diversity of
Sarajevo. Finally, the analysis of the implementabf the Sarajevo Declaration reveal
both SDA obstructionist practices, unless peoplerned to other areas of the country,
and equally a delayed generalised housing repaseefisat did not turno into a

significant return of any peoples displayed, esgibcin the case of Sarajevo Serbs.

International approach to minority returns before High Representative’s

empowerment

Violent episodes of ethnic cleansing and campaignsnobilise population
produced a mass displacement of Bosnian popul#iairesulted in the largest refugee
crisis in Europe since the Second World War (Hicth2003), with about half of the
4.4 million Bosnian citizens displaced during thanftict (UNHCR 1999). The peace
agreement legalised ethno-territorialities butth&t same time, opened the door for its
reversal as Annex VIl recognized that all peopkplticed had the right to freely return
to places of origin after reclaiming their home @F1995). The right to return to pre-
war homes, initially included in the London Confeze held in August 1992, was
incorporated in the Basic Principles set in Genev&eptember 1995 before peace
negotiations conducted in Dayton. By providing tight to return to pre-war homes
(and not only to the country of origin), Annex Mbecame the main instrument to
reverse the outcomes of ethnic cleansing and thaisation of ethno-territorialitie's®

1% The return to homes of origin constituted a neecpdent in international politics (Albert 1997;
Rosand 1998). With repatriation programs adoptegvipusly in the peace agreements of Angola,



Hence, a strict implementation would produce tlemmstruction of the ethnic diversity
existing before the war in both Sarajevo and BiH.

Importantly, Annex VII recognised not only the ridgb return to pre-war homes,
but also recognised in the second article, thetioraf a safe environment conducive
to the voluntary return and the harmonious reirgegn of people displaced (GFAP
1995). Local authorities were responsible for therall implementation of Annex VII.
Paradoxically, main actors of the ethno-territodadision of BiH had responsibility for
eroding respective local ethnocracies in favoua oéturn of people displaced. Further
important requirements of the civilian annexes i peace agreement, included the
assistance of international institutions and thpesusion of implementation. The
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNRJGQvas the organisation in
charge of supervising the return of people displaaed its mission was to facilitate in
close coordination with parties and asylum cousti@erepatriation plan to allow a
smooth and progressive return of refugees and peotarnally displaced®

However, a significant concern was that if goirgloto pre-war homes, people
displaced would directly challenge the monopolypafiver achieved by nationalist
leaders in respective ethno-territorialities. Actogly, by placing authority of
enforcement in local actors (in which nationaligtrtfies dominated politically and
economically the country ethnically cleansed onsigantly homogenised), there was
no overwhelming belief that Annex VIl would ever tully implemented or that people
would return to areas controlled by another etignaup (Ito 2001). Equally important,
Annex VIl argued that early returns were an impartzbjective to settle the conflict in
BiH, placing it in a central position within thevdian implementation during the early
post-war stages.

For all that, the international community refrainieom the very fulfilment of
Annex VIl as observed when first attempts to rettorpre-war homes took place in
spring 1996. In this sense, between late April Biay there were a number of notable
incidents when groups of Bosniaks, encouraged Hitigad authorities, tried to go back
to Republika Srpska, resulting in the death of people and dozens injured (Toal and

Dahlman 2011). Violence also occurred in an are&afajevo when Bosnian Serbs

Afghanistan, Cambodia or Tadjikistan, returns waeéned to occur to the whole country of origin, to
their homeland or to a place of their choice, avmjdn all cases to include the return to “home’lh@rt
1997)

139 Another important organisation was the CommisstrReal Property Claim (CRPC), which had
the authority to define ownership of propertiesratmmed during war.
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attacked Bosniak vehicles outside Trnovo. The mpaliity of Trnovo had been
divided between the Federation of BiH and the RékalSrpska but the town was
entirely under RS control. Bosnian Serbs showed tretermination to keep Bosniaks
out claiming that the IEBL was a real border andit tthey could not live together
(Roane 1996b).

The main international organisations, namely the RODHFOR, IPTF and
UNHCR were quick to respond to the violence gemerdly initial attempts to return to
RS. On 27 April 1996, IFOR’s Operation Shortstops\v@anounced. Its purpose was to
tackle violence (albeit on a minimalist basis) with changing the concept of military
intervention. With IFOR refusing to support retuigrsd engaging in the creation of a
secure environment, the Operation restricted oengited to prevent large-scale
movement of vehicles between entities to reduceiseof incidents. IFOR established
its own checkpoints along the line of separatiotwken entities, turning the IEBL into
a physical border temporarily. In practice, thigigtion protected the Republika Srpska
from incursions from other ethnic groups and puhé&n VIl indefinitely on hold (Toal
and Dahlman 2011).

Once again, Operation Shortstop was tested asefudtiempts to enter RS
occurred two days later, when Bosniaks displacethegmgs at family graves to
celebrate Bajram. Moreover, the presence of IFOBclghoints did not prevent an
incident which caused the death of three Bosniakemnwthey encountered a mob of
Serbs in one village in the area of Doboj. ConsetiueNATO called the OHR to
negotiate a solution while Operation Shortstop eedhin force. Carl Bildt responded
by organising a two-day meeting with Hasan Muratp¥®rime Ministre of BiH, and
Momg¢ilo KrajiSnik. The purpose of the meeting was toegga mechanism to prevent
violence while preserving the rights of returne&sthe meeting, UNHCR’s proposal
regarding organised visits of displaced people betwtwo entities was agreed upon
(OHR 1996c).

At this early stage and with disagreement concegrnéturns, the reallocation of
people displaced was the preferred solution fromonalist parties during early post-
war stages. Parties sought to consolidate ethmibetélities through property
exchanges and the construction of new housing ¢coramodate people according to
respective ethnic communities (ICG 1998b). FocusingSDA and SDS, these parties
followed distinct post-war territorial logic at stdevel, as highlighted by early attempts

to return permanently or visit pre-war homes. O:mdhe hand, Annex VIl was a threat
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to the SDS party’s foundational goal of creatingedinnically homogeneous polity of
Bosnian Serbs in BiH, legalised in the peace ages¢nwvith the recognition of
Republika Srpska. The right to return to pre-wamhke thus challenged SDS political
objective, which saw Dayton as the first step tmplete separation. Battles against
returns actually began in the diplomatic arenardupeace negotiations. Arguing that
Bosnian Serbs from the Federation did not wistetorn to their homes, Serbs hoped to
reduce the potential impact of the return of peap$placed belonging to other ethnic
groups, through the inclusion of the right to comgadion in circumstances where
properties could not be restored (Cox 1998).

On the other hand, SDA also followed the policytlwe territories under its
authority, as seen in previous chapter concerriageallocation of internally displaced
persons from Tuzla into former Serb-held distraftSarajevo. Yet, SDA was distinct to
SDS and HDZ in the sense that it was the only paalixocating for the implementation
of Annex VII and the defence of the right to rettorpre-war homes. While this support
was driven by political and humanitarian motivaipthe SDA also moved to prevent
mass returns to areas under its authority, as isetre previous chapter. The push for
the early return of the Bosniak population was tdgstly on humanitarian grounds as
areas under SDA administration were, in some casemcrowded because of mass
displacements produced during the war. Ideologicéir many SDA members it also
meant the recovery of ethnic diversity. Politicaliyhe return of pre-war Bosniak
population throughout the Bosnian territory was ey lelement in SDA territorial
agenda. As Bosniaks constituted the main ethniggyno BiH, mass returns resulted in
the SDA regaining numerical parity or even supésgon those territories where the
Bosniak population had been violently expelled wgriwar (Ito 2001; Woodward
2001). Thus, the authorities had the potentialxigat returns as a political strategy to
erode or reverse the war gains of the two othdomnalist parties. Recognisance of the
fact that Bosnian Serb and Bosnian Croat authsriseught the consolidation of ethnic
constituencies within the territories under theinirol, through the permanent

resettlement of displaced persons and the obstructi minority returnees, prominent

180 This clause, also incorporated in Annex 7, weallethe prospect of domicile return as parties
could legitimately choose between allowing retuna @roviding compensation instead of return. In the
case of the right to return to pre-war homes, ifbtito compensation had been firstly conceivetha
London Principles of August 1992. In practice, heere the right to compensation was largely ignored
during the peace implementation because of theerartbat the option of receiving compensation would
deter people from returning to pre-war homes (Ro<4100).
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Bosniak politicians adopted maximalist stances actadns that Annex VII could only
be satisfied by the physical return of every dispth person. Haris Silajdzic, then
president of the Party for BiHyent even further and advocated the use of force if
necessary (Onasa 1998j.

Despite, the fragile environment, SDA authoritiespgelled the early return of
Bosniaks to places of origin. SDA resorted to salvstrategies to develop the parties’
own political and territorial agenda. These stregegncluded the provision of financial
support and political backing to association’s esentative of the displaced; direct
assistance regarding return movements; and the purstthe return of displaced
populations, relying on the moral argument thatriBalss had been the ethnic group
most affected by war (Ito 2001). The policy to pueh returns was legitimate as it
defended the implementation of the peace agreeamehtould eventually contribute to
the recovery of ethnic diversity all around BiH hutvas also questionable as people
displaced were in part being exploited for politiparposes under the guise of poor
security conditions.

During the first two post-war years, ethno-teribboundaries prevailed over
the right of displaced Bosnians to return to pre-weomes. The temporary
transformation of the IEBL into a physical borddwraugh the establishment of
checkpoints by IFOR was hindered by local obstamism, especially from Bosnian
Serb authorities, and the lack of support fromrttaén international actors in relation to
minority returns. As stressed by Michael Steinethat end of 1996, Annex VIl was
only rhetorical as big capitals had other priositend there was no political support to
push for minority returns (ICG 1998b). Steiner hadvision of the overall return
throughout BiH, and if minorities returned, the @ng consequences for the recreation
of a pre-war Bosnia. Other international actors wigwse more conservative argued that
it would be a mistake to mix the population agamitacould cause further ethnic
violence and unrest (Research Interview, 25 Jur520This absence of political
support to foster minority returns remained rathensistent throughout 1996 and
facilitated the agenda of obstructionist forcesrabe wishes of those who aspired to
return.

As a result of this lack of interest, the interaatill community addressed returns
from a humanitarian perspective, privileging inlgatages of the post-war period the

181 Quoted in Williams 2005, p.23.
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less conflictive situation of the so-called majpnieturns. Essentially, the UNHCR did

not address the inherent political conflict exigtirom the return of people to an ethno-
territoriality ruled by a distinct community. Thube repatriation plan elaborated by the
UNHCR to allow a smooth and progressive returnedgle displaced focused only on

returns to areas where people constituted an ethajaority after the war.

As announced in June 1996, the Target Area Retuwgré@mme was the first
programme for returns, and identified areas whe&eonstruction of housing and
infrastructures could create conditions for retufihe fundamental criterion for the
selection of those targeted areas was that thenretfuformer residents was feasible
from a political and security point of view. Its ¢fi Commissioner, Sadako Ogata,
reaffirmed such an approach in the PIC (celebratddorence in June 1996), when she
stated that the UNHCR would continue pursuing resuio areas where people were
part of the ethnic majority and where destructiand not security, was the major
obstacle (UNHCR 1996b). Therefore, internationatfgrenance favouring majority
returns during the early stages of the post-waogearontributed to the consolidation of
the ethnic territorial division of Bosnia. Duringet year 1996, with more returns from
the post-war period, only a reduced number of 1d,6Wnority returns took place
among 252,780 returns.

The policy of promoting majority returns still pragled in 1997, therefore the
UNHCR continued with the Target Area Return Progreem (UNHCR 1996c¢).
However, the increasing pressure of people disglgcempted the adoption of early-
localised programmes for minority returns during summer of 19982 This created
the Return procedure to the RS side of the IEBEeraduiccessful crossovers into five
remote villages in the municipalities of Doboj, Znik, Kalesija, and Lopare (Toal and
Dahlman 2011). To minimise the potential for rendweonflict, the necessary
international organisations, i.e. OHR, UNHCR, IF@Rd IPTF, drafted guidelines in
early July 1996 working to create a phased andriyrdeturn to the RS side of the
IEBL (ICG 1997). After a further period, the interiministries of the Federation of BiH
and the Republika Srpska accepted on 15 Octobe6, 189 plan proposed by

international mediators enabling refugees to retartheir homes in areas controlled by

162 people displaced became increasingly organisedrestingly, the Coalition for Return was a
multi-ethnic movement of displaced persons frontladl country formed in late 1996 with the suppdrt o
the OHR that lobbied authorities to change thetipali climate for return (ICG 1997). Focusing on
strategies for return and repatriation, the Caalifior Return organised during the year 1997 tihnagr
conferences in Banja Luka, Mostar and Tuzla.
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another ethnic group (Moore 1996). People williegide in their pre-war homes had to
apply to the UNHCR for determination if the apphtéad a property in the area. The
International Housing Commission, chaired by theH@R, subsequently corresponded
any decisions to authorities of the receiving gntiivhich was obliged to issue
appropriate documentation to returnees.

Despite majority returns prevailing during 1996 ah#l97, the temporary
suspension of Annex VII progressively evolved beeaof local pressure to favour
returns and the increasing focus on the civilianexes of the peace agreement. During
the PIC held in Paris on 14 November 1996, therBigeBoard concluded that the
return or resettlement of people displaced was ®mrigy and requested the
implementation of principles for the civilian comsiation of the peace process in a
two-year plan (OHR 1996e). The High Representatieked in close consultation
with Bosnian authorities and other internationastibutions which resulted in the
production of an Action Plan, approved by the P&ihn London the following month.
The Plan confirmed the importance of creating fagble conditions to encourage the
free return of refugees and displaced personsateplof their choice (OHR 1996f).

Meanwhile, establishing the principles of the ¢anl consolidation of the peace
process increased the OHR'’s involvement withingdace-building mission. One of the
manifestations related to Annex VII. The OHR todle ttlead in the coordination of
returns and, in January 1997, the ReconstructiehReturn Task Force (RRTF) was
created under the High Representative’s chairfioilg a meeting in Geneva between
Carl Bildt and Sadako Ogata (Bildt 1998). The RRiliiRed to increase coordination of
political, humanitarian and economic reconstructiorthe refugee-return process by
bringing together the key agencies and organisaiilealing with the return of refugees
and economic reconstructioff The reconstruction of housing was a crucial paont
allow returns. Inevitably during the early post-wstages an accommodation crisis
existed resulting from the number of damaged otrdgsd dwellings, which accounted
for thirty five percent of housing stock in BiH #te end of the war (IMG 1998§*
Subsequently, at the PIC held in Sintra in May 198@re was a breakthrough in the

183 Beyond the OHR and the UNHCR, RRTF was integrhiethe WB, EC, CRPC, OSCE, SFOR or
the German and American governments. Originallyaldshed as a forum to coordinate international
efforts in support of returns and linking the retuprograms with the provision of international
reconstruction funds.

184 Often damage was deliberate in order to force mirtority populations. Deliberate damage
continued after the end of the war as occurred ¢toker and November 1996, when Bosnian Serbs
targeted houses in areas of RS where Bosniaksdemrepairing or planned to visit (Al 1997).
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implementation of Annex VII. For the first time nointy returns were established as a
priority and due consideration began, which waseefin the DPA, as a central factor
in the stabilisation of Bosnia (OHR 1997cAssistance for housing and local
infrastructure was to be included in the acceptasfaeturn and priority was given to
those municipalities receptive to minority returiifie progressive involvement of the
international community to fully implement Annex Ndnd promote minority returns
was a conscious political decision produced byrgwttion of factors (Ito 2001; Toal
and Dahlman 2011).

This progressive involvement in the civilian anrexeeglected in 1996 in
detriment of the military, was largely attributalitechanges in US foreign policy after
Clinton’s re-election in November 1996. Signifidgnthe US government conducted a
major policy review in spring 1997 and launched@erdetermined involvement in the
civilian implementation of the DPA. It was highligld at the PIC held in Sintra, with
the Steering Board supporting the more vigorousaggh proposed by the US (GAO
1998). This US policy shift in Bosnia was highligdtby SFOR major involvement in
supporting civilian aspects of the peace operat@ving replaced IFOR’s mission in
December 1996. Actually, SFOR began to provide géraend local security for people
returning to their pre-war homes in summer 1997 asresult of NATO’s
reorganisationt® Such a change in relation to the minimalist mijitapproach evident
in 1996 was also a result of the increasing awaetieat a military mission could not
be completed unless conditions on the ground ingmt@nd equally, that the strength of
nationalist parties could be reduced due to themeaf other ethnic group members.

An additional factor shaping the progressive foonsminority returns was the
increasing pressure from European countries, mo&#ymany, in the desire to
repatriate Bosnian refugees. Germany, the courdsyiflg more Bosnian refugees (up
to 320,000 people), started their repatriation oi®dtober 1996 (“Njemika Salje

185 A key figure in NATO'’s progressive departure fraive minimalist approach was Madeleine
Albright, the Secretary for State after Clinton&-alection, who contributed to moving the Pentagon
toward a more muscular approach in Bosnia. Thif$ glais strengthened by Clinton’s choice of a vetera
of the Dayton negotiations, Wesley Clark, to seaseSupreme Allied Commander in Europe (Toal and
Dahlman 2011). Equally applicable, NATO was alsanging in favour of a more strategic approach to
the SFOR mission. In the context of preparationsmfexpansion towards former socialist countries,
Javier Solana, NATO'’s Secretary General, claimet tMATO had turned into a motor of European
security cooperation and a catalyst for politicahinge, placing the cooperation in Bosnia as thet mos
visible sign of the new approach of the transaittamtganisation (NATO 1997).
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Bosance kéi”, 1996)1°° Other EU countries also had plans for repatriakiaty unlike
Germany, hardly resorted to forced displacementk aatepted the UNHCR'’s initial
principle that people should not be returned agdhesr will to an area of Bosnia that
was not their place of origin or where they woubdnii part of a minority community
(Black 2002).It was expected that the return of 200,000 refugleesg 1997 increased
pressure on international agencies dealing witlrnst The UNHCR noted, that unless
there was a sudden advance in minority returns,réipatriation would result in a
reallocation to majority areas considering thatesgy per cent of European refugees
came from areas where they had become a minoritpnumity (USIP 1997),
eventually consolidating the ethnic separation loé ttountry and increasing the
associated problems derived from the occupatiabahdoned apartments.

Contextually, the US policy shift in relation taet civilian annexes of the peace
agreement and the increasing pressure of Germantheasountry hosting more
refugees, led the UNHCR to launch the Open CitreBative in March 1997. The
Initiative was the first programme in the promotioh minority returns, unlike the
previous Target Area Return Programme. HoweverQpen Initiative did not change
the essence of the humanitarian approach adopteticoW NHCR as municipalities
would receive reconstruction aid only by declarittgemselves open to returns,
particularly minority returns, and committing toeth reintegration. The limits of
fostering minority returns without politically talikg the inherent obstructionism of
ethnocratic regimes was highlighted by the subsegoeor outcomes produced by the
Initiative. Only 580 people belonging to minorittheic groups had returned during the
first ten months of the programme, falling far ghof the 50,000 minority returns
targeted by mid 1998 (ICG 1998c).

186 Germany was the country hosting more Bosnian esfagand on 1 October ended the temporary
protection regime that left about 220,000 individuaulnerable to deportation by 1 December, 1996.
Remaining refugees had their residence or tolargtiermits revoked and had been served notice of
impending deportation. Significant voluntary refmton took place during 1997 due to the threat of
deportation and the suspension or reduction ofasdwménefits (Cox 1998). Authorities and media
increasingly reported that conditions had changgticgently to allow returns to RS, which ignored
declarations from local authorities regarding sitguthreats and discrimination that minority retsirn
would have to face (ICG 1998a). As a responseCthuncil of Europe also warned member states against
repatriating refugees originating from areas whlkeg constituted ethnic minorities until all conaiits of
safety and dignity to places of origin were guagadt According to data from UNHCR, there significan
number of refugees from BiH in Croatia (288,000)¢ t~ederal Republic of Yugoslavia (253,000),
Austria (80,000), Sweden (61,500), Switzerland {26), Slovenia (33,400), the Netherlands (23,500),
Denmark (23,000), United Kingdom (13,000), and Nayw(12,000). Bosniaks constituted the largest
number of the refugees (610,000), followed by Basrntroats (307,000), Bosnian Serbs (253,000) and
others (23,000). There were about 620,000 refuffees territories in RS and 598,000 from the FBiH
(ICG 1997).
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The Initiative did not produce any significant risethe return of people who
belonged to other ethnic groups in municipalitiéstthad been included in the
Initiative. The promotion of minority returns begarternationally without tackling the
inherently political obstructionism from ethnoctatregimes to prevent minority
returnees or intervention in the field of ethnicarciliation, often leaving them in
vulnerable environment$’ Moreover, as a result of a lack of a proper siElagbrocess
and poor supervision of the implementation the nemddf minority returns in some

cases even declined after recognitih.

Early returns to Sarajevo

The progressive focus on the promotion of minorégurns did not modify the
tendency of people to resettle in areas under abotrauthorities from their own ethnic
group. This process of ethnic consolidation hidftigl the serious issue of whether or
not people were able to decide freely to returth&r pre-war homes, a right defined in
the first article of Annex VII. However, this dicbhexist during the first two years of
the post-war period. At that time, return to pre-wemes was often materially
impossible due to destruction or occupation of @pants by other people, which
conversely had the support of local authorities anfhvourable housing legislation.
Moreover, in cases in which a return to pre-war @enwas physically possible, the
social, political and economic environment in thé&inal area had not substantially
improved since the conflict ended.

Furthermore, the situation in Sarajevo was nottauibislly different. As seen in
the previous chapter, the SDA housing policy wasawour of temporary occupants.
Early petitions of Sarajevans displaced to repasdesmes were rejected by the
Government and this regime continued during 1997isaevident by the number of
complaints at the Federation Ombudsmen’s officeSarajevo. Eighty per cent out of

the 1,118 complaints filed dealt with a violatiditloe right to repossess pre-war homes,

157 DPA displayed ambiguous solutions and inconsisténcrelation to ethnic reconciliation. The
agreement relied on the return of people to themés of origin and the enforcement of international
human rights standards. It was insufficient in terof reconciliation, which had to derive from a
favourable political context (Albert 1997).

188 The reduced impact of this initiative and otheralier programs to foster minority returns was
illustrated by the results of repatriation from @di produced in the second half of 1997. About %
returns were in the form of resettlement in mayoaiteas (ICG 1998). The Initiative certainly shoviee
progressive transformation in the conception tonmie minority returns as it received in 1998
approximately 80% of UNHCR's funds.
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this figure was double the number of complaintserneed in 1996 (ICG 1998c). It
would seem that despite the SDA policy to implem&nbex VII and the push for a
return of Bosniaks to pre-war homes, there wasdetecy within the SDA leadership
towards a double standard as it prevented therrefuminorities displaced to the city.

Paradoxically, an example of this can be observenh fthe limited number of
returns to Vogao&, declared as one of the six municipalities of tiMHCR’s Open
Cities Initiative in the Federation of BiH. The teation of Vogoga as an Open City
was controversial and became a very sensitive ibsgause the municipality hosted
about 7,000 displaced, mainly from Srebrenica. Comities internally displaced were
the group generally more hostile to the return refwar residents of other ethnicities,
as they feared displacement once again if repassesd housing was completed.
Hostility against returns in Vogéd was highlighted in early August 1997 when about
350 people actively contested the UNHCR-organissill of fourteen Serbs to pre-war
homes (Rozajac 1997). In Vogas there were only thirty five minority returns Wween
July 1997 and March 1998 (ICG 1998b), highlightthg limitations of the Initiative
which failed to deal effectively with the embeddsastructionism of local authorities.

As previously analysed, opposition to returns exish Sarajevo, but in the city,
unlike other areas of the country, minority retursso existed. Generally ethnic
discrimination existed in the city but was lessrmonced than elsewhere, especially
after the PIC held in Sintra (Research IntervievMay 2015). In this regard, with the
realisation of a 6.8 million DM® program funded by UNHCR to rebuild apartments in
neighbourhoods like Dobrinja, Otes and Grbavicajdfu were conditioned to the
delivery of apartments to pre-war owners or rigloidiers, with local authorities
promising that conditions would be met. The UNHQbdkesperson, Kris Janowski,
praised the cooperation of the Sarajevo Cantonoatits, especially considering that
collaboration with authorities in this kind of pest did not exist in other parts of
Bosnia such as in Republika Srpska. Notwithstandprgblematic cases, in which
apartments were not given to pre-war inhabitanterabeing rebuilt because of
ethnicity, were also identified (Kukil997). In spite of obstructionism and cases of
ethnic discrimination during the first two post-wgears, Sarajevo accommodated a
significant number of minority returns. In 1998 radhan 20,000 minorities had moved
to Sarajevo since the end of the war and the otglised forty four per cent of all

189 The use of the Deutsche Mark was quite extendegbsnia before and during early introduction
of the local currency in 1998, the Konvertibilnarke(KM).
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minority returns to areas in the Federation of BIBG 1998c). These numbers were
much higher than the 3,078 minorities who had mdwatk to Republika Srpska during
the same period. Relative figures clearly demotedrehigher returns to Sarajevo
encouraged international actors to start the fulpplementation of Annex VIl in the

capital city of BiH after the High Representativasiempowered in December 1997.
The empowerment of the High Representative

During the first year and half of the peace implatagon, the limited authority
conceived in the peace agreement limited the rbke leigh Representative which was
further undermined by the US during early post-vedages. Initially, the High
Representative was responsible for monitoring thmlementation of the peace
agreement through the promotion of full compliarafelocal actors with civilian
annexes and their cooperation with internationglanisations. Importantly, the High
Representative’s work was limited to observing ithpact of activities developed by
other international organisations involved in tinelian aspects, accordingly, it had no
authority to interfere in respective autonomies.il@/initially a weak position, it began
to evolve in 1996 when the PIC urged the OHR taodsstrong recommendations to
local politicians and to advise other internationatganisations. The High
Representative’s powers, however, remained lintdadiaking non-binding suggestions
(Peter 2008).

It was not until the PIC held in Sintra in May 198¥at the Steering Board
authorised the High Representative to take strormsion to prevent political
manipulation of the media on the eve of municipacions. More specifically, the
Steering Board “conferred on the High Represergatie right to curtail or suspend any
media network or programme whose output was inigierg contravention of either the
spirit or letter of the DPA” (OHR 1997c). This righbermitted the High Representative
to adopt a more assertive role in coordination VBEFOR. Especially remarkable was
the operation carried out in October 1997 to seadrol in Pale of the Serbian Radio
and Television, the public broadcasting corporatioRS under the control of SDS.

The success of the operation contributed to a fibamation of the vision held
by the main international actors on the supervigibthe civilian annexes of the peace
agreement. More precisely, it was acknowledged thatchallenge of the political
power from nationalist parties was both feasibld appropriate (ESI 1999b). In the
PIC, celebrated in Bonn in December 1997, differsamtributors expressed concern
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regarding the update of the two-year civilian cadigsdion plan (OHR 1997e). Lack of
progress in key areas of the civilian annexes,raladive urgency due to the prospect of
a gradual reduction of aid, ensured that new mashen to advance the peace
implementation were approved. Thus, in Bonn the @hted the High Representative
specific powers to become the final authority oa tivilian annexes, as defined in the
fifth article of Annex X. In essence, the High Reggntative was authorized to make
any lawful decisions ensuring the implementatiothef peace agreement as well as the
functioning of public institutions. In other worddhe High Representative was given
powers to enact legislation and dismiss authoritiebstructing the peace
implementation.

Indeed, the High Representative graduated from 1@ m@pervisory role of the
civilian annexes into a role of crucial politicattar with executive and legislative
authority. The OHR became an institution that engassed both elements of
international and domestic authorities (Peter 2088} all that, the enforcement of the
High Representative must be seen as a stratediatttioe disposal of the broader post-
war international mission in BiH, as the OHR wouwdntinue operating within the
framework of the PIC and being dependent on thédigall support of main powers in
which the organization coordinated key decisiongnicantly, no explicit limits to the
powers were defined in Bonn and the High Repretigatavas allowed to interpret the
scope of his own powers. Such extraordinary measwhbich could easily undermine
the process of democratisation inherent to therdibpeace-building mission, were
conceived as temporary and exceptional as poingethd High Representative in his
discourse in Bonn. Carlos Westendorp expresseddbd for firm and rapid action to
clear away the most serious obstacles since tinsdimited (OHR 1997d).

At this juncture the empowerment of the High Repn¢ative, held by the PIC in
Bonn, culminated the increasing focus of the ird8omal community on minority
returns, which finally became a central goal in ihglementation of the peace
agreement. The OHR developed into the main orgamisdao manage Annex VI,
taking advantage of the new powers vested in tigh Riepresentative. The OHR would
operate through the RRTF, which was reinforced i appointment of the Deputy
HR as its head. With these changes, the main miiemal actors finally adopted a
political approach to deal with returns, leavindnipe the humanitarian approach that
had prevailed under the coordination of the UNH@Rually important for this
research, the PIC also endorsed the High Représenta develop a return strategy for
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Sarajevo to deal with the return of refugees anermally displaced persons. Bonn PIC
conclusions included a clear statement regardirgirtiportance of Sarajevo for the
future of BiH:

Ensuring a multi-ethnic Sarajevo is central toithplementation of the Peace
Agreement. The Council expresses disappointmenthat failure of the

authorities in Sarajevo to encourage and facilithee safe return of former
inhabitants. The Council takes note of recent camemts made by the
Sarajevo authorities to encourage and facilitate ghfe return of former
inhabitants. These commitments are long overdue ranst translate into
action immediately. So long as Sarajevo remaingelsr mono-ethnic, its

position as the capital of Bosnia and Herzegoviilbremain impaired (OHR

1998a).

The adoption of the Sarajevo Declaration in 1998

One of the first actions of the High Representatollowing empowerment was
to set the strategy pursuant to the reconstructighe ethnic diversity so characteristic
of Sarajevo. On 3 February 1998, the High Reprasigetchaired the Sarajevo Return
Conference held in the Holiday Inn attended by thain local and international
authorities:’® All participants in the Sarajevo Return Conferengeeed that due to its
status as the capital city of BiH and because ©tistorical multi-ethnic character,
Sarajevo Canton had to take the lead in the untiondl right of every Bosnian citizen
to return home (OHR 1998byhis decision, taken in Bonn, to begin the promotion of
minority returns in Sarajevo was symbolic of Saraje recognised historic ethnic
diversity and coexistence and it was envisaged tihiat model of coexistence and
tolerance should influence the rest of the coumtitye post-war period.

The decision to develop the new approach in Savaje to boost minority
returns was also pragmatic. For international actoaturns to Sarajevo were seen as
instrumental to ignite significant minority returttsoughout Bosnia. Sarajevo was the
biggest city and all international agencies wersebathere, so the promotion of the
return of Sarajevans should subsequently triggarrme elsewhere in the country.
Equally important, by developing in Sarajevo thevrpolitical approach to returns, the
international community transferred responsibitidymaking Annex VII work, to SDA

and Bosniak elites, after their pressure influentss international community into

170 Main participants were senior representativehef®HR, the UNHCR, members of PIC, the US,
the EU, members of BiH's Presidency and other seBtiate, Entity and Cantonal officials.
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opening up minority returns during the two firstspaar years’* In this sense, Carlos

Westendorp, in a passionate discourse urged atidisotd take the lead in the new

phase overcoming all existing difficulties:
Two years ago this city symbolised hope over despdecency over
barbarism, tolerance over enmity. That is what jacastood for then. And
that is what Sarajevo stands for today. And if ¢nerone message that | want
to go out from this conference to this city, tostlwountry and to the world
beyond, it is that Sarajevo is indeed a multi-ethcity, an open city, a
tolerant city (...) It is Sarajevo which must take lead in this business, and
it is Sarajevo which is taking the lead. And wh&arajevo leads, | urge
others to follow (...) So | guess what | am sayimghis: that it is up to you,
Sarajevo. You have before you a great opportuttitis up to you whether
you take it. I do not for a moment deny the diffims involved. | do not

downplay either the emotional obstacles, or thesjgay ones. You will need
magnanimity and resourcefulness in industrial gtiaat(OHR 1998c).

In that context, the participants at the Return f€mmce agreed the Sarajevo
Declaration to create conditions for sustainableirns but also guaranteeing equal
treatment for all ethnic groups in both civic amd@omic dimensions. The Declaration
set a comprehensive approach to create appromoaitions for returns through an

intervention in five fields: legislative, housingublic order and security, employment
and education. In order to supervise implementafamticipants agreed on a several
measures and deadlines to meet these obligatidmss, Teconomic assistance was
conditioned to the adequate progress in the adopfiproperty and housing legislation
by the Federation of BiH, the review of the edumatisystem, the creation of

employment opportunities for returnees, the restinimy of the police force or the

return of at least 20,000 minority pre-war residemt 1998 to the Sarajevo Canton
(OHR 1998b):"

In order to address the inherent obstructionismrdturns conducted by
nationalist parties, the new political approacladadress minority returns adopted by the
international community was put in place. The ppat international organisations
closely supervised the process of implementatiooutgh a diffusion of several bodies

that combined local institutions involved in th@pess of return and main international

171 Again, pressure was exercised not only by SDAtHemmore, local pressure was not exclusively
politically driven as other NGO's, like the Coatiti for Return, the Serb Civic Council and otheizeit
movements that pushed for returns.

172 About 228,000 people who had left the Sarajevot@ahad not yet returned by the end of 1997
(ICG 1998a). Ensuring the return of 20,000 Sarajevaelonging to non-Bosniak ethnic groups was a
landmark defined to supervise implementation. Isveasmall proportion of minority displaced but it
could only be achieved with a strong commitmentrfiocal authorities, this would imply breaking the
obstructionism from ethnocratic regimes to thenenf people from belonging to other ethnicities.
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organisations. Their remit was to supervise, assidt orientate local authorities in the
mass return of minority pre-war residehtThe main organ was the Sarajevo Return
Commission, chaired by Mirza Hajric, advisor of jalilzetbegou. It included
members of other Cantonal and municipal institigjorepresentatives of displaced
persons from all ethnic groups and internationgharsations, such as the OHR and the
UNHCR. The Sarajevo Return Commission also supgottee work of sectoral
committees, i.e. the Employment and Return Committee Education Working Group
(EWG) and the Sarajevo Housing Committee (SHC).

However, the multidimensional approach adoptedéonpte minority returns to
Sarajevo did not address a fundamental cause pfadement. As with many other
provisions within the peace agreement, the Sarajgeclaration was structurally
undermined by the ethnic partition of the countmyntnating in the peace agreement.
Indeed, the attempt to rebuild ethnic diversitySarajevo took place in a city where its
urban area had been ethno-territorialised withrinatgonal supervision two years
before. The Declaration certainly aimed at creatavpurable conditions for returns but
did not dismantle the territorial division; inewilg it implied that the return of many
Sarajevans would continue taking place in a polibere they had become an ethnic
minority. Such a framework left doubts regarding thuitability of the Sarajevo
Declaration to achieve a substantial number of nityoeturns.

Furthermore, SDA leadership had performed durindy gaost-war stages to
consolidate a Bosniak ethnocratic regime in Sacafjerough practices that included the
resettlement of internally displaced persons itanaloned apartments. This policy of
SDA in Sarajevo would not change unless returriedao occur elsewhere in BiH. In
this sense, and despite being among those paritsifpathe Conference that agreed on
the Sarajevo Declaration, SDA leadership was wathe scope of the Declaration that
opened the door to a mass return of displaced &anag. Resorting to the reciprocity
argument, Alija Izetbego¥i cast doubt on fulfilment as he outlined in the URet
Conference the implementation of the Declaratioh Wwith some compromise from

authorities in Republika Srpsk&: Izetbegowt claimed that he was not ready to assume

73 These mixed bodies in which local officials holatheority of implementation contrasted with the
ones developed in the Brcko District during the sgrariod, where the return of refugees and inthrnal
displaced persons was strictly developed by internal organisations (see Moore 2013).

" The double way return was a reciprocity argumesetuby nationalist parties to justify absence of
implementation of provisions included in the peageeement. According to HDZ, for instance, Bosnian
Serbs should only be allowed to return to their &srim Drvar if Croats were able to return to Kakianj
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the specific obligations set in the Declaration,tbe off chance a similar conference
was organised to ensure the return of non-Serliswas and villages in Republika
Srpska (Kebo 1998)°

The implementation of the Sarajevo Declaration: beteen local obstructionism and

the shortcomings of the international strategy

During the initial post-war years, housing reposeesfor displaced people had
been obstructed more or less by all nationalistiggarin fact, housing for nationalist
parties had become a source of patronage, rewapéiogle from respective ethnicities,
especially in cases of soldiers, invalids or fagsiliof soldiers killed in conflict (Cox
1998). Hence, the repossession of housing by t@atied required a consistent legal
and political intervention in order to be succebgfeompleted'’® In Sarajevo, this
process was as complex as in any other urban drtee @ountry due to misuses of
housing especially in cases of multiple occupamzy the presence of tens of thousands
of people internally displaced who occupied oftegally abandoned apartments having
been expelled from other areas of Boshila.

After the approval of the Sarajevo Declaration, ©aal authorities quickly
adjusted the strategy to address its implementagioth approved a plan for the return to
Sarajevo on 14 February 1998. It was estimated1t®2atmillion KM would be needed
for housing and 54 million KM for infrastructurey order to rebuild 11,400 houses to
allow a return of 40,000 people @evi¢ 1998a). Significantly, the plan set limits to
implementation through the inclusion of a provisgtating that eviction would only
take place in cases of multiple occupanciescif@ei¢ 1998b). This provision was
reaffirmed a few months later by the Sarajevo Gafdme Minister, Midhat Hata

FBiH or to Bosanski Brod in RS. Bosnian Serbs alsed this argument, claiming that returns to
Republika Srpska were not possible without thermeturn of Serbs to Croatia (ICG 1998b).

175 As announced at the Conference (“Danas Sarajeva sijeli Bosnia”, 1998), it became apparent
after a series of meeting that the Sarajevo Re@uonference became the most effective method to
promote return of minorities to their pre-war homé@fie Return Conference in Republika Srpska
reclaimed by Izetbego&itook place on 28 April 1998 in Banja Luka (OHR &€

1781t was often necessary to evict internally disptheople in favour of returning minorities, and
this required the local authorities to disregardnét allegiances in the neutral application of the.
Also, it was necessary to address multiple occupamd other forms of misallocation of housing in
which party members or authorities in control ofréistrative duties were often engaged. On occasion
it was necessary to source alternative accommauétiothose who were evicted but could not retarn t
their pre-war homes.

7 Multiple occupancy is defined as families usingrenthan one apartment after occupation of
abandoned apartments. Approximately, 5,000 housek apartments in the Sarajevo Canton were
occupied in double or multiple occupancies by tagibning of the Declaration (ICG 1998a).
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(Kalamujic 1998). Consequently, the creation of housing spfacethe return of
displaced people to the Canton was limited to tkeomstruction of destroyed
apartments and the elimination of cases of multigleupancies’®

Importantly, this plan for the return of pre-wartizéns incorporated the
guidelines of the SDA in the implementation of arajevo Declaration. Despite the
multiethnic institutional reorganisation of theygiproduced after the adoption of the
Sarajevo Protocol, which included power sharing llmacsms at the three levels of
governance in the Canton, the SDA continued cdirigppower structures. During the
process of housing repossession, SDA designednraplmented policies despite the
presence of HDZ members in key positions of thet@ansuch as deputies of the
Minister for Housing and the Cantonal Governor.phactice, they did not have the
capacity to influence the housing policy perfornigdthe Sarajevo Canton (Beovi¢
1999).

Alongside the SDA strategy, the joint local andemational committees were
created with responsibility for supervising the [Reation and assisting local
authorities. Firstly, the High Representative dsthbd the Sarajevo Return
Commission mid February. Its first meeting was h@td5 March and focused on three
of the most critical areas of the Sarajevo Dedlanat(1) the adoption of property
legislation allowing the repossession for the hogisof people displaced, (2) the
creation of housing space through elimination ofis@s like cases of multiple
occupancy, and (3) the creation of a secure enviemrt (OHR 1998e). After the first
meeting of the Sarajevo Return Commission, a Mentm of Understanding was
signed on 9 March to establish the Sarajevo HouSimgmmission and this worked as a
forum to encourage efficient performance from loaathorities. Chaired by Mirza
Hajric, other members included the Canton Govermbiner relevant cantonal and
municipal authorities, a representative of the @dwf Ministers, the UNHCR and the
OHR. Through assistance provided to local autlesitvho dealt with housing issues,

the goal of the Commission was essentially, th#t poe-war owners and right holders,

8 During the adoption of the Plan, it was emphasiged it did not go against people who had
defended the city or were in Sarajevo having begeleed from other areas of Bosnia, essentially,
highlighting the complex social environment exigtin Sarajevo at the end of the war with many obth
internally displaced from other areas of Bosnia.
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in cases of socially owned apartments, could lggalid physically repossess their
apartments’®

Along with supervision of respective Committeese tOHR was directly
involved in the process of housing repossessiacoutiit the work of its Human Rights
department and the RRTF. Rather than dealing witlividual property claims, the
Human Rights department took the lead in termsegfslative change and issues at
political level (Philpott 2005). Crucially, the emperment of the High Representative
and the clear instructions defined in the Sarajpeclaration produced results shortly
after its adoption. In this sense, the creatioa l&gal framework for the repossession of
property, defined as a priority in the Declaratiaas finally achieved in 1998 after two
years in which calls from international officialadnlittle impact.

The Sarajevo Declaration set mid-February as tlaellohee to amend property
laws that discriminated displaced persons. Aftefea delays, authorities of the
Federation of BiH finally adopted amendments on@®ilA1998 in a manner that was
acceptable to the OHE? Any amendments that dispossessed those displadgéd (
their right to repossess socially-owned apartmen&sk removed through the approval
of theLaw on the Cessation of the Application of the lawAbandoned Apartments
Within this new law, the Federal Ministry of Urb&banning and Environment drafted
an instruction framing the claim procedure. Pre-teaants whose apartments had been
declared abandoned could thus file a claim for mmusepossession in respective
municipal housing authorities (OHR 1998f). The remloof discriminative housing
legislation was fundamental to allow pre-war restdereclaim their apartments. Some
amendments removed the primary legal obstacles-déderal authorities were cautious
in setting a legal framework fully supportive obe displaced. Indeed, several clauses
favouring temporary occupants were included whichden it difficult for people

displaced to successfully complete the processoasing repossessidftt In spite of

9 Municipalities were also involved in the proce$shousing repossession, generally carrying out
evictions and working in administrative.

180 Generally, the FBiH was in charge of legislatigsties while cantonal and municipal authorities
were more involved in the implementation and openat work.

181 Among these clauses, there was a six-month deadfer the law was approved in order to file a
claim for housing repossession. A decision was @isoed stating that pre-war occupant’s lost priyper
rights if they failed to return within a year folling the granting of the claim. Equally, there vihe
possibility of allowing temporary occupants to stayrivate and socially-owned apartments for oeary
after the pre-war occupant expressed a desiradmrdCG 1998c).
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OHR'’s calls to modify these provisions, the auttiesi refused to do so demonsrating
once again the lack of progress in the Republikesi&x.

Because of the constraints inserted in the amendmee. to allow the
repossession of housing by pre-war owners or tepnané High Representative used
Bonn powers to enact legislation in favour of peogisplaced. For instance, the slow
progress in solving property claims forced the Higbpresentative to extend the
deadline set for claiming socially owned apartmentsl April 1999. Ultimately, this
extension did not eliminate discriminative clausegroperty legislation, therefore, the
High Representative set about amending propertg lanboth entities on 27 October
1999 (OHR 1999a). Importantly, the property lediska package (PLIP) finally ended
the differences between entities that were preWowas source of tension in the
implementation of the Sarajevo Declaration, asilitlve seen in the following sections.
Thus, PLIP enacted a uniform legal structure tlatmwonised legislation in Republika
Srpska with the existing one in the Federation dfi.BVioreover, it defined clear
instructions on the process of housing repossessianstitutions involved.

The participation of the international community tine supervision of the
Sarajevo Declaration to amend laws discriminatiregyar residents of socially-owned
apartments was determinant from a legislative poinwiew. Yet, involved in the
process of housing repossession supervised bygominissions such as the SHC, the
various international institutions went beyond thepervisory role, duplicating or
triplicating administrative procedures includingoligations or interviews with potential
returnees (Research Interview; 25 May 2015). lmstdgoroceeding chronologically as
people applied for return, international represtvga brought cases arbitrarily without
any procedure or order, asking the local autharittedeal with them as a priority, but
this did not contribute to disabling the potentiatruption within the systerf¥?

Meanwhile, international intromission did not camtite during the early stages
to rationalise a property claim process that way weuch affected by embedded local
obstructionism. Indeed, obstructionism was a céeenent preventing any significant
progress of the Sarajevo Declaration during 199&ighlighted by the poor resolution
of property claims, with only 528 decisions issued of 6,557 claims during the first
five months of the Declaration (OHR 1998)). Obstimuist practices delayed and made
it more difficult for displaced people repossesgmg-war homes, which meant that the

182 For instance, some lawyers guaranteed to returthegstheir property would be vacated within
ninety or 120 days, this was impossible withotheitlocal or international connections.
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claim process and any subsequent decisions weeragnnot made within the thirty

day period required by law. One of these practisgs unnecessary fixing the
requirement of hearings with pre-war occupants (QAHB8f).Other obstacles appeared
during the registration of the claim, when offisialefrained from issuing necessary
documents or they required documents that wereneoessary by the law or were
impossible to procure. Furthermore, Sarajevostas aharging between thirty and fifty

DM for copies of occupancy-right documents and tpant contracts, violating the

Article 11 of the Sarajevo Declaration, which emslfull access to all public records
without any cost (ICG 1998c).

Poor performance in property claims inevitably etiéel the rate of returns which
fell short of the ambitious milestone set in thecReation of 20,000 minority returns to
Sarajevo in 1998. In the first seven months, onB92 non-Bosniaks had returned to
Sarajevo (ICG 1998c). This low number of minoriggurns contrasted with the return
to the Canton of more than 5,000 Bosniaks. Amorgnththere were about 2,500 who
had never lived before in the city which impliedrther occupation of abandoned
apartments. Apparently, SDA policy to reallocat®asniak population from other parts
of the country started in mid-1996 and continuedrduthe early implementation of the
Declaration amid claims from the authorities tha slow progress of the Declaration
was attributable to the housing shortage.

Despite claims from authorities, obstructionismtie implementation of the
Sarajevo Declaration responded to the SDA polickdep a Bosniak majority in the
city unless returns took place elsewhere in BfHSuch a policy clashed with the
international strategy that challenged Sarajeviake the lead and serve as an example
for the reconstruction of the ethnic diversity ihetwhole country, as had been
reclaimed by the SDA. Eloquently, in October 19%8stbegovwt argued that the
implementation of Annex VII was only possible ift@o-way return took place. He
openly rejected what he (inaccurately) defined asnea-way return of Serbs to the
Federation arguing that it would ultimately turndd@ into a part of “Greater Serbia”
(OHR 1998b). Despite positive claims of the wish rebuild ethnic diversity in

Sarajevo, SDA leadership and local authoritiesraiticontribute to its implementation.

183 Several local political opposition figures agrekdt local authorities were hindering the procdss o
returning to Sarajevo. These figures included $&jfurokic, President of the Alternative Ministerial
Council, Salih Foco, Vice-President of the Liberddosniak Organization, and Strajo Krsmanovic, Yice
President of the Liberal Party (ICG 1998b).
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The OHR openly challenged Bosniak authorities tonaiestrate in the city their
commitment to rebuild ethnic diversity all arounddBia:
Your objective is to recreate a multi-ethnic ineggd BiH. If this cannot be
achieved in Sarajevo it cannot be achieved anywhBye holding back

returns in Sarajevo you are preventing the achievérof your own objective
(ICG 1999a).

The SDA had the capacity to obstruct implementabbnhe Declaration through its
direct influence on the work of authorities invalven the process of housing
repossession. As elsewhere in Bosnia, a patrontctiglationship developed in the
nomenklatura system due to the system inheritedh ftbe socialist regime who
previously permitted this behavioti¥. As officials had the authority to appoint
individuals to certain key positions, party patransdtivated loyalties among people
appointed in administration, who followed the ethaiiteria more especially since the
war. Indeed, a key element of the power exercise@thnocracies was their control
over public-sector appointments. Through the coeatf patronage networks, parties
had tight control over public institutions (Capla@05a). Officials responsible for the
process of housing repossession had thus littlepeddence and this became the
primary obstacle in the process of housing repcsses

This dependence of party patrons on housing ofsicieas well illustrated in
cases of multiple occupancies, which also revedhled SDA’s continuous use of
apartments as a source of patronage. The slowipasving these identifiable cases,
as the only feasible type to proceed with evictionshe Cantonal Plan for returns to
Sarajevo, also showed little commitment from SDadership in the implementation of
the Sarajevo Declaration. For solving cases of ipialtoccupancies strong political
commitment was required as a number of powerfuirég in Sarajevo or those with
close connections to the SDA were among a sigmficaumber of these cases.
Moreover, housing authorities responsible for thgplementation lacked authority to
resolve these cas&¥. Contextually, the High Representative Carlos Wettep and

84 |n practice, the nomenklatura system eradicatedstiparation of powers. The dominant party
ensured that public institutions were subordinatéhe party through their influence over persoraral
the maintenance of loyalty and discipline by viraféhe exclusion of any dissenting voices fromsthn
influential positions (ESI 1999b). This resulted nmore control over the administration, which was
selected by a member’s loyalty rather than theinpetence and aptitude.

%5 As a response, the RRTF developed committees &b with multiple occupancies in several
municipalities. Local officials met with internatial field officers to identify cases and co-ordat
action. This system was a combination of intermatiqressure and political cover to assist offgial
carrying out their responsibilities (ESI 1999a).

164



the Ambassadors of the Steering Board of the Pi@ired of Alija 1zetbego\i in late
May 1998 an involvement in the resolution of 26%esaof multiple occupancies. For all
that, no significant progresses occurred during gshbsequent two months as only
twenty six cases had been resolved or were in theeps of being resolved (OHR
1998e).

The SDA continued using apartments as a sourceaiwbmage even once the
evictions started. Early evictions conducted in 8%@rved to distribute apartments
among people with SDA connections. Apparently, libtk of early evictions had been
initiated by SDA-controlled companies seeking tgaia apartments for privatisation.
Legal temporary occupants were thus evicted totghrenpermanent occupancy right to
someone else, reportedly with party connection&(IK®98c). This practice eroded the
argument often used by the SDA authorities, thagwictions would take place to avoid
placing temporary occupants ethnically cleansedhe streets. More importantly, it
also contravened the Plan for returns to Sarajgozed in mid-February by the
Sarajevo Canton. In late March 1998, the Ombudsbrenght these cases to the
attention of the Cantonal Governor and relevantisfiems before receiving assurance
from them that such practice would stop. Signiftbgnt not only continued but even
increased after theaw on the Cessation of the Application of the laawAbandoned

Apartmentame into force.

Difficulties to implement the Sarajevo Declaration

As claimed by Carlos Westendorp during the Sarapetorn Conference, the
city in the Sarajevo Declaration had both a greppootunity and an enormous
challenge, one that required magnanimity and resbuliness in industrial quantities to
overcome emotional and physical obstacles. As gaenfar, obstructionism was at the
core of poor results from the early implementatbthe Sarajevo Declaration, but such
slow progress was also a result of the difficulstpoar context. It is important to
understand that the tough context and the diffjctdtimplement the Declaration, and
the opposition to a mass return of displaced peopére not only political but also
social. In post-war Sarajevo an important socidegarisation created a division

between people who remained in the city duringsikege and those who had left, with
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the former being considered a defender of the'8ftpften Sarajevans were unwilling

to accept back people who had fled during the seéegié was considered that they had
betrayed their city. This resentment against peegie left could encompass former

neighbours, family members or friends from the sathaic origin.

The huge challenge of implementing the Sarajevoddation was highlighted
by the work of housing officials. In the process lbusing repossession, the
performance of housing officials in delaying or yaeting resolutions, should not be
reduced to a mere act of ethnic discrimination ufpdlowing party instructions, despite
the features of power structures defined earliéter® delays in property claims hardly
differed between minority and majority returns. &sdslly, with limited space for
alternative accommodation, which was aggravatedhi®allocation practices, officials
also faced the dilemma of having to expel vulnerafpoups and other people who
stayed and defended the city to the detriment e$¢hwho had left. Along with direct
political influence, officials were exposed to aigh environment at the end of war.
Organisations such as the NGO Association Sarajpeclaration and the BiH
Independent Trade Unions Association lobbied togme evictions until people could
return to pre-war homes in RS.

Along with social and political pressure, the Savaj Declaration faced further
difficulties as a result of the international apgeb. The focus on the Bosnian capital
city to trigger returns elsewhere in the countryswet only politically exploited by
SDA leadership to justify poor implementation, @iso became a source of tension
within those who were internally displaced. Theyaiwas increasingly at a more
advanced stage than the rest of the country instesmhousing repossession, as
highlighted by an average rate that stood at ttestictions per week during most of
1999 (ESI 1999a). However, people who resettle8arajevo often could not return to
their homes of origin once evictions started. lused dramatic situations as some
families moved as many as five times from apartmerapartment in the cityCengi
and Skotte 2010). Such an imbalance could have &meforated if alternative housing
was built from the beginning of the implementatiomt funds were not forthcoming
from international actors nor did the Sarajevo gomeent develop an ambitious plan of

the construction of new housing. Significantly, teek of housing space in Sarajevo

18 A ‘defender of the city’, did not only include gele who were involved in the military but
included anyone who stayed in Sarajevo during tbges Indeed, ethnicity was not the only important
social categorisation in post-war Sarajevo. Theaowtural divide was also very important since the
beginning of the war due to the massive inflow ebple from rural areas.
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was further aggravated by the very internationalsence in the city, as non-Bosnian
people working in foreign organisations were ocdéagyarge numbers i.e. thousands of
apartments (Omeragil998b)'%’

This imbalance between Sarajevo and the rest atdbatry, in the repossession
of housing, was contested directly by internallgpificed persons resettled in the city.
The Association Sarajevo Declaration was very aaitiregarding differences in
legislation between the Republika Srpska and Féderaof BiH before the High
Representative’s amendments in October 1999. lectdbr a moratorium of property
law implementation and the cessation of about 206tiens until RS property laws
were adopted (Omeragil998a). Equally, the Association of Trade Unioesndnded
the immediate stop to evictions until two-way resitook place and sent a critical letter
to Carl Bildt, the Sarajevo Cantonal Governor anidz® Hajric, chair of the Sarajevo
Return Commission. The letter stated:

If you truly want everybody to return to their owslp your utmost to make

the return two-way, and simultaneous to all are8ibl. While you are

demanding return to Sarajevo only, houses in Stal& being bombed,

returnees are being killed in Tasovcici and in Banjka, they are expelling

the dead. Mr. Westendorp, stop this! Free retur@amjevo will become real

if it is accorded with return of 74,000 of expeBgaesently accommodated in
Sarajevo (OHR 1998g).

In this context of uncertainty, protests from peopiternally displaced in Sarajevo
targeted the international community. In Septenf#t®$¥1, around 200 Bosniak families
from Eastern Bosnia who had been evicted from teargohousing in Sarajevo
congregated in front of OHR headquarters. Theyesg®d despair with the continuous
delays from both locals and internationals and sunesd for securing solutions for
evictions that occurred but without the provisidralbernative housing:

From April 15 we are under tents, they promisedhey would build houses

but have not done anything yet. | am evicted indity but cannot go back

home. They are evicting us from housing but dopmotide any alternative. |

live alone and | am alone, my son died in the Wée. ask for a delay in any

evictions until obtaining an alternative apartme®arajevo Canton always
says that they will build houses next week but dthimg. All that we asked

87 |n this sense, during the early post-war stagesajévo hosted the majority of international
organisations operating in BiH to such an exteat thithin the city in 1998, one in eight residewss a
foreigner working for international organisationsdeed, approximately 15,000 foreign civilians were
reportedly working in Sarajevo as employees ofaugiinternational NGOs, members of international
multilateral and bilateral organisations, raisinggsure on housing stock during the implementation
the Sarajevo Declaration (ICG 1999a; Barakat 2003).
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of the international community has only been adokieon paper (“Srbi svoje
kuce izdaju por kiriju a bosnjacke ne napustaj&pt®mber %).

The absence of alternative accommodation not offlgci@d people who had not
repossessed pre-war homes; it also affected manyswiply did not want to return to a
place where they had become an ethnic minority #redr security was not yet

guaranteed. In this regard, there were still sopisoees in which minority returnees
were violently tackled. For instance, five yeargemathe end of the war, Bosniaks and
Croats returning to Republika Srpska could still dubject to physical assaults and
extensive destruction of properties (ICG 208%)In addition, difficulties in the

implementation of the Sarajevo Declaration did oaty appear in the process of
housing repossession. Alongside its interventiorthi@ housing issue, the Sarajevo
Declaration intervened in other areas to creatavaurable environment for minority

returns.

Further shortcomings of the international interi@mtthe Sub-Group on Textbook

Meanwhile, the intervention conducted in the Subt@ron Textbooks in 1998
illustrates that the international performance arggevo to rebuild ethnic diversity had
significant shortcomings. The Declaration defineth@ation as a central element to
support the return and reintegration of the popartain the city. The primary aim was
to ensure that all children were educated in a marthat promoted tolerance,
reconciliation and stability between people of elifint ethnic groups (OHR 1998)).
Furthermore, it sought to reverse the existingrdigoation following the establishment
of three separate educational systems (based ea thiferent ethnic curricula) in the
autumn of 1992 (PasalKreso 2008). This development encouraged many [sadnts
in the Sarajevo Canton to send their children twsts in the Republika Srpska or to

18 Evidence of the hostility against a potential rey of ethnic diversity in the Bosnian Serb ethno-
territoriality was highlighted by serious riots whioccurred in Banja Luka and Trebinje in early May
2001 during ceremonies to start the reconstruatfollosques in respective cities. The riots resulted
one death and many more injured. These incidentg well organised and aimed at discouraging
displaced Bosniaks from returning home. More tha®dDQ Serbs broke through a police cordon and
attacked people at a ceremony. About 250 Muslim®wrapped in the building along with international
representatives. One man died due to head injaridsmore than thirty were injured (AP 2001; Vucinic
2001). Despite any progress achieved in the raestindisplaced minority to Republika Srpska after t
year 2000, these incidents were apparently thdtresthe SDS return to power after the Novembed@0
elections Effectively, this ended Dodik’s two-yearle in the Bosnian Serb entity. Crucially, this
incidence ensured rising ethnic tensions and asted the international community’s rhetoric regagd
the compliance of Republika Srpska with Daytongdtions (ICG 2001).
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the municipality of Kiseljak in the case of Croai#hich held a majority of Bosnian
Croat populatiort®

A specific milestone set in the Declaration was ithplementation of a non-
discriminatory education programme in the Saraj@amton at the beginning of the
1998/99 academic year. Under the supervision of Edecation Working Group,
formed as stipulated on 1 March and led by the OiiRas established that Sarajevo
educational authorities should undertake all legisd, administrative and technical
changes necessary for its achieveni&hmitially, in a context of wide obstructionism
in property claims, the Sarajevo Declaration wasrumental in the production of most
of the positive developments in the Education Wglisroup, such as the identification
of offensive passages in textbooks and other schuaterials. Such a process to
eliminate and modify any materials promoting hatesd intolerance towards other
ethnic groups was conducted by Sub-Groups on tekthoDespite the fact that
international representatives were required toiman advisory capacity, in practice
they took the lead with the preparation of reparts submission of recommendations
to local educational authorities (Donia 2000).

Yet, the eradication of offensive material fromtt®oks was not completed as
Cantonal authorities failed to implement a numbérdecisions derived from the
Working Group. After reviewing textbooks on Histpryiterature, Geography,
Grammar, Fine Arts, and Nature and Society, ontn@fguideline documents with the
relevant recommendations for amendments was releligegggered intense and largely
hostile media attention to the issue, amid accoisatthat the international community
were attempting to deny the facts of the war (OFR8]). Subsequently, and after the
Minister for Education referred the matter to then@nal Government, they rejected
the Working Group’s decisions on the basis thatgioeip was not legally established

under the authority of the Canton. Importantly, @entonal reaction was a response to

189 |In post-war Bosnia, competence on education lieke cantonal level in the Federation of BiH
while it is highly centralised in the Republika Skp. Different education systems not only exist in
distinct ethno-territorialities but also in mixeda@tons in the FBiH, populated by Bosniaks and Groat
(Perry 2003). The concept of “Two schools under oom&” is representative of such segregation on
ethnic criteria, despite sharing the same spacelests are physically separated from each other and
taught separate curricula. Initially, it was sesnaa interim solution to ensure that minority rages
could study in a school building, rather than studyunfamiliar surroundings. The absence of a
permanent solution suggested that one decade thfteending of hostilities such severe symbols of
division still existed with over fifty five cases the Federation of BiH alone (Pagdfireso 2008).

1% The Education Working Group was integrated by fSub-Groups, i.e. on textbooks, resources,
discrimination and democratization.
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a unilateral initiative of the UNESCO Sarajevo HielOffice to distribute
recommendations in October 1998, which stated dressed that all teachers were
obliged to follow these recommendations (Donia 300he hostile reaction was a
response to performance but also, and especialiyhé specific nature of the material
released. Among the proposed changes were somdesbup very topical sensitive
issues such as one that suggested replacing “Criimeserrors” in a book of grammar
rules for eighth-graders (OHR 1998j}.

Although the mandate of the Sub-Group on Textboméis consistent with the
OHR’s immediate objective of facilitating an ordednd large-scale return of minority
refugees to Sarajevo, it was based on the falsaipeethat tolerance could be achieved
through the superficial eradication of specificnier and passages in Sarajevo’s
textbooks, bypassing other more fundamental isetigsstice, pluralism and tolerance
in education (Donia 2000). Indeed, the work of Bwb-Group on Textbooks reveals
some of the limitations of the internationally letirategy in Sarajevo that were
incremented by unilateralism and focus on the ehpity of BiH. Again, absence of
scrutiny in Republika Srpska or in Croat-controllageas in the Federation of BiH
created grievances among Bosniak authorities asniaional organisations sought an

effort from the ethnic community that had been padtected by the war.

International economic sanctions to pressure feirtiplementation

In spite of difficult contexts, international acsadid not hesitate to confront the
obstructionism that contributed to the reduced nemdb non-Bosniak returnees during
1998. As the Declaration granted aid to further lenpentation, some international
actors quickly and unilaterally responded in therf@f economic sanctions. The United
States Agency for International Development (USAl)ze nine million DM for
reconstruction while the European Commission ieskerd similar clause in three
reconstruction contracts with non-governmental oiggtions for a total of eighteen
million DM (ICG 1998c). Economic sanctions were lateral decisions from donors
but the High Representative Carlos Westendorp egptk his support and warned
Sarajevo authorities that he would take decisiveasuees against those who were

obstructing implementation (Zivak 1998). Economandions highlighted the new

1 The OHR fiercely criticised most local media wHeoey claimed conducted a campaign of
disinformation and defamation based on biased,nipdete or simply wrong information in relation to
changes.
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vigorous approach of international actors to bowisiority returns but were insufficient
to transform power structures and obstructionisatfces. Thus, in April 1999, the US
Ambassador warned the Sarajevo Canton that newisasevould be imposed again if
the implementation of the Declaration did not imgro(*Opravdano upozorenje
Sarajevu”, 1999).

Yet, slow progress in the implementation of theafgamo Declaration was also
favoured by the limited resources available. Adadity, economic sanctions were tools
used for leverage in implementation but this furthad a counterproductive outcome
which slowed the process of reconstruction. In pah fact, the pressure from
international organisations for a quick return ebple who had become a minority in
the city, was not hand in hand with the approprifabeding for reconstruction to
increase the availability of alternative housinge¢Barch Interview; 28 May 2015).
Despite the absence of international funds for metraction did not cause the low
number of minority returns, as argued by the SO# increasing requirements for
alternative accommodation for evictees was cestanmdcessary in order to address
cases in which a return to pre-war homes was ratipie or desirabl&?

In this vein, and only four months after US and E€cisions, Carlos
Westendorp recommended that the European Commigsiogeze economic assistance
for the reconstruction projects of the Sarajevo s$tiog Fund in order to increase the
availability of apartments and facilitate the implentation of the Sarajevo Declaration
(OHR 1998h). Interestingly, this was included slyodfter in the decision of the
Sarajevo Housing Fund to start the constructiobh2 flats in Cengic Vila, a Sarajevo
residential quarter, in what represented a chandgbe housing policy of the Sarajevo
Cantonal Government (Alic 1999). The constructibmew apartments was a measure
that could facilitate the return of those displa@sdnew apartments would allow the
accommodation of vulnerable families who were e@dctfrom temporary
accommodations (OHR 19991}

192 The argument used by SDA authorities to justifg tow number of returns was inaccurate and
neglected misuse of apartments such as cases tiplewccupancies. Sarajevo certainly had a huge
number of apartments damaged after the war buntimber of dwellings unavailable for living was
relatively low. The destroyed number of apartmeinéd were unfit for inhabitation until they wereotait
was relatively low in number, having a rate onlg fger cent over in the municipality of Novo Sarajev
(IMG 1999).

19 During the rule of the Alliance for Change in 20é1id 2001, the Cantonal Government worked
more ambitiously to start the construction of 18,0@w apartments through a sixty MKM credit frora th
World Bank (Zar¢ 2003), which represented ten per cent of the taiaking stock of the Canton.
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International increasing pressure, progresseseimghossession of housing

Beyond economic sanctions, a significant methodtha&t disposal of the
international community, to push for minority retar was the power granted to the
High Representative to dismiss officials who weiaating the peace agreement or the
terms of its implementation. Thus, in November 199BA Minister of Justice, Jusuf
Zafiragic, became the first authority of Sarajevemissed by the High Representative
for having continuously violated agreements reachedthe framework of the
Declaration and the amended property laws (OHR @p%learly highlighting SDA’s
performance in the repossession of housing, Zafirags Cantonal Minister
endeavoured to repeatedly obstruct the process.

Indeed, in a closed session of the Cantonal Govemmhe overturned
agreements at the SHC to improve procedures fomieagement of socially owned
apartments. Zafiragic also repeatedly issued iostms to the judiciary to prevent the
execution of court ordered evictions. Moreover, dimlished the Sarajevo Cantonal
Housing Department in mid-December 1998 and induaieillegal clause withdrawing
property rights if people had not returned to thapartments fifteen days after
repossession. The abolition of the Cantonal Hou$degartment and the delay to
reappoint a director blocked temporarily the resotuof 17,000 cases, 700 of which
were evictions pending only the signature of thes€ior.

In the context of obstructionism from strategic ©@aal government positions,
the OHR not only played a reactive role in the dssal of officials who unfulfilled the
Sarajevo Declaration; rather, along with other nmé¢ional organisations, the OHR
pushed for the transformation of personnel workm@stitutions dealing with returns.
Within the SHC, there was strong coordinated malltipressure on the Sarajevo
Cantonal Government to improve management systemas emnsure that housing
institutions were staffed with co-operative offisidESI 1999a). An early intervention
in May 1998 affected the Cantonal Housing Departinehich replaced the Head of
the Housing Department following international newoendations. This change
affected the rate of property claim resolution ofially owned apartments from a few
cases at the end of June to more than 400 per w&zaptember (ICG 1998¢j?

19 One of the measures taken by the new directorhivary twenty new employees, some of them
minorities, to increase the number of staff to tyregght.
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Other measures were at the request of Andy Bearpgaeputy HR to the
Minister of Housing Affairs, Resul Basic, for thestructuration of the Housing
Cantonal Ministry. The demand included the replametnof fifteen inspectors and
administrative staff as well as four heads of depents at the housing municipal
service. Besides, he also asked for further chatméscrease diversity in the ethnic
composition of the staff as defined in the SarajPezlaration (“OHR trazi smjene u
opcinama”, 1999). Equally, the OHR also looked for pexation from SDA-moderate
members to unblock evictions and returns. Intamgbtj coercion was not only
performed with the contingency of dismissal bubgb&rsuasion. In this sense, OHR
members exploited the argument that Bosniak auteésrivere morally equivalent to
SDS and HDZ in the prevention of returns to makth@ities more cooperative in
Sarajevo (ICG 1999c).

Crucially, these international interventions in thstitutional field, within the
framework of the Sarajevo Declaration, implied aos®n of one of the features of
ethnocracies, which was the tight control of ingiiins. In this sense, judiciary and
administrative authorities responsible for impletemn property laws were becoming
progressively less responsive to the SDA in thea avé Sarajevo (ESI 1999&F
Progresses encouraged the High Representative atfdang Petritsch in August 1999
and brought a more invigorate mandate after repgaclarlos Westendor3® Indeed,
the number of dismissals increased with the HiglprBsentative becoming less
reluctant to use Bonn Powers to support minorityrres, as seen in Petritsch’s decision
to dismiss for the whole twenty two country puldicd housing officials in November
1999 (Caplan 2005&j’

19 During and after the war there was a profoundsfiaimation of judiciary personnel, becoming
almost exclusively mono-ethnic. Many pre-war juddef or were replaced by inexperienced and
underpaid judges appointed on ethnic and politdéria (ICG 1999b).

1% Shortly after, in March 2000, the European Unioecdme more involved in the country,
progressively transforming the role of the OHR, ebhivas increasingly shaped by EU strategies rather
than by Dayton itself. In this sense, the High Repntative became double-headed as EU Special
Representative and increasingly influenced by tlosgect of EU enlargement.

7 |mportantly, Bonn Powers not only evolved quatiiely but also qualitatively. Reactively
conceived as an extraordinary measure to unbloakgemplementation, dismissals were actually used t
tackle purposes that went beyond obstructionisithéopeace agreement. Between December 1997 and
February 2008, the High Representative dismisseditab90 politicians and other officials, and made
approximately 850 decisions in all fields (Gromdé®%2). Furthermore, the new highly interventionist
nature of the High Representative was well exeneglifn the dismissal of Mile Marceta, the Mayor of
Drvar, in north-west BiH. Despite recognising hieeaf contribution to the return of refugees and
displaced people to Drvar, he was dismissed bedaaiseuld not carry out his duty on a daily badisg
to a physical attack and the continuous threatsigssecurity (OHR 1999e). The progressive qualitati
evolution of the role of the High Representativelahising the exceptional Bonn powers is eloquently
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Furthermore, the international strategy to promaobénority returns was
progressively expanded beyond Sarajevo, espeatélly the adoption of the Property
Law Implementation Program (PLIP) in October 19BStablished to ensure that all
claims were resolved and all citizens of Bosnialdaepossess their property, PLIP
pursued the argument that repossession of propagytreated as a question of the rule
of law, turning a highly politicized issue into imple question of neutral application of
law (OSCE 2001). In a strategy that proved to lbecéfe, international organisations
dealing with returns such as OSCE, UNHCR and OHiRreased collaboration and
resorted to field resources existing at the timenjorove supervision.

In the context of increasing pressure and resourc@nplement Annex VIl in
the whole country, and the rise of resources fopestision and enforcement,
obstructionist practices evolved more towards subtiministrative forms as seen in
September 2000 when the High Representative disthisace again housing officials
in Sarajevo. Officials removed included the Headhef Centar/Stari Grad office of the
Sarajevo Cantonal Housing Department, Sevala Bratkand the Senior Lawyer of
the Centar/Stari Grad office of the Sarajevo Cartonising Department, Sanja Srna.
Both officials were removed from their positionsedto their perceived failure to
address cases of multiple occupancies, schedulaar#cessary hearings slowing the
process of property law implementation or the failuo instruct staff on further
implementation of the property legislation (OHR QB().

The increasing international pressure and the pesgin the process of housing
repossession did not change into a fully supponpegormance from local authorities
and resistances to generalised implementationnséihifested. Actually, once property
claim resolutions began, obstructionism moved frgoperty issues to the
implementation of decisions. In this sense, norcetien of eviction orders became
another barrier to complete repossession. Locaicgatontributed to the lack of
implementation by not attending or not acting inceens, which violated their legal
obligation(OHR 1999d). The greater majority of Sarajevo Send® had left the city
and were interviewed in this dissertation, expréstge opinion that eviction of
temporary residents could delay up to several nstita completion of the process of

housing repossession.

manifested by Knaus and Martin (2003) in their aggl of the situation in Bosnia with the liberal
imperialism of the British East India Company ie thineteenth century.
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The adoption of PLIP and the subsequent expansiothe international
capacity to implement Annex VII beyond Sarajevo wagucial factor to finally put in
motion the mass repossession of housing by pretemants and owners both in
Sarajevo and in the rest of BiH. Moreover, the wptead international intervention to
achieve full repossession of housing by people latga was barely affected by
political context. The short rule of Alliance foh@nge since early 2001 in the Sarajevo
Canton and in the Federation of BiH contributethiprove the environment but did not
cause the rise in housing repossession, which tialby started before the change in
government. Furthermore, housing repossession ggsgd in Republika Srpska despite
the return to power of the SDS after the Noveml@02elections, which implied a
temporal increase in the hostility against retushsninorities as seen in the violence
which occurred in Banja Luka and Trebinje in May20

With the vast interventional intervention succebgfudeveloped after the
adoption of PLIP, property claims and resolutiohgpre-war residents since early 2000
dramatically increased. Most of the property repes®n in Bosnia took place between
2000 and 2003 when the resolution of property cdanwmse from twelve percent to
twenty one percent in 2000 and reached nearly $gvmrcent by the end of 2002.
Despite beginning earlier, mass housing reposses$silowed a very similar pattern in
Sarajevo and about sixty percent of all repossessas completed in the Canton during
the same period, totalizing 77,000 cases (Tablét 49.necessary to point out that this
data officially corresponds to the number of resudout | equate it to housing
repossession as people often returned to pre-wasirp not to live but simply to
complete the process before selling or exchangngg groperty. Such evolution in
Sarajevo during the early 2000s was a result ofrige in housing repossession by
Sarajevo Serbs. Previously, other ethnic groupgesaet high repossession of housing,
however, Sarajevo Serbs multiplied between four sirdimes the repossession rates
compared to the early implementation of the SamjBeclaration. After years of
successful repossession, the supervision of thdemgmtation of Annex VII was
transferred to the Bosnian Ministry of Human RigimtDecember 2003. At that time,
ninety two percent of claims had been resolved thate were still about 330,000
people displaced (NRC 2004).
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Bosniaks Croats Serbs Others TOTAL

1998 8,435 2,947 3,562 486 15,430
1999 5,296 1,626 4,144 492 11,558
2000 2,931 1,626 7,491 426 12,326
2001 3,789 1,478 17,949 713 24,073
2002 3,619 1,987 24,493 813 30,685
2003 7,658 918 13,149 349 22,073
2004 4,029 227 2,182 93 6,531
2005 1,706 154 1,248 10 3,116
2006 1,386 230 633 32 2,282

TOTAL 38,848 11,328 74,851 3,414 128,441

Table 4.Returns registered to Sarajevo Canton between dah888 and December 2006
(Ministry for Refugees and Displaced Persons 2006).
The limited impact of the Sarajevo Declaration on lte reconstruction of ethnic

diversity

The repossession of housing was indeed centrahaopblicy of the main
international organisations involved in the impletag¢ion of Annex VII. It was
considered essential that this precondition wadampnted for the return of displaced
people but the precondition was neither uniquethermost important. Estimations in
urban areas actually indicated that in 2003 moam seventy five per cent of housing
repossessed was being sold or exchanged (HCHR .280Generally, transferring
property after the completion of repossession wphemomenon occurring throughout
the country and it was captured in interviews cateld with Sarajevo Serbs who were
currently living in East Sarajevo. None of the tveelpeople interviewed for this
dissertation, however, lived temporarily in Sarajdvaving completed repossession.
Only one among the interviewees expressed an iatetd return during the post-war
period but this did not actually materialise duethe absence of funds to rebuild the
apartment. In point of fact, this issue became &nilige obstacle as families
progressively settled in Pale.

In cases where repossession did not take place,ntimedevelopment of
compensation funds during the peace implementatiespite being included in Annex
VII, ensured that housing repossession was botésaantial precondition to returning
and actively encouraged people to resettle elsevherthis sense, people who did not
wish to return could stabilise their situation tiigh exchanges or, in cases where their

home was sold, they recovered the means to builiigra property in a new location,

19 That percentage was higher in cities rather timaruial areas, where people often went back to
develop agrarian activities or simply maintainee phemises as a weekend cottage.

176



mostly in territories where they constituted amétimajority*°° Estimations that there
was a generalised transfer of property after regsssgn were confirmed recently when
data from the Census held in October 2013, thedine conducted in BiH since 1991,
was at last released. Census data confirms that repsssession did not subsequently
turn into a significant and permanent return optiised Sarajevens to the city. Despite
a successful process (admittedly delayed) of hgugpossession, Sarajevo’s profound
transformation of its ethnic structure was hardtgrad. The city now contains a wide
majority of the Bosniak population, which represealmost eighty one percent of all
inhabitants, thirty points higher than before tharwTable 5). The percentage of
Bosnian Croats is 4.2 percent of the Cantonal @amul and Bosnian Serbs only 3.2
percent. From a figure of thirty percent before twar and more than 150,000
inhabitants, the population of Sarajevo Serbs hamditically fallen in the city, now

representing less than four percent both in the &itl the Cantoff”

Municipality Bosniak Croats Serbs Others TOTAL

Centar 41,702 3,333 2,186 7,960 55,181
Novi Grad 99,773 4,874 4,367 9,639 118,553
Novo Sarajevo 48,188 4,639 3,402 8,585 64,814
Stari Grad 32,794 685 467 3,030 36,976
Hadzti 22,120 179 218 1,374 23,891
llidza 58,120 3,030 1,600 3,980 66,730
llijas 18,151 382 421 649 19,603
Trnovo 1,376 4 97 25 1,502
Vogo&a 24,351 321 542 1,129 26,343
TOTAL 346,575 17,447 13,300 36,271 413,593

Table 5.Population by ethnicity in the Sarajevo Canton@2 Municipalities in bold
conform the city of Sarajevo (BHAS 201?69)1.

Hence, the ambitious Sarajevo Declaration devigethternational organisations and
led by the OHR following empowerment did not createeconstruction of the ethnic
diversity so characteristic of the city before War. Despite its comprehensive scope, it
failed to create appropriate conditions for the snasturn of Sarajevans who had

departed. Many people had made a new life onceitnguspossession was completed,

199 Unarguably, absence of compensation funds meatewen authorities who were opposed to
people returning came under pressure to help tvair citizens to in reclaiming properties in othartp
of the country (Cox and Garlick 2003).

20 The proportion of Sarajevo Serbs prior to the was even higher than thirty percent as a
significant number declared themselves as Yugostatree 1991 Census.

1 The category “Others” comprise grouped people Wlong to other ethnicities as well as those
who failed to clarify their ethnicity or simply digbt want to provide that information.
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either in other areas of BiH or abroad. Furthermeven in cases in which there was an
intention to return and reside in their pre-war lesmseveral factors structurally

undermined returns such as institutional and econéantors. The logic of ethnocracies

structurally undermined the prospect of returniofofving housing repossession as,
undeniably, place of residence is inexorably affdcby broader considerations on
individual and familiar well-being, i.e. job opportities, the provision of basic public

services such as access to pensions, health caretlzer social benefits, or children’s

education.

All or some of these elements were denied to miypaaturnees in respective
ethno-territorialities and this significantly rechat the prospect of a mass minority
return. Moreover, issues beyond housing reconstrucand repossession were
insufficiently addressed by the international comitywboth in Sarajevo and in the rest
of BiH, despite the creation of a safe environnwmducive to the voluntary return and
the harmonious reintegration of displaced peopleewecognised in the second article
of Annex VII. For example, the Inter-Agency WorkinGroup on Employment
recognised that opportunities for returnees hadoeeh given enough consideration by
the international community:

Although the 24 May 2000 PIC highlighted the needfdster economic,

educational and labour market opportunities forumetes, the actual

implzgzmentation of these crucial objectives hasymbtstarted (ICG 2002a, p.
15).

Regardless of the availability of pre-war homesnynBosniaks who had resettled in
Sarajevo preferred to remain in the city in ordeoid both the uncertainty and the
existing disadvantages of living as a minority m ethnocratic regime controlled by
either Bosnian Serbs or Bosnian Croats. The adaptab urban life after years in
Sarajevo was also another factor influencing theistten to remain in the city,

especially among the younger generations that ajgbeel more diverse opportunities in
relation to employment, education or leisure. Elyuahportant, having lived in many

instances through extraordinary experiences of, kmssed displacement and survival,

292 |mpediments that were not tackled or resolvedriuthe early years following the conclusion of
the war could remain unalterable afterwards. Despitme progress, ethnic curricula in education were
not substantially modified and as late as 2013 Pt urged Bosnia’s education ministries to refdhe
school system to end segregation and discrimingfiokic 2013).
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many people simply did not want to return to plasd®re they had been expelled as

the life they had known before the war, had gomevier?®®

23 As argued by social anthropologist Hariz Halildvi€2013) for people who suffered forced
displacement, those places of humiliation and suffieare at the same time places of desire.
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5. The international intervention for the political and

economic liberalisation

Analyses from the previous two chapters highlidie attempts of nationalist parties to
consolidate an area of Sarajevo that was ethniclliged, and the subsequent failure
of the international community to rebuild ethniwelisity in the Bosnian capital city.
The legalisation of ethno-territorialities in thegte agreement and the subsequent
reproduction structurally undermined the returrSafajevans who had become ethnic
minorities once housing repossession was completés chapter addresses the
policies of political and economic liberalisatioronclucted by the international
community. It analyses, firstly, the interventiom e political field by focusing on the
celebration of early post-war elections, which degoroductively resulted in the
consolidation of those ethnocratic regimes that segbently obstructed peace
implementation. After discussing the post-war eéters this chapter focuses on the
significant international intervention to try andmghish the power of main-stream
nationalist parties. Within the economic field, e@mational institutions imposed a
neoliberal economic transition despite the potémtéstabilising affects for the peace-
building mission. While analysing the process avatisation in Bosnia and Sarajevo, it
is argued that core prescriptions of the intermatioeconomic policy quickly

implemented without appropriate institutions resdilin manipulation by ruling parties.
First post-war elections: the consolidation of ethacratic regimes

Elections are usually seen as a positive stepanptiocess of democratisation
and normally remain the preferred means of impmvgovernance and conflict
management in weak and failing states (Belloni 200@ post-war environments,
however, literature suggests that there is a osthé consolidation of peace as a result
of the quick processes of political and econonberalisation (e.g. Paris 1997; 2004).
As theses states are typically ill equipped to rmgansocietal competition induced by
liberalisation, its promotion may exacerbate ratliean moderate societal conflicts

(Paris 1997F°* The DPA pursued the transformation of Bosnian iatoliberal

2% 1n the political realm, liberalisation implies thEromotion of periodic elections, constitutional
limitations on the exercise of governmental powat eespect for basic civil liberties, including éoom
of speech, assembly, and conscience (Paris 2004).



democracy on the assumption that it would redueeptiobability of renewed conflict,
as stressed in the preamble of the constitutioantacratic governmental institutions
and fair procedures best produce peaceful relatiatien a pluralist society” (GFAP
1995). Furthermore, the constitution defined Bosssaa democratic state operating
under the rule of law and with free and democraléctions.

In accordance with liberalisation strategy, themgoal of post-war elections is
the transfer of power to a democratically instaligovernment with national and
international legitimacy (Kumar 1998). Furthermdi@eign actors intervening in war-
shattered societies usually see elections as pahed own exit strategy (Carothers
2007). Elections in Bosnian were defined in Annkxahd were to be held six months
after the DPA came into force, with the possibiliya delay of up to three months in
case conditions were not appropriate. The architeet in the peace agreement meant
that its implementation crucially depended on teéeloration of the initial post-war
election, which was important for both the militaapd the civilian mission. Indeed,
elections in Bosnia marked both IFOR’s withdrawadl dhe creation of common state
institutions, such as the tripartite presidencyBdf, the Council of Ministers and the
bicameral parliament. Because of this link betwesactions and the military
withdrawal set in the peace agreement, the US @gzen played a central role
following another diplomatic battle with the Eur@ms, in this case Frant®.The US
Ambassador Robert Frowick was nominated head ofGB€E Mission in Bosnia,
which was established as the institution respoeasibl preparing and carrying out
elections>’®

Unlike the divergence that previously appearedmduthe transfer of authority
in the Serb-held districts of Sarajevo, the relé\aarthority responsible for the elections
for civilian and military missions favoured coop#gosa between the US and the High

Representative, with both agreeing on the neectliebcate the first post-war elections

2% pDue to its significant influence over electionbe tUS did not cede to the control of OSCE.
Holbrooke argued that the US had disagreed onulivggrof the OSCE because the final terms useHen t
DPA were so ambiguous that it required a nominatddidual of their choice to ensure a maximalist
approach on elections (Holbrooke 1998).

2% n order to do so, the OSCE set and headed thaskmeal Election Commission which had the
authority to adopt election rules and proceduredtie preparation and celebration of elections,civhi
would prevail over all internal laws and regulaBo(GFAP 1995). Thus, the Provisional Election
Commission was responsible for election administratn issues such as the registration of political
parties, the eligibility of candidates and votersd ahe role of domestic and international election
observers (Bildt 1998). It was organized via a ¢Hiayered structure, with the Local Election
Commissions in every municipality and the Pollingti®ns Committees responsible for the management
of polling stations.
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within the timeframe set at the peace agreement. High Representative was also
involved in the electoral process and was resptndidr supervising the civilian
annexes of the peace agreement, having a repragenta the Provisional Election
Commission, along with OSCE members and represeesafrom parties. Yet, the
OHR focused mainly on the freedom of media, theawahof Radovan Karadzic and
the post-election pericd’ Indeed, the OHR was planning during the post-ilect
period, through the creation of new institutionsl authorities, to assist the emerging
future government. For instance, a memorandum @kenir legislation including
economic priorities such as the Quick Start Packagd to be negotiated by
international organizations as soon as the CouwicMinisters was established (Bildt
1996a).

For all that, first post-war elections were impattaot only for the civilian and
military components of the peace-building missiant, lconsidering that half of the
Bosnian population had been displaced by war aimbées of ethnic cleansing, these
elections were also crucial for nationalist parties consolidate power in ethno-
territorialities created with greater or less irgiéyn during the war. As defined in the
peace agreement, the displaced could vote in theicipality registered in the 1991
Census either in-person or by absentee ballot. iBsise once again highlighted the
distinct territorial logics at the state level iyettwo main nationalist parties in the urban
area of Sarajevo, i.e. SDA and SDS. For the SD8ngan a different location was a
tool which could be used to consolidate their prdit power in an ethno-territoriality
ethnically cleansed during the war. In contrastA2lvocated for voting in place of
residence, which could imply that an erosion ofrBas Serb and Bosnian Croat ethno-
territorialities emerged during the war.

Leaving aside the logic of power, not including tight to vote elsewhere, was
controversial from a humanitarian point of viewteéfthe war, it would have prevented
people from choosing local representatives in wiarethey intended to live, it
implicitly disallowed them the right to remake théves away from where they had
been violently expelled after three and a half gedrwar, a time in which things had
undoubtedly and dramatically changed. Disagreemieeitween parties, including the
Europeans and Americans, left the issue unresob@dthe Provisional Election
Commission defined it sometime after. Thus, theeeewtwo votes for and two against

207 |n relation to media freedom, the work with IN-T&@nsumed a lot of OHR’s effort in the months
leading up to elections (see Bildt 1998, p. 260)261
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in allowing people to vote in a different locatioh. transpired that it was Robert
Frowick, using his final authority as Presidenttlké Commission, who approved the
right of people to vote where they intended to lf&urtovic 1996). International

organisations presumed that the majority of votesuld/ take place in pre-war
municipalities in order to commence the proces®iftegration while voting elsewhere
would be the exceptioff® The High Representative supported the idea thaplpe

should be given the opportunity to re-register motaer location in Bosnia if they
wished (Bildt 1998).

Despite a number of difficulties, the High Reprdatwe was pro-active in
preventing any delay of elections. Approaching theadline, when the OSCE’s
chairman had to clarify if elections could be helithin the timeframe set in the peace
agreement, Carl Bildt discouraged any delay, aguimat election was the only
mechanism to avoid parallel institutions and thdifan of the country. As elections
were conditional for the creation of state insiins, he repeatedly campaigned to avoid
delays:

To delay the elections is to delay the setting Lfhe common institutions of

Bosnia and Herzegovina that are the core of thertsffto overcome the

partition of the country. And the longer this idadeed, and the two parts of

the country continue to operate as foreign polittggtems and indeed hostile

toward each other, the more difficult and uncerthat process will be (Bildt
1996Db).

Bildt's discourse on the need to create statetuigins to overcome division was
questionable since it blurred the fact that wartma&onalist parties could paralyse the
very creation of institutions. A fortnight befordeetions, the High Representative
clearly exposed the fact that the implementationthef peace agreement depended on
the capacity of elected representatives to creae institutions (Bildt 1996c¢). Indeed,
Bildt clearly identified the dialectics betweendmational and local actors in the early
post-war stages, simply, the enforcement of the D#%8ed on the will of local actors.
The importance of the first post-war electionstfur fate of ethnocratic regimes
and the subsequent implementation of the peacdibgilmission did not trigger a
robust performance from the main international @ctdRather than focusing on
fundamental issues regarding the conditions in wlections should be held, the issue

of indicted war criminals dominating political lifer the absence of movement and

%8 Displaced persons who wanted to vote in a diffepace prior to their 1991 residence had to fill
in a P-2 form and, if accepted by the PEC, peopiddcvote in-person on Election Day.
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freedom of media, debate on the first post-war teles revolved around technical
issues such as the locations of polling statiorsugéns 1997). These initial post-war
elections were actually developed by an insuffitieprepared OSCE which, moreover,
lacked independence and inevitably responded tespres to get the peace process
underway in Bosnia. Such an absence of independeaseseen during the process of
certification of elections that took place in JU$96. The decision was controversial as
internal reports assessing whether conditions weffecient to hold elections within the
deadline portrayed a dismal picture of efforts lbyparties, especially the Bosnian Serbs
(Erlanger 19967%° These reports, which would have made more difficthie
certification of elections by OSCE's officials, veenot disclosed.

Equally important, the OSCE’s chairman, Swiss Fprévlinister Flavio Cotti,
portrayed his annoyance with regard to U.S. pressur his organization. OSCE
officials were under intense pressure from Wasbimgind other European capitals to
grant certification and, also, from the head of Basnian mission, the US Ambassador
Robert Frowick (Gjelten 1996). Within this contettie PIC meeting held in Florence
on 13 and 14 June 1996 discussed whether plan$dspiaaceed for the internationally
supervised elections in Bosnia within the nine-rmameadline set at the DPA. The US
and other major European powers proposed to prodespite the OSCE’s summary
which concluded that vital conditions for free ¢iees, such as a politically neutral
environment, freedom of movement and freedom ob@ason, were not in place
(Barber 1996b).

Flavio Cotti finally declared on 25 June that elmas in BiH were to be
celebrated on 14 September 1996, fulfilling the essary deadline. Essentially,
certification took place amid Cotti’'s warning thainimal conditions did not exist at
that time in Bosnia. He argued that freedom of moset needed to be established,
freedom of expression and media, freedom of assoecjaa politically neutral
environment and, the most important prerequisitehfm, the elimination of direct or
indirect influence by indicted war criminals (IC@%6). More importantly, Cotti urged
all parties to increase their efforts prior to @l@ts, he also argued that in if progress
was insufficient, elections should not take plasdtese would lead to further tensions

and a pseudo-democratic legitimisation of extrenaionalist power structures,

299 For instance, a report in May cited that an aastsbf the Justice Minister of the Bosnian Serbs
informed an international official that they wouht cooperate and furthermore they were creating an
independent election commission (Hedges 1996c¢).
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highlighting the inherent risks of celebrating ¢ieecs too soon in post-war
environments.

The OSCE’s decision to certificate elections wadnigaa response to the
considerable US pressure (Paris 2004; Belloni 200fis pressure did not cease after
the Florence meeting during which OSCE'’s officiaéd to decide whether necessary
conditions were actually met. Ambassador Williamowe, Holbrooke's successor,
went to Sarajevo to meet with OSCE’s Mission Ambdss Robert Frowick. William
Crowe was determined to ensure that elections dhialle place in September 1996
regardless of conditions on the ground (Researtérview, 9 January 2015). This
apparent urgency, namely to prevent any postponeaiatections, again responded to
US internal politics and aimed at the portrayayef another diplomatic victory on the
eve of general elections. It could convincinglyarsgued that elections were equated to
democracy and the very act of voting a democrafigffect in a non-democratic
country. Furthermore, if this was combined with tdatebration of a smooth electoral
journey within the timeframe scheduled in the peageement, it would symbolise the
successful US involvement in Bosnia, boosting ©lirg chances of re-election in
November 1996.

Certainly, early post-war elections had the risk eaftrenching wartime
nationalist parties while paralysing the creatidrstate institutions due to the absence
of cooperation among them. These risks did not iamaé prior to elections but rather
increased and were favoured by poor internatiomablvement in the preparation and
weak regulations for elections. The internatiordrhanistration was hardly involved to
create appropriate conditions for elections as mesasures were taken to control the
electoral process such as the control of politpaaties’ participation, performance or
discourse. Indeed, the international community i support or promote moderate
political parties nor did they impose limitationa cadical political parties and hate
speectf'® The OSCE funded registered parties, even if attigmwere led by war

criminals (Du Pont 1999):* Actually, a very sensitive and significant issuets as the

219 sych a poor performance in Bosnia contrasted wiubsequent operation in Kosovo, where
peace-builders promoted a more controlled politidaéralisation process. Preparations for elections
included the drafting of a code of conduct wherphsties and coalitions had to comply with the cotle
conduct in order to be allowed to participate iecibns by an internationally run Central Election
Commission. In addition, strict media policies wexdopted. These required broadcasters and print
journalists to comply with codes of conduct thahtred the dissemination of material denigrating an
ethnic group or encouraging criminal activitiesr{f2004).

21 Quoted in Bieber (2006).
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resignation of Radovan Karadzic as President ofuBlé@ Srspka and the indictment
of the SDS leader as a war criminal turnedie qua noncondition into a very
important condition for SDS participation in thesfi post-war elections (St€égl996).
Despite Cotti’s call to nationalist parties to rabtte efforts, conditions deteriorated in
many respects after the elections were confirmedeQhe ruling parties realised that
elections would take place irrespective of existingnditions on the ground,

manipulation and abuse increased:

In a number of communities, government officialvédattempted to thwart
the development of democratic conditions by disaging or prohibiting
freedom of movement, the return of refugees anplated persons, freedom
of expression and of the press, and freedom ofcadsm” (...) Ambassador
Frowick warned that “the OSCE reserved the righinealidate electoral
results, including the election of individual casalies, in those towns or
municipalities where there is systematic interfeeenwith democratic
freedoms, including freedom of movement, and grasanipulation of
election procedures [until] 14 September, or inithmediate aftermath of the
elections (ICG 1996, p.17).

Hence, the first post-war elections were held wethy little controls in place in order to
reduce inherent risks for the subsequent processleofocratisation despite the
extremely polarised environment at the end of Where were significant shortcomings
in issues such as the delivery of indicted war orats for trial and also with regard to
freedom of movement and expression (ICG 1996). Rdernational intervention was
exploited by nationalist parties to secure theirgdmony in respective ethno-
territorialities, which implied a consolidation dlfie political and economic power
achieved during the war. Favoured by a politicakey that ensured ethnic proportional
representation in legislative bodies in the Fedenadvf BiH, Republika Srpska and at
state-level, significant struggles over power toplace between the three main
nationalist and opposition parties from the regpecethnic constituent groups. The
three ruling parties actively performed to prevepposition parties from gaining access
to media and even resorted to violence, with widemp intimidation and attacks

directed at parties and figuré.

%12 |n the case of Bosniaks there were incidents ésihedetween the SDA and SBiH. There were
also incidents in Donja Koprivha and Cazin when SBémonstrators’ disrupted events held by the
SBiH. In Cazin, such incidents culminated in ondgha most notorious attacks which injured the party
leader, Haris Silajdzic, former SDA member and imzetPrime Minister (OHR 1996, Bulletin 10 — July
16). OSCE reports were extremely critical of theZlRs within the FBiH areas under Croat control the
party had effectively ensured that the climate edrfprevented the evolution of a political alteiet
(Barber 1996b). In RS the main opposition partySibS was the coalition Alliance for Peace and
Progress (SMP), which was integrated by partieb siscthe Socialist Party of Republika Srpska (SPRS)
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The poor development of the electoral campaignicoet! in several areas. The
voting issue relative to peoples displaced wasuaiar tool for nationalist parties in the
pursuit of their respective political and terriedriagendas. Undeniably, inter-ethnic
struggle mainly took place in such an arena. Thukte August, the SDA threatened to
block elections if the OSCE and Central Electiomsn@ission did not tackle abuses
related to the P-2 form. Voting elsewhere was daafigcexploited by the SDS to
consolidate exclusive political control in Republi&rpska having expelled people from
other ethnicitie$™® Tens of thousands of Bosnian Serbs (who had nexed in the
area) were registered to vote in post-war placegsitlence or where they intended to
live. This practice especially affected areas oft&ian Bosnia ethnically cleansed during
the war such as the Podrinje region and Drina yalidere registrations totalled 24,830
people in Srebrenica, 43,720 in Brcko and 13,30@iatunac (Kurtod 1996). In
practice, SDA encouraged Bosniaks to vote in thaeFaion of BiH in order to ensure
that Izetbegovic would continue chairing the Presity of BiH*'*

Despite poor conditions, general elections were postponed unlike the
municipal elections, which were suspended by Roberivick on 27 August 1996 due
to the gross manipulation of the voter registratiorRepublika Srpska. Arguing that
they did not involve the same conditions, the Fsiovial Election Commission took the
decision to go ahead as scheduled with generati@isc Yet, uncertainty over the
celebration of elections actually prevailed untieas days before the scheduled date. It
was not until 3 September when doubts about a lplesbiockade of elections were
significantly reduced after parties committed thelwss to contributing to the
celebration (“Svi su za izbore”, 19986,

and the Democratic Patriotic Block (DPB). Ralliesre often interrupted and party members suffered
harassment, intimidation, and physical violencatii@rmore, during the electoral campaign severgl ke
SRPS members were dismissed from their employmehreatened with dismissal (ICG 1996, p.23-4).

213 A significant problem arose when the SDA requirefligees to vote as only sixty three percent of
the 430,000 Bosnians could register to vote attthe due to shortcomings in the organization (Kwid
1996).

214 As defined in the fifth Article of the Constitutipin the first term, the tripartite Presidencynfied
by a representative from each constituent groupjldvtoe chaired by the member with the highest
number of votes. The eight-month rotation betwdenthree members of the Presidency was introduced
after the 1998 elections.

2151t did not fade completely away. HDZ was still kiegy to boycott the elections on 6 September if
the contention on the administration of Sarajev@lysed in chapter three, was not resolved befwe t
elections. Effectively, non-nationalist parties selgctions as the least problematic alternativethla
regard, SDP leader Zlatko Lagumdzija, claimed ihi&ial post-war elections in Bosnia were not feael
fair democratic elections but any other alternatirgs far worse (AP 1996).
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However, the election campaign had been dominatdddr, the continuation of
wartime rhetoric and the prospect that NATO wowdvie at the end of the year (Bildt
1998; Bieber 2006). In the prevailing conditionggodup insecurity and mutual distrust
at the end of war, with no incentive for politiceato appeal beyond their own ethnic
constituencies due to the guaranteed representatiafi ethnic groups in the power-
sharing system, elections predictably turned imtcetnnic census (Belloni 2004). The
dependence of the peace agreement on first elsattaa manifested by the argument of
non-nationalist parties who were more affectedHgypolarised environment existing a
few months before the end of the war. Thus, elastiere viewed by non-nationalist
parties as the least negative alternative. SDRetedldtko Lagumdzija, claimed that the
initial post-war elections in Bosnia were not freefair democratic elections but the
other alternative was even worst (AP 1996).

Finally, as scheduled on 14 September 1996, the thrain nationalist parties,
HDZ, SDA and SDS, achieved a landslide victory nesidential and parliamentary
elections on state and entity le%&.Nationalist parties took advantage of the absence
of significant initiatives to prevent abuses in #iection process which allowed them to
resort to distinct practices, including fear andinmdating speech and violence, to
secure a wide victor§}’ Equally important, the consociational electoralstsgn
facilitated their victory but also contributed tbet subsequent legitimization of the

social and ethnic order that emerged from war dhdie cleansing:

By granting constitutional guarantees to proteetghfety and survival of all
three national groups and ensure their representasit all levels of
governance, the DPA played into the hands of thecehationalist parties
who conducted the war. These parties were quidake advantage of the
post-war electoral process to legitimize themselaed occupy the newly
established institutions by democratic means (BeR004, p.337).

218 |n the Federation of BiH, there were also cant@hattions. In the Sarajevo Canton, the SDA won
the majority of seats, twenty eight out of fortydj after achieving sixty percent of votes. HDZ Iaaudly
three representatives and six percent of votesitbBBd six representatives and twelve percent tésjo
while the coalition ZdruZena lista BiH held sevemgercent of votes and eight representativesén th
Cantonal Assembly.

217 Before and during elections several abuses amdtifarities took place. Even in elections, votes
exceeded the theoretical turnout with a 103.9%eofigipation registered (ICG 1996). The entire et
process and the OSCE’s role were highly criticissdobserved in the use of the OSCE’s eloquent
nicknames circulating in BiH in 1996: “Office forc&ndals and Corruption in Elections” and the “Gific
to Secure Clinton’s Elections” (Manning 2004). Iedethere was a widespread perception in the cpuntr
that Bosnia had entered an uncertain period dfeeetections and that the only winners were theabi$
Bill Clinton. There were also several criticismseothe fact that the consequences of the first-past
elections would be the continuation of war thropglitics (e.g. Luckin 1996).
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As previously predicted by OSCE’s chairman FlaviottCand many observers, first
post-war elections in Bosnia did not make any pasitontribution to the consolidation
and post-war institutionalisation of the three maationalist parties, whose role in the
war in Bosnia had been decisive. The September &@@6ions did not facilitate greater
cooperation amid the development of state instihgidue to the poor cooperation of
Bosnian Croat and Serb representatives (Paris 20@thpugh the aim of the first post-
war election to transfer power to a democraticaistalled government with national
and international legitimacy was achieved, parachiki the implementation of the
peace agreement depended, after first post-watigrlec on those most likely to
sabotage it.

The consolidation of pre-war and wartime natiortaparties continued the
following year during the municipal elections whiakere finally held in September
1997. It transpired that only six percent of locauncil seats were won by candidates
who did not represent the rights of a singular ietignoup. Furthermore, in the second
occurrence of general elections held in 1998, éselts did not significantly vary from
previous elections, the only exception being thBXSSsuffered a division (Bieber
2006)?*® Despite the emergence of divisions within natistaparties, their main
challenges were to maintain hegemony within respeethno-territorialities. Elections
between 1996 and 1998 served to consolidate maionasist parties during the post-
war period which had a counterproductive impactt@implementation of the civilian

annexes of the peace agreement, as seen in theysehapters.

International intervention following initial postaw elections

Shortly after the initial post-war elections, a rhenof actions were set in place
to impede the influence of parties that were careid a threat to the implementation of
peace. Loose intervention in these post-war elestithe counterproductive outcome
for the development of state institutions, andithglementation of the peace agreement
was soon tackled by international organisationsttesy began to promote more

moderate or collaborative alternatives to the deamimationalist parties (Bose 2002;

218 The SDS was significantly weakened after the @ividbetween a more radical wing in Pale under
the control of Momcilo Krajisnik (Serb member ofettBosnian Presidency), and the president of
Republika Srpska, Biljana Plavsic, who foundee Serb National Alliance (SNSypski Narodni Savgz
The rift between them produced extraordinary etestiin the Bosnian Serb entity in 1997, which
subsequently allowed the formation of an altermagovernment led by Milorad Dodik. The split was no
exclusive of SDS. Similarly, the Croat member af thipartite Bosnian presidency, KreSimir Zubal; le
HDZ and founded the more moderate New Croat InrgaiNHI, Nova Hrvastka Initiativa).
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Hulsey 2010f*° Such an intervention was notably conducted in REa Srpska
where the international community assisted and waged Biljana Plavsic, President
of Republika Srpska (having replaced Karadzichen defection from the SDS and her
coup to relocate the capital from Pale to Banjad.uBubsequently, the international
community based its political strategy in the RdixabSrpska and sought to strengthen
the anti-Pale coalition Plavsic-Dodik in the Bosni@erb Assembly and maintain the
political isolation of the SDS (ESI 1999). Esselhtjanternational officials campaigned
in subsequent elections in support of Plavsic awdlilo explicitly emphasising that
international aid would be suspended if the SD$irnetd to power. Later, Nikola
Poplasen (leader of the Serb Radical Party) defetavsic for the Presidency of the
Republika Srpska in the September 1998 electione High Representative
manoeuvred to weaken Poplasen, and finally disrmikge.

In conjunction with the promotion of specific caddies and parties, the OHR
and OSCE worked to build a legal framework linkipgrticipation in elections with
compliance on key aspects of Dayton. In this setts®,elaboration of an electoral
system that systematically favoured moderate cabeldover the nationalist parties
began to circulate among internationals in 1997.tHea PIC, held in Madrid in
December 1998, it was acknowledged that there weeed to develop a new electoral
law that promoted democratic and multi-ethnic pedit process and also held elected
officials accountable to voters (OHR 1998m). Thaftdof the Election Law was
prepared internationally, mostly between the OSG#& the OHR. It was subsequently
legitimized as a national project through the imeohent of an Independent Experts
Commission appointed by the High Representative secbndly, as an internationally
sanctioned document following the approval of thenide Commission of the Council
of Europe, formed by independents, expert in thkl fof constitutional law (Sahadzi
2009). The draft was rejected by the state parlmeJanuary 2000, who still held a
majority of seats from the HDZ, SDA and SDS partidationalist parties rejected the
first draft as it was clearly prejudicial to theiterests. The first proposal favoured non-
nationalist parties as a requirement in the chapggarding Certification and Candidacy

for Elections which stated that parties presenbmeitiatory platforms or involved

219 These were the cases of the Alliance of IndepenBenial Democrats (SNSD). Led by Milorad
Dodik, the party further debilitated SDS hegemamyrRS after the split occurred between Pale andéBanj
Luka factions. The Party for Bosnia and Herzegovi&®8iH) led by Haris Silajdzic was also a
counterbalance of SDA for Bosniaks. In the casé&lbf, there was a first split from Kresimir Zubak,
who formed the New Croatian Inititiva in 1998.
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multiethnic membership. The final versions approiredugust 2001, in a parliament
dominated by the forces of the Alliance for Changas softened and contained only
the uncontested provision that banned indicted waminals from holding any
position®*°

Despite refusal by nationalist parties in early @0@arious aspects of the draft
were included in its provisional rules for the Nouger 2000 elections, such as open
lists, multi-member constituencies and preferentiating for the election of the
Republika Srpska Presidency. Thus, these electiiffered from previous elections
that were celebrated under a classical consocaltidasign. Changes included the
pursuit of a progression in the process of dem@atn and also the promotion of
inter-ethnic cooperation. The introduction of opists and multi-member constituency
reforms were sensible and progressive innovatiamstributing to the democratic
development of the country. These changes aimeadceantivising the understanding
that elected representatives were responsive todéleel of voters, i.e. setting direct
accountability and increasing the influence of v®t® choosing preferred candidates
(Bieber 2006).

In contrast, preferential voting for the electidrpoesident and vice-president of
Republika Srpska directly pursued fostering modenaand interethnic cooperation. As
presented in chapter one, the centripetalist apgproegards preferential voting as a key
element in fostering moderation in any divided podil system. Its inclusion, intended
to favour Dodik’s candidacy to become presidenthef Republika Srpska (ESI 2001),
followed the logic that he could gain a much higihember of second-preferences
among the Bosniak population. The inclusion of @rential voting, however, did not
produce the desired outcome as one of the two sagesonditions was not met (Reilly
2001).

Parties competing for each ethnic vote existed epu®lika Srpska during this
time (SDP party and several Bosniak parties comtlestections along with the SDA),
but the second premise, i.e. an electoral consiityethnically heterogeneous, did not
exist. The population in the Bosnian Serb entityg waerwhelmingly Serb as a result of
episodes of ethnic cleansing and the low numbersinbrity returns during the post-

war period. The reduced numbers did not have teeeatkeffect, namely, to erode the

220 The approval of the Election Law ended the sigaift international involvement in the
preparation and celebration of elections thankght® mandate of the OSCE defined in the peace
agreement. The formation of the Election CommisaérBiH replaced thus the Provisional Election
Commission, headed by the OSCE.
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power of the SDS in Republika Srpska.Importantly, the poor results of this
integrative measure highlight the fact that theepbal advantage of radical electoral
integration in Bosnian was structurally limited thye absence of ethnic diversity in the
Republika Srpska. Also, it was limited through otltenstraints that were mutually
reinforcing, such as the constitutional structurel dhe three-way division of the
competitive party system (Bose 2002).

In contrast with this failure, international intertion sought to erode
contributions in order to decrease the electorppett of main nationalist parties. The
evolution of seats at the state level House of Eamtatives illustrates the reduction of
support to three main national parties, which asddeonly nineteen seats out of forty
two in 2000 while four years earlier, in first pagar elections, they had achieved thirty
six seats. In 2000, SDP and moderate nationalisiepavon elections and this allowed
them to form the Alliance for Change under thelage of the international community
(ICG 2002a). The loss of executive power in the &uoler 2000 elections further
weakened ethnocratic regimes and their control gwawer structures that were
increasingly erodedf?

Indeed, despite the control of some sectors, tha nationalist parties not only
lost progressive electoral support, but concomliyasuffered an erosion of their power
structures, losing hegemony in several sectors,ek@mple, in media. International
actors contributed to weaken wartime power strestuhrough dismissals, financial
sanctions and the enactment of reforms (Gromes)20tiflatives to reform the police,
armed forces, secret services, judiciary or themmay system were more or less
successful, as will be analysed in the next seétivm late 1990s, ethnocratic power
structures changed dramatically due to severabffacincluding political changes in
both Croatia and Serbia between 1999 and 2000,hwioiced the political elites of

221 Estimations indicated that only about one outwafrg six voters in those elections were non-Serbs
with voters either voting in polling stations or Algsentee ballots, generally from FBiH (Bose 2002).

222 |n this sense, Alija Izetbegdvilaimed that as long as the SDA kept control dlerpolice, the
secret service and the judiciary, the party wowddtinue to remain in power despite the defeat @ th
November 2000 elections (Caplan 2005a). Izetbéfgpowords sought to calm cadres but a report of the
United Nations Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina fbllowing year confirmed that police officers
were loyal to the government rather than being a®sr of the law. The report raised fundamental
questions about how easily a police culture boterdbur years of war could be transformed. Mornth
a decade after the end of the Bosnian war, thegstill did not follow the rule of law and the seation
of powers.

23 Much progress towards an independent judiciaryioed despite the fact that the judicial system
was not completely free from political interference
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Bosnian Serbs and Bosnian Croats to reorient thegssdowards the international

community and participate in the Bosnian state:
The combination of internal stresses, politicalrges in Croatia and Serbia
and determined international action have fatallyakemed the war-time
structures. A series of arrests of highly placeticred war criminals, action
against illegal repressive structures (paramilitang intelligence services),
sharp reductions in external financing (particylaiftom Croatia) and a
focused international return strategy have not menenproved the
atmosphere, but changed fundamentally the natur@otfical power in
Bosnia. The changes are readily apparent in Répul3rpska, where the
SDS has been through the critical process of logogver through a

democratic election. It is now a very different ipoél animal to the Pale
regime of Radovan Karadzic (ESI 2001, p. ii).

Main nationalist parties were back in power in 2002 in a very different context, as
they were heavily influenced by a strong internadiointervention led by Paddy
Ashdown, the High Representative between 2002 &@62* A transformation that
favoured elected Bosnian Serb political leadersyipusly very hostile to some core
provisions of the peace agreement, became moretogmmpromise. The SDA started
a period of moderation as seen in the third cosgecetebrated in 2001. Sulejman Eihi
became the new SDA leader endorsed by Alija Izethiégwho resigned from the
party and state presidency in October 2000 forthealasons. The party redefined its
position from a nationalist to a broadly centreatigffiliation and relabelled itself as a
party of the political centre which was open todtizens of BiH (Jahic 2015). Under
Tihi¢’s leadership, he later became a member of thaderesy of BiH, both the SDA
and the country as a whole moved in a more progeeskirection during the four-year
mandate.

This period of political progress, the greatestsithe end of war, stalled in
2006 when regression was apparent following thkiriaito secure approval of the
constitutional reform, the so-called April Packa¢mee Hays and Crosby 2006;
Sebastian 2007, 2012% Actually, it triggered an ethno-national escalatiith mutual

224 Elections in October 2002 marked the beginninthefmandate of four years. In November 2005
during his last briefing to the Security Council tie UN as High Representative, Paddy Ashdown
claimed that Bosnia was ready to enter a post-Dagta, outlining developments in the country’s fath
Euro-Atlantic integration, being close to start otgtions with the European Union on a Stabilizamd
Association Agreement, thanks to a combination oligatened local leadership and international
pressure (UN 2005).

22> The April Package was the first attempt to refahe constitution following the publication by the
report of the Venice Commission released in Marf@d=2 It advised that if a weak state structure iwas
place, the country would not be able to make pmgrwards European integration. Hence, the
subsequent negotiations marked, for the first tgimee the DPA, serious negotiations among Bosnian
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recrimination between Haris Silajdzic and Miloraddik, which raised fears of a return
to war among the population in Bosnia for the finste in years (Bilefsky 2008). Haris
Silajdzic, elected as the Bosniak representativeBiid’s three-member presidency
following general elections held in September 20€d|ed to abolish the RS while
Milorad Dodik, the Prime Minister of Republika Skas threatened to a cessation of the
Bosnian Serb entity from Bikf°

The economic liberalisation policies internationaly imposed

The second part of this chapter deals with the @twn policies promoted by the
international community, which are crucial in pestr contexts, as economic factors
are at the heart of conflict risk (Collier 2006)cdaomic liberalisation often endangers
internal peace as it increases vulnerability togotyy crime and persistent social unrest
in regions where conflict is endemic or peace agife (Paris 2004; Pugh and Cooper
2004)?*" Notwithstanding, liberal peace-building missioreplbyed in the 1990s did
not generally develop a distinct economic approachpost-war environments.
Generally, there was little discussion of how ecnimopolicy should be adapted to
special circumstances of countries emerging from(®ayce and Pastor 1997).

As a Yugoslav republic, Bosnia had embarked inldéte 1980s on reforms to
leave behind the self-management system and mavards western-type capitalism.
The methods imposed by IFIs to access funds watasita those implemented in most
economies in transition from socialism and focueedmacro-stabilization, price and
trade liberalization and privatization (Estrin 199The transition towards a market
economy was resumed in Bosnia after the war innapbetely new social, political and
territorial order. The constitution of Bosnian whicvas approved in the peace

agreement confirmed such a transition by statingngmily a desire to promote “the

political leaders about constitutional reform (Hasd Crosby 2006). After months of negotiations the
package of amendments represented the consendive aff the seven parties that began the process.
Even though all the problematic issues, as pointgdby the Venice Commission, were not eliminated,
the agreement represented a significant step fargiace it supported the development of the stased

on party lines instead of on entity or ethnic issu&/ith a majority of two-thirds required in the
parliament the amendment failed (only by two votasP6 April 2006.

%6 On Dodik’s referendum discourse, see Maksic (2009)

227 Interestingly, the record of unintended outconuestie construction of peace caused by neoliberal
economic prescriptions during the 1990s was nailestacle for subsequent implementation. In the more
recent post-war intervention of Iraq, peace hastsdordinated by the US and IFIs in an attempt to
impose a neoliberal political economy, having eigrared a major setback (Herring 2011).
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general welfare and economic growth through théeptmn of private property and the
promotion of a market economy” (GFAP 1995).

Yet, the peace agreement alone did not outlinewtag in which the market
economy should be promoted. Furthermore, internati@actors defined a neoliberal
economic policy for the transition towards a markebnomy that differed only from
the orthodoxy of the 1990s regarding the elabamatd a reconstruction program.
Through the Economic Task Force, the OHR playeerdral role in the coordination of
aid for reconstruction and, also, in policies dedigor the transition to a market
economy. Indeed, the elaboration of a reconstrgtimgram was the main specificity
of the international economic strategy. Coordinatey the WB, the Priority
Reconstruction of Recovery Program (PRRP) was goaimensive four-year plan with
a $5,100 million budget to start the process obmstructior??® The PRRP covered a
wide range of sectors, from employment generatomahdmine clearing. However,
absence of funds for the industrial sector, whiepresented half of the pre-war
economy in BiH, revealed a restructuring policyttaas in line with the broader
neoliberal economic strated$’

Essentially, economic strategy followed the ecomorprescription of the
Washington Consensus and contained all elemerttedheory and practice adopted in
Eastern European countries in transition (Stoja2@91)?*° Based on macroeconomic
stabilization, price liberalisation and mass piization, the strategy devised by IFls
contended that economic recovery should rest uperptivate sector while the state

should diminish and shift its role played in thememy to favour and guarantee private

%8 |nstead of restoring all infrastructures damagedbadgeted when reconstruction in Bosnia
required approximately $42,000 million (Kasalo 1p98ne third of the 5.1 billion of the PRRP was in
the form of donations while the rest were loanem@ffl under favourable conditions (Sir@i015).

22 Funds invested in the industrial sector representdy 2.3% of the expenditure of the PRRP
despite only ten percent of pre-war facilities @pielg in 1996 due to war and economic decline since
1980s (Simi 1996).

230 |n Eastern Europe, the architect of the transijtitte economist Jeffrey Sacks, proposed to
implement the prescriptions of the Washington Cosse as “shock therapy”, i.e. taking advantagéef t
opportunities emerging after the collapse of sistiaégimes. Shock therapy was the concept thaddle
of public assets to private actors should takeeptpdckly in periods of crisis to ensure the triosiwas
irreversible (Klein 2007). The Washington Consensas a thought rather than a paradigm based on the
idea of market fundamentalism, i.e. the concegifian the introduction of a pure free-market wout/s
market inefficiencies in developing countries irtihaAmerica. Coined by John Williamson in 1989, the
Washington Consensus is a ten-policy recommendé&tiomacro-economic stability that included: fiscal
discipline, public expenditure priorities, tax refg financial liberalization, exchange rate, trade
liberalization, foreign direct investment, privatiion, deregulation and property rights (Williamson
1990). However, the implementation of such premtsesigger market efficiency was questionable as
many markets presented structural problems (Goddy&diglitz 2004).
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economic initiative (WB 1996Causewt 2015). As defined in the World Bank
document entitled “Bosnia and Herzegovina: Towddenomic Recovery”, the state
was urged to concentrate on the maintenance ofhlyealacro-economic conditions and
on the establishment of a relevant legal and utgtibal framework to allow an

uninterrupted functioning of a free market (WB 1296

For all that, both local and international actoexl hdistinct priorities for the
economic transition during the post-war period. Tren priority of international actors
was to rebuild Bosnia’s economy through neolibéreds but local nationalist parties
failed to cooperate aontrol over economic assets had became centralliog parties
since the wafESI 1999b;Donais 2005)Despite the existence of liberal wings within
respective parties, nationalist parties had a foreddal interest in preventing structural
reforms of public institutions and the economy dgrearly post-war stages in order to
avoid eroding political and economic hegemony speetive ethno-territorialities.

Along with structural limitation, the neoliberal \ddopment strategy presented
several problems for the post-war development &f. Biirstly, a neoliberabconomic
policy was inherently incompatible with the goafsamy peace-building missiotinat
aimed at ultimately creating a new environment tlatild not relapse into conflict.
Despite the fragility of a post-war context, théodffrom international organisations to
liberalise and attract private sector investmerds wot accompanied by any measures
which reduced the adverse social impacts of warthadadoption of liberal policies.
Poverty, unemployment or industrial policy weréheitneglected or treated as a kind of
unavoidable collateral damage in the mission to enBKH profitable for investors
(Stojanov 2001; Pugh 2005

As pre-warned by a number of renowned Bosnian eoanfigures, a neoliberal
development strategy for the transition towards arket economy could provide
nothing other than disaster in the context of qmtkerty and a fragmented economy
after the ethno-territorial division of the countiWith a growing awareness of the
counterproductive outcomes that those policies ccay¢nerate due to the existing

structural weaknesses at the end of war, they gexpaan alternative economic

231 |mportantly, poverty was not residual in the courih 1998 as pensions and any unemployment
compensation was paid late and below minimum, @mhployees in financial institutions and public
administration earned enough to maintain any stahdgliving above the poverty line (Stojanov 2001)
The absence of an employment strategy in Bosniangluthe period of maximum international
intervention was evident. Even the OHR’s role aunstide Programme, started in 2002, was not a direct
employment policy but heavily relied on the opematof market forces (Pugh 2005).
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transition emanated from the auspice of the UnNeations Development Programme
(Stojanov 1997). Grounded from primary economicada the state of the Bosnian
economy after the war, the Economic Developmenat&gy for BiH subsequently
presented, and based on a gradual neo-Keynesianasejected by IFI&*

The refusal to consider an alternative economitsiteon was highlighted by the
unilateral character of the international interi@mtin the economic field. In practice,
and favoured by weak state institutions, Bosni&kddcthe power to formulate and
implement independent economic policies during plost-war period (Pugh 2002;
Stojanov 2012) Once the formation of basic state institutions was complete,
implementation of reforms began shortly after thept®8mber 1996 elections.
Undoubtedly, taking advantage of the exceptionacpebuilding intervention, IFIs
were involved in the economic governance of BiHotlyh the control of different
institutions, such as the Central Bank. The Ceeailk was created in 1997 initially as
a hybrid institution formed by internationals amddls. The DPA defined that the first
Governing Board of the Central Bank should congisa foreign Governor appointed
by the IMF and, appointed by the Presidency of Biiee members of the FBIH and
two from the RS (GFAP 199553

Initially, the international community was determth to ensure that the
neoliberal development strategy was quickly impleteé by resorting to economic
conditionality. Conditioning aid to reforms was $ha tool used to achieve the approval
of reforms devised by international actors evenugfothey lacked executive and
legislative authority before the High Represent&fivempowerment. International
consensus in the economic field, unlike cleavabast dppeared in other civilian areas,
made certain that the OHR played an active roleesits involvement in 1996. Having
prepared the post-election period through the ineatf urgent legislation, the OHR in
early 1997 presented the economic Quick Start Rgciathe Council of Ministers. The
Package included the establishment of economigutishs, such as the Central Bank
of BiH, and basic legislation to establish a stabkcro-economic environment and to
develop a market economy (OHR 1997f). The approf/éhe Quick Start Package was

conditioned to take place with the celebrationh&f $econd Donor’s Conference for the

232 Keynesian economics had been purged from the INFthe WB as early as 1982, three years
after neoliberalism became the new economic orthpdegulating public policy in the US and the UK
(Harvey 2005).

23 The New Zealander Peter Nicholl was the goverfithe Bank from its foundation until 2004. Sill
today there is the presence of international mesnipethe Governing Board of the Bank.
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reconstruction. Finally the BiH Parliament adoptieel Package on 20 June, meeting the
prerequisites for an Agreement with the IMF anddékebration of the Second Donors’
Conference (OHR 1998i).

After the approval of the Quick Start Package,rmaéonal actors continued to
push for reforms all the while resorting to newemmiational powers. Following
empowerment, the OHR played an instrumental rolelfds who could use new
legislative and executive authority to order to athe the transition towards a market
economy. As in other areas of civilian interventidhe OHR worked closely and
coordinated with main international organisatioris. this regard, the economic
department of the OHR was incorporated with repredves of IFIs and the EC.
Furthermore, to ensure coordination of the overatinomic intervention, the Economic
Task Force met regularly under the chairmanshiphef High Representative (OHR
1997a). Using the frequent powers vested in thén HRgpresentative and also through
the imposition of laws, international actors proeldiche bulk of reforms for economic
transition since 1998.

The first laws, enacted by the High Representativehe economic field,
responded to the failure of state institutionspgprave them. This was seen in the case
of the Framework Law on Privatisation, relevanttihe Privatisation of Banks and
Enterprises, that was imposed by the High Repraseaton 22 July 1998 after the
failure of the BiH House of Peoples to pass the, lduwe to the resulting negative vote
from Bosnian Serb members. Yet, the Framework Lawvatisation also highlighted
a wide interventionist character of internationalshe economic field, as they defined
structural reforms but left little margin for mod#tion by local actors. The Draft Law
had originally been submitted by the OHR to the i@aluwf Ministers in February 1998
(OHR 1998k) however, at the same time, represeetatf the international community
pressurised Bosnian authorities to quickly adop¢gpization laws according to the
model proposed by the WB and the US experts (S1r998a).

The absence of a shared vision between local dathational actors in relation
to the economic policy explains the difficultiespexienced by internationals in the
transition towards a market economy. In spite afyelagislative efforts, international
intervention did not produce the necessary econa®ielopment in the late 1990s to
replace the dependent aid economy. Moreover, thengy of international actors for
the implementation of the economic reform agenda yustified by the need to

transform an aid-dependent economy into a susti@mahbrket economy by the end of
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the PRRP, when a significant demise of assistara®e expected. Therefore, donor
spending on projects to rebuild infrastructure leetlBosnia’s economic growth at the
end of war, with a rise of the GDP from 3 billiorivKat the end of war to 9.7 billion
KM in 2000 Causewvé 2013). Yet, the transition was rather slow andrditiadvance in
all sectors, as it will be seen in the examplerofgtisation in the next section. Bosnia’s
slow pace was primarily a consequence of the eesist of local ethnocracies to
implement economic liberalisation. The High Repnéatve, Wolfgang Petritsch,
recognised the slow pace of reforms at the entleoPRRP:

We are definitively not satisfied with developmentthe economic sphere.
This is an open secret. When you look at the cgwuu will see there that
things are economically not moving, neither thevgirsation - we are behind
| would say almost two years - nor in the fieldsshall and medium size
businesses, which is actually the backbone of eseoypomy (OHR 1999g).

In this context of slow progress and a reductioraidf the push for economic reform
was increased by Petritsch, who implemented in Riner and December 2000 a wide-
ranging package of laws and amendments fulfillidig’ldemands (OHR 2000d). These
packages included amendments to the Framework ltaRrivatisation of Enterprises
and Banks, enacted by the OHR in 1998, or the tmolof the payments Bureaux,
which was required by IFIs to develop an operaligmavate banking system. Yet, the
goal of international organisations was not onlstifaring economic liberalization but
also weakening parallel structures in respectibae@territorialities as they inherently
challenged the authority of the state institutitfts.

The integral reform of the payment system highbgtite dynamic implications
of the economic transition in post-war Bosnia. Pagment bureaux in BiH descended
from the Social Bookkeeping Service of the Sodidhsderal Republic of Yugoslavia,
this payment Bureaux created in the mid 1950’sotatrol and manage socially owned
resources through a controlled monopoly of therfoma sector. Yet, in Bosnia, during
the war the Social Bookkeeping Service which wasagad from Belgrade was
divided into three separate payment bureaux erguhat each group had access to
funds and control over money flows (USAID 1999)u$hthe payment bureaux was the
monopoly institution controlling all public and pate financial activity, including
payment transactions, savings, tax collection, destribution, treasury functions and

private and public expenditure.

234 At that time there was neither a Bosnian commorketanor any level of government capable of
implementing the free movement of persons, goagsjces and capital incorporated in the Constitutio
(ESI 2000).
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Once again, the High Representative was instrurhémtéghe elimination of
payment bureaus as it was in charge of imposinghatrequest of the International
Advisory Group, those laws and amendments necessathe integral reform of the
payment system (OHR 2000df. The transformation of the payment bureaux had been
requested at the PIC meeting held in Madrid in 1888 finally became a requirement
both within the EU Road Map and to in order to gydbr membership of the Council
of Europe. Furthermore, the payment system’s ialegeform displayed the
unilateralism of international actors to implemetite process of economic
liberalisation. In this sense, the whole proces®torm the payment system was driven
by the international community, which did not adc#me substantial changes in the
draft presented to the local parties even thougkdlsame parties had been involved in
the drafting process since the beginning (Zaum 2005

Indeed, their elimination had both economic anditipal purpose as it
undermined local regimes, which lost a significeotirce of revenue and a mechanism
to control the economy within a respective tergitoBuch an imbricate relationship
between politics and the economy in ethnocraciessegan, for instance, by the fact that
the Bosniak payment bureaux funded SDA electionpaagms (Pugh 2002). The reform
of the payment system was considered beneficialttfer BiH economy as it led to
improvements in the financial sector and succe@uagakening parallel structures that
controlled and exploited institutions of economiavgrnance for their own benefit.
Moreover, and unlike other policies loosely supsadi by international organisations
(as will discussed in the following section), m@sisitive outcomes of such reforms
imposed by IFIs was explained by a close and détechintervention:

A range of factors have contributed to the suca#Esshe reform of the

payment system. First, the reform did not justldsth new institutions but

also provided resources for equipment and trainiiog,strengthen their
capacity. Secondly, the international communityselg coordinated its
efforts through the International Advisory Group éayment Bureaus and

Payment System Transformation. As a result, itadediectively draw on the

resources and expertise of the different agencme®Iied, and could

coordinate its responses to the FBiH and RS goventsn Thirdly, the
international community used a range of elementssgfolitical authority to

promote the reform. Thus, it provided expert advipget pressure on the
governments informally through visits and conveose, or formally through

% The dismantling process was managed within thermational Advisory Group for Payment
Bureaus and Payment System Transformation. Chdiyethe USAID, it was comprised of the US
Treasury, the WB, the IMF, the EU, the EU-fundedtdms and Fiscal Assistance Office, and the OHR.
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conditions attached to further aid, and finally dishe Bonn powers to
impose the legislation (Zaum 2005, p.357).

The dismantlement of the payment bureaux and tteenneof the payment system was
only one step further in the agenda of internalioefmrms to create a market economy.
In point of fact, the economy became one of thergies of Paddy Ashdown’s tenure
as High Representative after replacing Wolfgangit3eh in late May 2002 (OHR
2002b, 2002d). Importantly, the British diplomatsaable to devise the strategy of the
international community unlike previous High Remmestives. This, among other
factors, was a consequence of backing from then4Be shift that progressively placed
the High Representative under the major influenicéhe European Union (Research
Interview, 15 March 2015¥° This new leading role of the High Representativejer
Paddy Ashdown, ensured that it was not an indepgndetor making unilateral
decisions as measures were continuously informetl agreed within the Steering
Board of the PIC.

In this context, Ashdown produced a further magygidlative intervention in
October 2002 when he enacted twelve laws in whearbe the last major legislation
intervention in the economic field made by the HRpresentativ€’’ Yet, continuous
international intervention and the OHR’s legislatefforts in the economic field did not
produce any substantial economic growth or an aszeén job opportunities. By the end
of 2002, Paddy Ashdown declared that the economi@t®n in BiH was simply
untenable (OHR 2003b). The official unemploymerné ria 2003 was about forty two
percent of the labour force, despite estimatioasrihg that it was lower due to the
shadow economy. Equally important, in 2005, Beputy High Representative, Larry
Butler, recognised that after years of reforms,gotyveradication, massive investment
and job creation had not been achieved (OHR 2005ma)cially, the Deputy High
Representative failed to mention that the econgmoiecy developed by international

institutions was incompatible with these goals.heathe argued (albeit it correct for a

2% |n this sense, the approval in March 2000 of thenaa for EU integration of countries in South
Eastern Europe, marked the rise of European innodwet in the country affected by the role of the QHR
and became increasingly shaped by EU strategiberréiian by the peace agreement. Subsequently, the
High Representative played a dual role as EU Sph&garesentative and the EU enlargement process
became a central tool to resolve Bosnia’s mainlprob (see Chandler 2005).

%37 There were other economic measures afterwardsnbuin form of enacting legislation, for
example, the Bulldozer Initiative launched in Nowmnto tackle administrative barriers. Using a it
up methodology to increase public awareness andligelthe local business community, this initiative
aimed at dismantling the legal and administratieeribrs to investments by delivering fast resullts.
delivered fifty reforms in 150 days (Herzberg 200dnhder Phase Il and Phase Ill of the Bulldozer
Initiative another fifty reforms were respectivelsawn up (OHR 2004x).
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limited time period) that Bosnia was not the onbuwtry in South Eastern Europe
where things got worse before getting better.

Indeed, going beyond the period of maximum inteoma intervention covered
in this chapter, the overall reform strategy catiashowed signs of progress in 2004
and 2005 when some economic indicators improvedirfstance, the goal of attracting
FDI was finally achieved which produced three yedrsioderate increase, reaching its
maximum point in 2007 with 1,329 million euro (FIP®12). Such economic growth,
however, was embedded in a weak foundation as st sudstantially fuelled by the
combination of the remaining international recamstion funds, the international
presence and remittances from Bosnians workingaal3d Actually, economic growth
was abruptly halted in 2008 due to the conjunctadnfactors such as the global
financial crisis and the political regression sdrtin 2006 after the failure of the

constitutional reform.

The process of privatization of companies in Bosnia

The privatization of companies analysed in thistisacillustrates that core
prescription of the neoliberal economic policy wasgoal in itself regardless of
producing counterproductive outcomes for the broagimals of the peace-building
mission. In this sense, privatisation did not citwitie in the short term to other fields of
the peace agreement such as the voluntary retutnhammonious reintegration of
people displaced, which required favourable padallticeconomic and social

conditions?>®

Privatisation, as a core prescription of the okl agenda, became a
central priority in the economic transition of B@snconducted by international
institutions. The implementation of the privatisatiprogramme followed the logic of
shock therapy, i.e. privatising as quickly as palssiaking advantage of a crisis. In this
regard, the US ambassador recognised the purs@tqufick process of privatisation
starting in 1998 (Polimac 1998). Such a vision @tk privatisation was not altered by

evidence from other countries, in transition frotate-socialism to capitalism, such as

238 Eloquently, remittances were still higher than FI fact, the weight of remittances in the
economy accounted for 12.9 percent of GDP in 20@8ile FDI had hardly exceeded six percent
annually over the previous thirteen years (WB 20Ihese sources provided a basis for domestic
consumption, as well as for the stabilization @& ticomes of the most vulnerable social categosiash
as pensioners, war veterans and the unemployedc(3015).

239 This section does not aim at judging whether pisesion led by international actors has been
successful in the long term as privatisation effexttange over time and the analyses conducted here
focus on the period of maximum international inertion, extended between 1996 and 2003.
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Russia. It was seen that privatisation conductetiout appropriate institutions did not
contribute to wealth creation but rather lead teeasstripping and the large
concentration of wealth in few hands.

Equally, in broad economic transition, privatisatichows the interaction
between the external market and the survival oélle@conomic systems in respective
ethnocracies. As discussed in previous section, oghygosition of local ethnocratic
regimes to economic reforms was structural so thecgss of privatisation was
undermined by the existence of opposite agendagebetlocal and international actors.
For international actors privatization and the tiogaof the market economy were non-
negotiable conditions of integration to facilitakee foreign entry into former Yugoslav
resources and markets (Pugh 2002). However, tBisrviclashed with the nationalist
parties who benefited politically and economicdilym state assets, becoming thus an
important source for both accumulation of capita@lsiong the elites and the
reproduction of respective regimes.

Indeed, local parties used public enterprises dineavar as an essential source
of revenue and patronage. Through donations, & lpagt of the profit made by state-
owned assets ended up in the cashboxes of polgerdies (Skopljiak 1998). Such a
capture of enterprises by parties took place idl®Ben these parties transformed the
socially-owned into state-owned under the pretéxhe need to protect it from plunder
and abuse (Simi 1996). This measure allowed parties to appoint r@oaof
Management to companies after replacing the selémgng bodies that had prevailed
since the self-management economy was implementékdei late 1940s (Eo 2005).
Management Boards were appointed upon a politiaglyprinciple, as a reward for
political activity, obedience and loyalty to theisting government. For instance, in the
areas of the FBiH controlled by the Army of BiH,eosuch condition to become a
director was membership of SDA (Siml996). However, this manoeuvre, which left
Management Boards with huge authority and no respiity, became the most
efficient way of legal abuse and erosion of capitad companies (o 2005)**°
Privatisation in BiH pursued a quick and mass cosiva from public to private

companies. Yet, the model of privatisation adopied flawed to generate economic

240 For instance, there was not a single gatheringhith any politician demanded an explanation as
to who was responsible for the fact that in 199%Fatgst losses were registered in state-owned eisesp
such as Zenica steel works, Tuzla coal mines andi Blectric Company. Often managers, mostly
nominated by the parties in power, took the policyl platform of the party as the foundation of thei
business operation, leading enterprises to ruingiikk 1998).
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growth and job opportunities in the short and nedvt. Based on the already
discredited model used in Russia and the Czech Repunternational institutions
adopted the voucher-based privatisation prograrh dleng with a mass transfer of
ownership also allowed the state to liquidate débtsitizens’** The model certainly
permitted a quick transfer of state assets to iddal shareholders and this was seen as
the appropriate measure in the absence of capitaliever, it was a pivotal mistake
from an economic point of view as it simply impliegplacement of ownership which
per sedoes not represent a benefit. More specificallyycher privatisation did not
include any undertaking of important issues like tastructuring of companies or the
maintenance of employment, failing also to capsigaificant new resources in a harsh
context (Research Interview, 10 July 2015).

The High Representative imposed the legal basigrigatization after enacting
the Framework Law on Privatization of Companies Badks in July 1999. This was
developed mainly by the USAID, who was in charge tbé legislation and
establishment of the key institutions involved ihet management process of
privatisation. The Framework Law set out mass pisation very generally as it only
had seven articles and very little content (OHR8§* Furthermore, the problem of
adopting a wide framework for privatisation implidtht some laws and by-laws were
regulating all sectors despite the fact that thenmlexity to prepare privatisation
programs varied significantly depending on sedigre of business and jobs (Research
Interview, 10 July 2015).

Early privatisation in Bosnia did not take placeaminstitutional vacuum rather,
there were inefficient institutions underpinning ttule of law, a functioning and well-
regulated capital market or an effective bankingteay (Donais 2002). Furthermore,
existing institutions were hardly independent ang privatisation that took place was
fragmented.In the Federation of BiH, the Cantonal level depeld the creation of
thirteen Privatisation agencies, one for each Ganémd another for the FBIiH to

41 Governments provided citizens with vouchers dejmendn certain criteria such as age or military
service, which could be sold for cash in the blacirket or used to purchase shares in privatized
companies. Unlike privatization approved by the &owment of Ante Markovic in 1990, (when a small
part of the shares were transferred to employeentfrprises), mass privatization in both entities
based on the use of the coupons. This method, iohwdtakes in both homes and businesses could be
bought, made sense in the context of lack of ckhpitd market structures (FBiH 1998).

242 |n addition, the UK Department for Internationaé\2lopment also participated in the financial
and technical support establishing the instituticrgponsible for the implementation, which includeel
privatisation agencies (Causevic 2015). The OHRe@yain played a supervisory role and coordinator i
the process through the Economic Task Force anthtemational Advisory Group on Privatization.
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manage the privatisation of companies operatingeireral Cantons. With the existence
of local ethnocracies, this fragmented privatigafiacilitated the control of the process
by the ethnic group dominating institutions.

This control was partially a result of the pasgivf international organisations
despite their push for quick privatisation and #stablishment of an independent
commission for its supervision. In this sense, tReivatisation Monitoring
Commission’s mission was to supervise privatisa@onl the work of the Cantonal
Agencies of Privatisation set by the High Represtrd in June 1998. Notwithstanding,
the Privatisation Monitoring Commission never depeld a capacity to exercise the
powers given on paper, including the right to irtdpthe records of state-owned
enterprises. Moreover, there were little internaloresources and commitment to the
initiative (ESI 2000). There was only a committdethoee foreign experts that did not
meet until 1999, and a secretariat of only thredgssional staff*®

The opposition from ethnocratic regimes regardihg toss of control over
economic assets ensured that privatisation wadyhamnghlemented during early post-
war stages. By the end of 1998, only twenty six @ful,600 companies in Republika
Srpska and 258 out of 1,600 in the Federation &f Bad prepared privatization plans
(PSD 1999). Internationals responded to this latkpmgress in the privatization
process through the cancellation of financial suppad the dismissal of obstructive
authorities. In this sense, USAID withdrew finamcgupport for the privatisation
process in the Federation due to corruption antrwdigon practices. As a response, the
German Corporation for International Cooperatioi Zproposed the establishment of
tender commissions to supervise the entire progessrge and strategic enterprises had
to be privatised through public tenders. These cmsions were meant to be
independent of the entity and cantonal privatisatigencies, and required international
experts to work closely with local officials to pae and execute public tenders for
strategic firms (ICG 2001). Commissions had to sgerall phases of privatization but
were in a weak position since they could be oveduly cantonal privatisation agencies
at any point in the tender process.

Interestingly, the continuous pressure of the mdgonal organisations to

privatise companies meant that local ethnocradiesged progressively from opposing

243 The International Advisory Group on Privatizati@placed the PMC and focused on launching the
process of privatisation which related to actigtiegarding the participation of eligible citizesnsd the
preparation of enterprises, once the privatisaposcess commenced its implementation phase (OHR
2000d).
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the process to attempting to benefit from same.niEtlprivatisation was thus a
compromise that emerged when nationalist elitegyisioto control the process of
privatisation, following a co-capitalization modelr the redistribution of government
and socially owned assets originating in Tudjmaagime in Croatia (Papil999). The
model involved the creation of shadow boards toetawer enterprises prior to
privatization to ensure through contractual continthat existing directors would own
privatized firms (Pugh 2002). Indeed, despite tbpehthat privatisation would keep
profits out of the hands of political parties, wbften used them for private purposes,
reports about the manipulation of the process Iipmnalist parties soon appeared.

As a result of a model of privatisation, mass grsation of small enterprises in
the short term did not deliver either investmentshe knowledge necessary to boost
the production and productivity of companies a#ecby economic crisis in the 1980s
and war in 1990s. Rather, results of the first pha$ privatisation suggest that
nationalist parties succeeded in stripping assesnaller businesses and maintaining
control over profitable companies. A random studlyseventeen small companies in
eastern Republika Srpska privatised through pudliction found that fourteen had
ended up in the hands of the previous director powaerful local member of the SDS
(ICG 2001b).In the Federation of BiH a similar pattern took qaadespite differing
techniques of privatisation between entities. Timigss privatisation was conducted for
the most part on the ethnic principle as the calt@nivatisation agencies were the
agents for sale of companies within respectivétteres Causewt 2015).

Importantly, the fact that neoliberal prescriptidios the economic transition
imposed by IFIs (with the instrumental performancd the OHR) were
counterproductive was not ignored by internation®lembers of the OHR recognised
that privatization was entrenching economic posgioof nationalist parties and
reducing the prospects of ethnic reintegratiomeathan setting the foundations for
sustained economic growth and recovery. Even thad hef OHR’s Economics
Department, Daniel Besson, claimed that the Bospraratization was a case of the
cure being worse than the disease and recogniaéavtiat they were creating with this
type of privatization was worse than what existetble (Donais 2002).

Indeed, privatisation was a goal in itself of tidslas a cornerstone of the
neoliberal economic model, highlighted by the feat evidence of manipulation and
deficiencies (recognised from the OHR’s Economicsp@®tment) did not halt

international pressure for a mass and quick psa#tn. Insistence on privatisation was

207



argued by IFls as a requirement to depoliticizegbenomy and provide the basis for
economic recovery and growth but the privatisapoocess was failing in both issues
(Ib.). Surprisingly enough, influential think-tanki&e the ICG continued pushing to
speed up privatisation despite reporting on theseburom nationalist parties and
recognising the risk that some enterprises feth imscrupulous hands. The argument,
especially immoral in a war-torn society, was thagr time privatised assets would end
up in the hands of people most capable of maximitiveir economic potential (ICG
1999a).

With the resulting abuse from both local and inéional actors, some local
economic figures launched a proposal for an altefagrivatization that overcame the
existing deficiencies of a quick privatisation iframework in which institutions were
control by ethnocracies. Within the Cantonal Agerioy Privatization of Sarajevo,
Bosnian economic expertise proposed a new privetiséaw in mid 2000 to tackle the
shortcomings produced during the previous yeargjdBbv 2001). The proposal was
only partially included in the High Representatsz@mendments in autumn 2000 when
the privatisation of tender commenced promotioneiffproposal also included the
creation of a Privatisation tender Bureau and ael@ment Fund at state level to link
privatisation with broader economic developmenbtdgkntly, some foreign institutions
refused to consider any element of the proposakfalarguing that privatisation was
already at an advanced stage (Research IntervieMa¥ 2015).

During the year 2000, international pressure inferasto begin the privatisation
of large and strategic companies. In May, the Higipresentative dismissed the head of
the President of the Management Board of the FaderBrivatization Agency, Stiepo
Andriji¢, for delaying both the adoption of internationrelard tender regulations and
insisting on the adoption of an arbitrary and umssary deadline of 29 February 2000
for the publication of all tenders. His decisiorsd o tendering of enterprises without
proper preparations and under flawed regulatia®msylting in FBiH’s suspension of the
tender process (OHR 2000¢h).order to adapt to the new requirements, the Agdor
the Privatisation of FBiH in April 2000 cancelledet sale of 143 large enterprises. It
was deemed necessary to form an office to deal tgitders by 21 May and foreign
investors took the lead in the privatisation ofjlacompanies. Actually, only companies
that were not attractive to foreign investors woblel offered to local investors or
citizens of the FBiH (“Uslovi prodaje predudze bie prilagaeni stranim

investitorima”, 2000).
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Within the legislative pack adopted by the High Rsgntative in October, a
specific by-law in the Framework Law on Privatisatiwas introduced to place greater
emphasis on tender privatisation. With this chamgey management of enterprises and
new capital was to be encouragétiyet, these changes did not trigger privatisatibn o
big enterprises in the short term. Expectations graater inflow of foreign capital
would accompany privatization proved to be unréalisecause of factors such as the
absence of a business climate, a harmonized lggtdm or the high fiscal obligations,
in which up to eighty percent of profits had to se¢ aside for various taxes and fees
(Zivkovic 2001). Thus, by May 2002 only seventeeercent of the large-scale
companies offered in the FBiH had been fully salth out of 1044. The situation in RS
differed and about fifty five percent of the 648ge-scale companies were considered
technically sold.

The end of ethnocratic rule in 2001, especiallthim Federation of BiH after the
formation of the Alliance for Change, did not speapl privatisation as the new
government was involved in the replacement of thendyjing Boards of the main
public companies that were in line with the pregicegime®*® The short life of the
Alliance for Change, despite the instrumental afléhe international community in its
formation, did not alter the tendency in relatiortlie privatisation of large and strategic
companies, which was still considered a failur@@5 by international organisations.
More specifically, five years after tender privatisn was promoted, the OHR argued
that most of the enterprises to be privatised vgéitiepublic due to the absence of any
political will among the Bosnian authorities to atitegislation on bankruptcy and to
proceed with the restructuring of insolvent entisgs (OHR 2005b).

The privatisation of companies in Sarajevo

As elsewhere in Bosnia, obstructionism in the prazion of enterprises had
taken place in Sarajevo since the early stagekeopost-war period. Cases such as the
glass manufacturer Pilkington, Coca-Cola and Volkgan (see ICG 1999a) were used

as examples of the existing difficulties encourdel®y foreign investors trying to

44 This change created the conditions for a more laggl privatisation process with a need for
investment and the possibility of introducing cdimtis to investors. The modification of the law was
positive in economic terms and the most successiiskes of privatisation (through the process of
tendering) subsequently occurred during 2006 (Rekdaterview, 1Quly 2015).

45 Such a replacement presumably brought a reduatidasses by public companies (from about
KM 400 million in 2000 to KM 99 million in 2001) hwid not trigger privatisation (ICG 2002a).
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purchase companies and start activity. Furtherntbese problems affected companies
that had been operating in the area of Sarajeyoimh ventures with local enterprises
before the war, such as Coca-Cola and Volkswagahlighting a new economic
picture emerging from conflict. Poor implementatmfithe process of privatisation and
obstacles to foreign investments followed the logicmaintaining economic assets
under party management in order to sustain andodepe a political-economic
structure forged during war. Primarily, due to t&8BA rule in Sarajevo, the main
Bosniak party exercised political direction overmganies since captured by nationalist
parties in 1994 after the transformation of sogtallvned property into state-owned
property. As discussed earlier, this measure alloparties to appoint Management
Boards of companies after replacement of the smieming bodies prevailing during
the socialist period.

SDA administered public companies in Sarajevo tghothe figure of Edhem
Bicakcic, an ally of Alija lzetbego¥i During his tenure as FBiH Prime Minister
between December 1996 and January 2001, Bicakeitradled the lucrative public
utility companies (ESI 1999b), which became a seuof revenue for the party.
Removed by the High Representative from his pasii® Director of Elektroprivedra in
February 2002, Bicakcic was accused of abusingpibeers vested in the Prime
Minister namely to redirect public revenues thro@ghomplex and corrupt system of
financial diversions, with large sums of moneyraliely benefiting SDA. In 2002, the
OHR decided to remove him and he was accused @frioglthe transfer of 825,000
KM from Federation Current Reserve Funds to theoAisgion of Families and Fallen
Soldiers (AFFS), money that was diverted again udhér capitalise Sehin Bank.
Bicakcic also utilised the Bosnian Embassy in Veeno transfer a sum of 2.5 million
KM to an account held at the BOR Bank in Saraje®elR 2001)**® Finally, he was
accused of the responsibility of the illegal creatiof the Federation Employment
Agency (FEA), which paid out twenty four million Kivk public revenues as short-term
loans to the Federation Ministry of Veterans andalils without legal authorisation
between 1999 and 2000.

246 The sum was subsequently disbursed to three eliffeecipients. Firstly, 100,000 KM was paid
out to a private television station, a pro-SDA atelmamed BRT. Secondly, around 700,000 KM was
paid into the SDA election fund, through a paymerdde to Unigradnja, a construction company.
Thirdly, through the transfer of housing funds ke tSarajevo Housing Fund, (which undermined the
responsibilities of the Minister of Finance in gamatlying the implementation of the Budget Execution
Law and the control of the financial behaviour abfic funds).
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Importantly, besides the control and exploitatidnesonomic assets for the
reproduction of local ethnocracies, his case dlgstiates how dismissal of individuals
had limited impact on the transformation of poweucures. In this sense, the control
of public assets in a nomenklatura system meanpttidgical influence was not derived
from official posts as individuals sustained theapacity to influence simply by
changing position within the system (ESI 208)Thus, on 14 March 2003 thdigh
Representative dismissed again Edhem Bicakcic fhisnnew position as General
Manager of Elektroprivreda. This position, withimeo of the largest Bosnian
companies, allowed him to manage the portfolioteglato the acquisition of new
enterprises with significant sums, estimated & 2allion KM in 2002 (OHR 2001).

The resistance to lose direct control over souxfesevenue and patronage
ensured that the SDA continuously obstructed thengl of ownership in big and
strategic enterprises in Sarajevo (Research I@erv29 May 2015). The non-adoption
of a privatisation programme by directors of companwas a technique used to
obstruct the process, illustrating the strategle that Management Boards played for
parties. This technique was generalised and thajedar Canton Privatisation Agency
announced in June 2000 that the deadline for publgstration of shares would be
postponed as ninety four companies out of the d2ltided in the privatisation program
had failed to adopt the program of privatisatiotd@2000e).

Beyond the management and redistribution of ressufrom lucrative public
companies and the early general obstruction toapsation, as with other nationalist
parties, SDA aimed at maintaining control over camips after privatisation. The party
moved quickly to avoid losing control over companiduring the process of
privatisation. At the SDA Economic Council that koplace in summer 1998, the need
to hold Bosniak certificates in one place was hgiited and also the need to invest
them in any enterprises of Bosniak national intef®snic 1998b). The party planned to
retain control of strategic assets in Bosniak atbesugh the Privatisation Investment
Funds®*® For instance, the Fund called SIB-ARINVEST dd §amwas established by
the BiH Alliance of Military War Invalids. Alija letbegow announced that he would

provide the first one million DM of capital and arfmed Bosniak veterans that it was

47 Dismissal of individuals were thus a superficiaasure as it did not result in any improvement of
the institution nor did it necessarily exclude thaividual dismissed from power (ESI 2000, p. 34-36

28 privatisation Investment Funds were an essentdl @f the voucher privatisation. These Funds
managed shareholders’ investments on their belpatiyiding expertise and saving administrative
expenses.
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their “patriotic duty” to invest their privatisatiovouchers in the Fund (ESI 1999b).
Despite offering support to international refornogmams, SDA manoeuvred to retain
its power over public companies after completing phocess of privatisation.

The use of Privatisation Investment Funds to aegsiirares in the privatisation
of small and medium companies was complementatiygananipulation conducted by
institutions in charge of tender privatisation grthe early 2000s. In this sense, the
Sarajevo Canton Privatisation Agency was respoadinl opening balance sheets and
preparing the privatisation programs of compantedirector and the Managing Board,
formed generally by economic expertise, integrabedAgency. The implementation of
measures proposed by the Managing Board in theefighia director, made it difficult
to indentify irregularities (Research Interview, By 2015). A team of renowned
experts headed the Managing Board of the Sarajemoto@ Privatization Agency
between 2000 and 2002. For all that, practicesiadfehe recommendations received
from the OHR and the Privatization Monitoring Comssion were performed by the
director of the Agency to avoid a scenario wherti® SDA lost any advantage over
companies during the privatisation process.

The push for tender privatisation since 2000 offeneore guarantees but in
practice was not free of political manipulation,sg®n in several cases in Sarajevo. As
will be analysed in the next section, the Holiday bppears in the reduced literature
regarding the politics of privatisation in Bosnéad. Donais 2005) as a symbolic case of
dark and corrupt privatisation where a well-conaddbcal business of the right ethnic
group gained control of key state owned assetsafemall amount of money. This
pattern was also seen in other cases. For instrecénder for the sale of Konzum was
cancelled in April 2000 after identifying a confliof interest between members of the
tender commission. Moreover, the Tender Commissiorthe Sarajevo Cantonal
Agency for Privatisation annulled the tender of Hael Europa Garni due to several
irregularities from the Hotel, like the non-deckawa that it was under mortgage
(“Neuspio tender za prodaju hotela Europa GarriQ®.

Additionally, the cancellation of the hotel Marsal Bjelasnica in May 2000
highlights both the capacity of directors to altbe process of privatisation and
manoeuvres in order to keep the companies undely pamtrol following the
completion of a change of ownership. In this setise,tender was cancelled because
the real buyer of the Hotel Marsal was Energoinviesthis regard, public companies

could not participate in the privatisation proce®HR 2000f). Following the
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investigation, the Sarajevo Cantonal prosecutorusedt the director of the Hotel
Marsal, Sefik Dzindo, and Kerim Lucarevic, directdrthe company Energopetrol, of
abusing their positions. Dzindo was accused ofifyag documentation in the
preparation of the privatisation, registering tlaue of the hotel for an amount of 2.4
million KM instead of the real value of 7.1 millidhDzindo i Lucarevi ¢e odgovarati
zbog nezakonite privaticazije hotela Marsal”, 2001)

Along with widespread obstructionist practices attémpts to maintain control
over companies after privatisation, the absencgoaifestic capital and lack of foreign
interest were two other factors that significanithgreased the complexity for the
privatisation of big companies. Contrary, the plisa@ion of small enterprises was
much faster due to the minor procedural complexdtynpared to larger companies.
This pattern can be observed from the processiadtmation conducted in the Sarajevo
Canton. From 714 enterprises for privatisation, @@®e small, 373 large and forty one
strategic, i.e. electricity, transport, water, mmi forest, gambling and banks (WB
1997). Between 1999 and 2001 most of the privatisatorresponded to small
companies that were quickly privatised. Out of 110 small privatisations completed
between 1999 and 2013, ninety percent took placengluhe first three years.
Following the approval of the by-law, tender prigation gained momentum and
through this method large companies were subseguenivatised (KS 2013§*
Interestingly, the quick privatisation of small cpamies did not mean that main
political actors were not interested in the procésrivatisation of small companies,
buyers often aimed at obtaining centrality in tlity @ith these purchases (Research
Interview, 27 February, 2015). In April 2000, whemly a limited amount of
privatisation was ongoing, privatisation in the HBvas progressively turning into a
battle for real estate, with enterprises being lpased but with no real intention to

continue with the original business (OHR 2000g).

The privatisation of Holiday Inn and Sarajka

In order to shed light on the politics of privatisa in Sarajevo and to
understand whether privatisation brought a deptddtion of the economy and also
provided the basis for economic recovery and growthclaimed by IFIs and other

international organisations, two of the most imanttprivatisations that took place in

249 257 companies were privatised between 1999 and® 2bfough different methods such as
auctions, tenders of either small and large congzami public offering of shares.
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the Bosnian capital city during the period of madiminternational intervention are
now analysed. These are the cases of the hotelldjolnn and the Sarajka Department
Store. As stated earlier, the privatisationHufliday Innis an illustrative example of
how ruling parties manipulated the process in laagel strategic companies. The
Holiday Inn became the most symbolic hotel of Sarajduring the siege as it was the
only hotel that continued operating. Built in therlg 1980s for the celebration of the
fourteenth Winter Olympics, celebrated in the aity1984, the hotel was headquartering
SDS leadership prior the start of the siege. Atgudlom its roof, people were fired
upon despite rallying peacefully in the 100,000 dastration that reclaimed a peaceful
and multi-ethnic BiH on 5 April 1992.

Because of its economic value, the Holiday Inn aasmportant privatisation.
Corruption and cronyism appeared in the sale ohtitel from the very beginning. The
group led by Nedim Causevic, a prominent Sarajeusiness figure with close
connections to Stiepo Anduiji a close relative of Edhem Bicakcic, paid abowue fi
million KM in cash for an asset valued at forty ldignillion KM (Donais 2005). More
precisely, Nedim Causevic and his company Agora Beldoptica acquired the fifty
one percent of the Hotel in March 2000 for a poédifteen million KM, much below
the value of the package to purchase the majofitghares, situated at twenty four
million KM. Indeed, Causevic paid only 5.2 millidtM in cash —around three million
dollars — and ten million KM in certificates, whittad been bought for as little as four
percent of the nominal value (Omer@d001b). The undervalued acquisition of the
hotel was not the only irregularity in the privati®sn of the hotel. Importantly, the
whole process was significantly manipulated to tav@ausevic’s bid. In the tender
procedures, some investors were ignored and thietdimally had only one bitf° In
this sense, the sale contract included some pomsdihat hindered the participation of
other groups. One such provision was that the owheuld take responsibility for all
debts appearing after the publication of the tendecondition that could only be
accepted by investors possessing privileged infaomg§Omeragi 2000).

The purchase of the hotel at a much lower prica tha actual value aroused
suspicions regarding the legality of the sale. Mesmvolvement in the process as
member of the managing board of the Cantonal Agéoc¥rivatisation, the Cantonal
Ministry of Economy, Zaim Backo®j quickly determined that the sale had been

%0 n this case, the manipulation to reduce the pnies produced in the tender. There was a direct
agreement in which investors benefited by buyingganies at reduced prices.
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legitimate. Later the case was transferred to th@eFal Ministry of Finance. By July
2000 the sale had two lawsuits, one signed by thr&kavs and the other by the financial
police, and the hotel became the first case regdhi@ FBIH Supreme Court. After one
year of litigation the contract on the sale ofyfifine percent of the hotel was cancelled
after negotiations between the owner and the Cahtdgency for Privatisation. The
agency had to reimburse Causevic and his compadyopé 5.2 million KM in cash,
9.7 million KM in certificates and 190,000 KM in mpensation. By law, the Agency
could hold the money if the buyer had not met ddbbligations, which in the case of
Holiday Inn had to be determined by 8 March. Ykg tancellation of the contract on
14 February claimed that the obligations were dedlaunfulfilled, which again
benefited Causevic (Omerag001a).

After the cancellation of the sale, the hotel waskbin state ownership. In the
context of reforms conducted by the Bulldozer #titie, the Holiday Inn was included
within the ten companies to be sold in the secdmake of the Initiative (“Na bubnju
deset velikih firmi u BiH”, 2003). The tender wapemed in May 2003 with the
cooperation of USAID and the International Advis@youp on Privatization. The only
bidder was the Austrian company Alpha Baumanagemeho having fulfilled all
criteria and conditions set at tender by the Sacafganton Agency for privatisation,
finally purchased 100% of the state capital of Haiday Inn for 44.4 million KM
(“Austrijska kompanijace kupiti Holidej In”, 2003). Because of the prevsomregular
sale which was in Causevic’s favour, the secondagigation of the Hotel became the
most successful foreign direct investment at tiraetin the FBiH. Importantly, the
privatisation of the Holiday Inn created the oppaity to develop land surrounding the
hotel (Research Interview, 7 July, 2016). Alpha mBanagement envisioned the
development of the project called Holiday Inn — @@taMedica Center, which was a
new complex that including shopping, catering aasiro, through the development of
the Grand Media tower (with 22 floors) a coveredasg between a garage and existing
hotel and shopping malls by the restaurant of kigtiag hotel (SC 2016).

The Holiday Inn was used as an example of onéhefsuccesses that were
taking place amid the reforms pushed by internatiactors. The Steering Board of the
PIC claimed that this case was rather an exceptwiie defining the pace of
privatisation as unsatisfactory due to Entity goweents (OHR 2004). Interestingly, the
Holiday Inn actually represents the attempts ohguparties to manipulate the process

of privatisation and the fallacy that privatisatiand foreign capitals would bring the
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most capable hands to maximize economic potenitiieleed, the management of
Holiday Inn by the new Austrian ownership collapsster the abandonment of the
Grand Media Center project, leading to a tempocéwgure in 2013 and the loss of the
franchise from the InterContinental Hotels Groupr{Vatization of the Holiday Inn:
Austrian owners only after paying 630.000KM?”, 2p11

Sarajkais the second case considered in analysing theegsaaf privatisation of
the strategic companies in Sarajevo during thisogeof maximum international
intervention. Effectively, this case would confiitmat the privatisation process in the
capital city of BiH was all but an apolitical preasetechnically resolved in tender
procedure and serving for the depoliticisationhaf €conomy. Sarajka was a department
store opened in the mid 1970s in a central locaietween Bascarsija and Marijin
Dvor. Built following the project of architect Vladir Zarahovic, it was conceived as a
new temple of consumerism in a context of econagnisvth, the strengthening of the
middle class and a widespread increase in livilenddrds (“Today is the 40th
Anniversary of the opening of Sarajka”, 2015).

With such a strategic location in the main stréédysala Tita, its privatisation
offered a great opportunity for further commerdalelopment activity in the ongoing
process of tertiarisation of the economy. Soorerirdtional companies showed interest
in buying Sarajka. In April 2000 negotiations be@werepresentatives of the Italian
company Benetton and the Sarajevo Cantonal AgeocyPfivatisation were taking
place on the eve of tender publication (“Tendembigao objavljen za petnaest dana”,
2000).In October, after months of negotiations and liggtegress, the Federal Agency
for Privatisation who authorised the sale paralysedotiations with Benetton. It was
found that the privatisation was conducted throagimall privatisation and that it sold
only the building, as requested by both the compard/the Sarajevo Cantonal Agency
for Privatisation.

In the subsequent months tender was opened twitenduagreement was
reached with Benetton to complete the privatisatibime company actually gave up
after a second attempt in March 2001 because dfitfteprice requested by the Agency
(Omeragé 2002a). In late 2001, interest from differentesidoushed the Cantonal
Agency for Privatisation to open a new tender. BoBank International (BBI) and the
company Inter-Invest from Hercegovina generated lildng with Benetton. None of
the three companies offered the entry price oftemgh million KM for Sarajka, which

included debts. Inter-Invest was offering 12.5 imill KM while both Benetton and BBI
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offered twelve million KM. The main difference ihd tender between companies was
in the budget for investment in redevelopment. WBienetton offered an investment of
between eighty and ninety million KM, the two ottmympanies offered ten million
KM (Omeragt 2002b).

The final resolution of the tender was unusual & Bchieved the right to
purchase Sarajka despite being the lowest offelafted two previous withdrawals from
other companies. The owner of Interinvest, Dinkaez8k, withdrawn from the
competition and Benetton subsequently found itsgtiremier position when at the end
of April the consortium represented by RaiffaisBiroperty Invest, Edizioni Property i
Rizzani de Eccher was declared winner of the teq@eneragt 2002c). Surprisingly
enough, the representatives of Benetton did no¢apip the Agency to sign on 10 June
despite having prepared all documentation for cetigrh of the contract. Such a
withdrawal permitted BBI to final became the winngespite being third in the
tender®*

It is argued that the non-purchase of Sarajka byeBen after being in
disposition and ready to complete the process igafgsation, would have been caused
by pressure from elites to clear the way for thechase of Sarajka by BB Despite
the lack of conclusive evidence, the fact thatdheome in the privatisation of Sarajka
was a product of Sarajevo’s ethno-national poliiegplausible. In this regard, it is
important to point out that BBl had become closelgrmingled with Bosniak elites.
Indeed, the political and religious Bosniak eligdiciently merged within the Bank’s
structures after the Islamic Development Bank, Bhai Islamic Bank and the Abu
Dhabi Islamic Bank founded BBI in October 2000. $hakir Izetbegovi, Haris
Silajdzic, HasanCengi or Mustafa Ceti were all members of the board of directors of
the bank or part or its VIP business cfibAs noted by Nedzad Lati prominent
journalist and brother of pan-Islamist SDA membee®aludin Latic, BBl became the
main centre around which the political and econopower of the Bosniak national and

511n early July, BBI purchased Sarajka but needfshemonths to effectively control the department
store due to the resistance of users to leaveihding (Omeragt 2002d).

%2 The conditional is used in this sentence becaheeirfformation provided in several informal
interviews has not been confirmed by the methodriahgulation due to the absence of data in this
respect.

253 Bakir Izetbegovic declared that he had earned0®0KM for his work on the board of directors of
BBI despite being a director of the Constructiostitute of the Sarajevo Canton (Butur@vR007). In
relation to religious leaders, the head of theniitaCommunity at that time, the Grand Mufti Mustafa
Ceric, has since become President of the Sharian@bee of the Bank.
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religious elite was concentrated. Links were esgciclose between BBI and four
powerful families in SDA, Bukd, Cengk, Izetbegow and Zivalj, all of them former
members of Young Muslims (Latic 2011).

Such incorporation of Bosniak elites within BBI wasategic for ideological
and economic purposes. Ideologically, in 2000 B&tdme the first bank in Europe to
operate on the principles of Islamic banking. fnhtisiness plan, the Bank defined as its
goals the expansion of Islamic banking into SouthAstérn Europe and, more
importantly for this research, the capture of fgnedirect investments and particularly
Islamic capitals that reverted on the economic kgreent of the area of Sarajevo
(Bokhari 2001). These goals were ideologically imelwith conservative sectors in
SDA. Economically, the privatisation of Sarajkacatsffered an excellent opportunity
for its redevelopment into a modern shopping mallSarajevo’s main retail axis.
Unlike other privatizations, the case of Sarajkdasely brought economic development
and job creation during its construction and aftex inauguration of BBI Center in
2009

Importantly, its inauguration was surrounded aghin controversy as the
shopping centre started its operation following sobasic Islamic principles. In its
entire surface, it was not allowed the sale of @oT# alcohol, with gambling also being
prohibited. This project can simply be framed agapnomic project that is certainly in
line with the nature of BBI, which operates follagi Islamic banking rules. However,
the influence of local politics in the nature oéthroject cannot be disregarded. The fact
that the privatisation of Sarajka and the subsetq@8i Center was a product of
Sarajevo’s ethno-national politics is not only @idnle considering the concentration of
powerful families and other influential actors viitithe Bank but it is also concordant
with a production of space in post-socialist Samje¢hat is hugely dominated by

political elites, as it is analysed in the folloginhapter.

234 Even though the BBI and the Sarajevo Canton wgrsesi in March 2003 with a protocol to build
the new shopping centre which would include spac®ffices with an investment of 40 million eurbet
redevelopment of Sarajka was delayed several tifles.agreement was beneficial for the BBI, as it
would liberate the payment of tax for the buildiofgpublic shelters, which corresponded to two petrce
of the value of the investment, and they would atszeive a tax deduction of fifty percent if thesed
the land in the city. Cantonal authorities alscerd#fl to deliver the building without cost while B8l
committed to cancelling the request sent to thajSap Cantonal Court due to the delays in obtaitiieg
building (“Investicija 40 miliona eura”, 2003).
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6. The current ethnic and spatial configuration ofthe

urban area of Sarajevo

This dissertation analyses the role of the OHRhanurban transformation of Sarajevo
and how this intervention has ultimately affectedrent ethnic and spatial structures.
Thus, this chapter analyses the impact on theadphaitnctional and ethnic configuration
of the area of Sarajevo as a result of the tramsitbwards a market economy and the
division between Sarajevo and East Sarajevo. ¥irdtlfocuses on how the post-
socialist urban restructuring has taken place éndity through the consideration of the
process of reconstruction and also the parallelhweintion of the OHR to liberalise the
real estate market. Essentially, such liberalisagioded a period in which land had been
a high-value political asset for the consolidatadrterritories ethnically homogeneous.
It is followed by an analysis of the urban spatrahsformation of Sarajevo that was
similar functionally and morphologically to otheut®pean post-socialist cities. Yet, in
spite of neoliberal economic reforms, the productd space in Sarajevo is marked by
a significant political interventionism from murpeilities and political elites. In the
second half of the chapter, the evolution of thétipal and urban division between
Sarajevo and East Sarajevo is addressed. Subskguesibns regarding the division
(of East Sarajevo) and coexistence in Sarajevaliglghthe rise of cross-entity spatial
patterns in recent years, especially in the casBanfjevo Serbs who moved to East
Sarajevo. This has not altered the nature of thisidn, and is a contribution to keep
social relations across ethnic lines below pre-warels both quantitatively and

qualitatively.
Reconstruction and urban restructuring

Cities in the former Yugoslavia represent a distsiub-type of development in
post-socialist cities because of the slow transitiowards the capitalist city-model,
caused by armed conflicts, mass refugee movemerdsdastroyed urban centres
(Tosics 2005). Among the former republican capdgies, Sarajevo was the most
affected by the war. The transition from the se#nagement system to a market
economy was especially delayed by the siege andegulently by the absence of a
shared vision between local and international aatorelation to economic strategy. As

discussed in the previous chapter, the main spéygifof the international neoliberal



economic strategy was the elaboration of a recocistn programme (the PRRP) that
was in line with broader economic strategy.

The reconstruction of Sarajevo was a strategiceistwat had symbolic,
economic and social implications. This was actuabigerved during the conflict. Work
to rebuild the city commenced in 1994, during aread cease-fire and the exclusion
zone imposed by NATO to prohibit heavy weapons ftbe Sarajevo area. In its 900
resolution adopted in early March 1994, the Segutibuncil of the UN sought to
appoint a senior civilian official to draw up anesall assessment and plan of action for
the restoration of essential public services inafgao (UN 1994b). William Eagleton,
named as Special Coordinator for the ReconstruatioSarajevo, coordinated seven
actions groups alongside a local counterpart tesssand set an Action Plan for the
restoration of essential services. The Plan, podétison 1 June 1994 under the title
“Restoring life to Sarajevo”, identified 144 projeacross fourteen sectors, including
electricity, water, gas, energy and heating, @wigineering, health, municipal services
and city development, and education.

Initial manoeuvres were encouraging; however, thplementation of the Plan
faced serious difficulties particularly due to wemghg siege conditions following an
agreement on the cease-fire. In this sense, BoSeans suspended the agreement that
had permitted some supplies to reach the city actbe airport, shortly after their
rebuttal of the Contact Group Plan in June 1994imgedifficult the implementation of
the projects identified in the Action Plan (Ib.)otMithstanding, the Plan became the
starting-point for much of the reconstruction warkSarajevo, which was subsequently
developed during the post-war period by the WordIBand the European Community.
The Office of the Special Coordinator operatedidate April 1996 with the remaining
functions transferred to successor organizatiomiowing the signing of the peace
agreement, the Office of the Special Coordinatotualy assisted the OHR by
convening a series of meetings under the framewbtke Joint Civilian Commission
of Sarajevo to address modalities for reunitingditg in terms of utilities and essential
public services.

The priority following the cessation of conflict waestoring Sarajevo’s basic
infrastructure as the siege had destroyed mostitps delecommunications, roads,
electricity supply and water networks, with onlyfith of the city having water and
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power (Markowitz 20105>° The need for huge reconstruction in Sarajevo wss a
visibly demonstrated by the devastation of buildingrhree out of the four
municipalities of the city, i.e. Stari Grad, Novar§jevo and Novi Grad, had rate
damages between seventy four and ninety six perofets housing stock (IMG 1999).
During the early post-war stages, the city was ljiglependent on external aid during
the process of reconstruction, receiving more a@htany other city or Canton in
Bosnia and Herzegovina: over 400 million DEM, otiinnich eighty million has been
spent on the reconstruction of housing (OHR 199Bugiring the post-war period the
first reconstructed area in Sarajevo was Bascarsija famous and traditional
commercial area of the Ottoman city (Carreras andeko 2007).

Local and international cooperation continued ia grocess of reconstruction
by the end of the siege as Sarajevo embarked opretv@nsive reconstruction projects.
Municipalities engaged architects and engineers wbiked closely with international
donors in the process of damage evaluation. Lagdlengineers from municipal and
cantonal institutions surveyed the degree of destmu and recorded both public and
private properties. Subsequently, housing thatccbel occupied was distributed among
persons internally displaced for temporary occupatiDespite direction from local
authorities, donors had significant influence whapplying conditionality to aid
(Research Interview, 10 March 2015).

As in other fields, the process of reconstructicsswnarked by an important
international interventionism and a unilateralidmttoften relied little on local human
resources, goods and services. Generally, the stcotion of the built environment in
BiH followed a top down model based on projectse Tihternational community
favoured a contractor reconstruction to the detnimef more flexible forms, for
example, self-help reconstruction, which contriblufierther to the recovery of the local
economy as well as the capacities and skills ofdbal population. As suggested by the
Swedish Development Aid Agency, the assumptionsd ubg the international
community to justify contractor over self-help himgs reconstruction, i.e. speed,
employment generation and project monitoring, weisproved by empirical evidence.
Essentially, costs were forty per cent less in quoiy that helped to conduct self-
reconstruction (SIDA 2001, cited in Zetter 201@,6%). Actually, the assessment of the
effectiveness of the reconstruction process, censid the total amount of funds

55 More than ninety per cent of Sarajevo flats hadnbeeconnected to the heating system in 1999,
facilitating an estimated return of about 10,000gees (WB 1999).
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invested and its impact on the reconstruction aenkldpment of the country is not
assessed positively (Papic 2007).

Beyond the PRRP, the total international expenditnrhumanitarian aid, peace
implementation, and economic reconstruction was 1AS#l billion for the period
1992-2000, including the costs of internationahiits >*° As claimed by Marko Papic
(2001), international assistance for reconstruckiad a low cost efficiency with many
resources spent on implementation and not direedgd in assisting the BiH. A
significant aspect of this inefficiency was causgdcorrupt practices. The pushing of
money through domestic structures operating asvifere a natural disaster facilitated
corruption practices. Repaired homes were ofteketinto political parties and a vast
amount of money for reconstruction went to privatekets and parties. According to
an exhaustive investigation by an American-led femtd unit, a billion dollars
disappeared from public funds or were stolen framernational aid projects by
nationalist leaders in respective ethnocraciesnincase, publicly acknowledged by the
Swiss Embassy, ten foreign embassies and intenadt&id agencies lost more than $20
million deposited in a Bosnian bank (NYT, 17 Augli8©9).

The model of reconstruction suggested that thenatenal human involvement
was substantial. In the aftermath of conflict theees a massive presence of NGOs, UN
agencies and other development and relief orgamisain the whole country (Barakat
2003)?*’ Bilateral cooperation took different forms depemgon the agencies involved.
Some of them were innovative and produced prodectimd meaningful local and
international relations, such as the one propogetid Council of Europe. Through the
programme of Local Democracy Embassies, it fostdredrganisation of a partnership
between European local and regional authoritieh vidosnian municipalities and
Cantons (CE 1997). Local Democracy Embassies virre the result of a partnership
between Bosnian and several other European muhi@paTwo were operating during
early post-war stages, one in Sarajevo and the ath€uzla. In the case of Sarajevo,

the City of Barcelona was project leader in coopemawith Vienna, Lisbon and

¢ Estimations respectively placed humanitarian aidréfugees from BiH in asylum countries and
the humanitarian aid in the country at $7-8 biljiomlitary costs of peacekeepers at $14-15 billiciwil
implementation of the DPA at $3-4 billion; economécovery and reconstruction, including the PRRP, a
$10-12 billion; and $5-6 billion for other types a$sistance including democratization, developroént
civil society, media or local communities.

257 A distinct typology of organisations was involveidcluding universities. Aid agencies often
employed large numbers of local people, who woididd by side with expatriates on the implementation
of projects.
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Bologna®® In this framework, several projects were recomséul such as the integral
reconstruction of the neighbourhood of Mojmilo (fB&/mpic village in the Games of
1984); the reconstruction of the Olympic instatbas of Zetra and the reconstruction of
the houses in Kasaéij a village in the municipality of Had&i(AB 2017).

Despite the main post-war programme of reconstsaoctiad a restructuring
nature, the rebuilding of the built environment getly did not imply physical renewal
as damaged and destroyed buildings were usualigreesmaterially and functionally.
This was controversial as international donors wer@e willing to participate in
reconstruction to update materiality to greatertexnand needs (Research Interview,
10 December 2013f° Hence, reconstruction became another arena of etimgp
visions between locals and internationals, but algb differences between the locals
themselves. In this sense, during the procesgge lsumber of voices emphasised the
need for preservation of the ruins of some buildiag a memorial of the destruction
inflicted during the war. Actually, within the Stegic Plan, Cantonal authorities
included a number of buildings that testified te tirbicide that occurred and it was
deemed that these building were important for teetbpment of tourism (KS 2000).
This debate included the retention of the symbnlins of the BiH Parliament (Figure
1) and the headquarters of Osldénje, which continued newspaper publication during
the siege. Notwithstanding, the ruin-memorial aftigalar buildings did not materialise
due to a shift in the political economy, and thifftseventually cancelled the memorial
potentiality of destruction (lescu 2015). Indeed, prior to completion, recowesivn
was progressively overshadowed by an economiciti@mshat increased the potential
for property development or redevelopment oncecdtm@mmodification of urban land

took place.

8 |Intense cooperation between Barcelona and Saraji@sset in 1992. The celebration of the
Summer Olympic Games during the early stages ofigtge of Sarajevo (Olympic city in 1984) triggered
a significant mobilisation from local institutiomsd individuals to send aid to the Bosnian capitais
collaboration took on more stable forms during pst-war period. In 1996, Barcelona’s Mayor dedare
Sarajevo as its 1" District, setting a framework that allowed the ineing of a series of collaborative
projects in which many other Catalan municipalitisksOs, and organizations were involved. In the
Local Embassy irBarcelona, Sarajevoppened under the aegis of the Council of Europedected
coverage and offered technical and logistical supeamany charitable projects throughout the stake
human complicity generated by such cooperationlistiated in this case by the fact that Pasqual
Maragall, Mayor of Barcelona at that time, and Maviiéa, manager of the #1District within the last
decade, have been granted the distinction of hopeaiizen of Sarajevo.

29 Despite this, reconstruction could be altered sultle way by bringing symbolic messages to the
original destroyed building, as happened in somsques (Bevan 2006).
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Figure 10.The Bosnian Parliament in 2006 before its recontn. Author’s picture.

Towards the post-socialist city

Alongside the process of reconstruction, that idetlithe restoration of the built
environment, the transition from a self-managem&ydtem to a market economy
resumed after the war in a context in which a ddpehaid economy had to be replaced
by a self-sustainable economy. The demise of Sstiaugoslavia, despite its
specificities, brought similar changes to other Cé&dtintries. The collapse of state
socialism ensured the transformation of the econppalitical and social structures that
had shaped the urbanisation of socialist citiesis @ystemic change affected all
countries in transition under different levels afeinsity and pace but also increased
commodification of the intervention of factors imet production of such space
(Hamilton 1995). Thus, important requirements @& slocialist urban development were
altered, such as the inclusion of main actors & dhcision-making process (with an
increasing interaction between public, private atider groups) or ownership of the
means of production, urban housing and land.
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Despite the resistance of ethnocracies to the esmnbberalisation imposed by the
main international financial organisations, withe thligh Representative playing an
instrumental role, local level Sarajevo municipatherities moved quickly to define the
strategies for the future development of the ciithva prospect of ending the siege
following the collapse of Socialist Yugoslavia. this sense, the elaboration of the
“Sarajevo Canton Development Strategy until the rY@®15” (Strategic Plan
hereinafter) was determined on 2 November 1995 hay local assembly with the
beginning of the peace negotiations that eventwahcluded with the signature of the
DPA. The local Government adopted the documennatgfithe implementation of the
Strategy in mid 1998, highlighting how local autties were to adopt a new orientation
for the urban development of the city in order ddr@ss the multiplicity of transitions.

The elaboration of the Strategic Plan actuallyea# a shift in planning in CEE
cities that disfavoured the socialist tradition, which plans operated more as a
horizontal spatial system and brought togetherosaktpublic investment programs
(Thomas 1998). In their search for more flexiblanpling paradigms and approaches
after the collapse of socialism, the adoption ohtsgjic plans was embraced in
transitioning cities as a way to involve the bus;eommunity and the broader
constituency in the definition of a shared futudbfecths 2004; Tsenkova 2006).
Strategic plans emerged in capitalist cities whammrehensive plans were increasingly
difficult to implement because of the increasingcenainty of the post-Fordist era
(Maier 1994). Accordingly, the goal of strategi@ams is to resolve the more pressing
urban problems by outlining specific and tangilti@tegies that can be implemented
via a combination of spatial and financial meanst(eind Stanilov 2009). Generally,
strategic plans incorporate a shorter time franbe\fafifteen years), and are ostensibly
less focused on comprehensive analysis and phydamahing solutions.

In Sarajevo, shortly after the end of war, the GanPlanning Institute
implemented along with dozens of local organisaidhe Strategic Plan using
equivalent plans from other European cities asfergace guide (Research Interview,
19 November 2013). Importantly, its elaborationoalbustrates the difficulty of a
transition towards a new system by many of the aittbs and individuals who had
been involved in a distinct system for decades. Years later, Salih o (2005)
claimed that while socialist ideology had been alomed, the dynamics of the new

ideology were not yet clearly understood, leavimg ¢ountry lost on its transition path.
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The final stage of the transition was defined im 8trategic Plan envisioning the
future development of Sarajevo in 2015. The maialgavere the creation of a
European capital, a profitable business environmaedta pleasant living environment
(KS 2000). Plans were developed (fourteen poimtsyinich the transition towards a
capitalist city was central. The creation of a padifie business environment was based
on private ownership and a successful economy ghanitted free flow of capital,
goods, services and people. To lead the new urbaal@pment of the city, the plan
also identified the introduction of an urban landrket system, the privatization of
public assets as well as the strengthening of sedteluding banking, finance and
those industries acceptable in economic and erwiential terms. Despite the fact that
the Strategic Plan was not embedded in the planmemgrchy, the actualization of the
Urban Plan that took place in 1997 was in line wita vision defined in the Strategic
Plan. Hence, the liberalisation of a real estateketavas incorporated along with the
adaptation of new territorial limits set after dtigision of the city between Sarajevo and
East Sarajevo (Research Interview, 30 Septembe})201

For all that, the complexity of the post-war period Sarajevo, due to the
simultaneity of transition and the multiplicity adctors involved, is eloquently
manifested in the very process to reform and lisrdhe real estate market. Initially,
international land policies favoured the promotiminthe minority returns during the
implementation of Annex VIl through the ban on Hil®cation of socially owned land
imposed by the High Representative between 19992808 (previously discussed in
chapter three).

While this ban was temporarily conceived, at themedime the OHR enforced
an extension for six months in December 1999, deisision advanced the need for
reform of the real estate market in Bosnia. Sinmdtasly, the real estate property
market was operating at two levels: a semi-trarspgarfficial market and an
unregulated grey market (Rabenshort 2000). Thikebtaa result of the nationalisation
of urban land conducted in 1945, was similar teeotimerging market economies or
developing countries. Thus, in the late 1990s tlveas a non-established system of
valuation based on market principles while investte@nd transactions often occurred
between multinational companies, aid agencies arelgn individuals with access to
funding. On the other hand, the unregulated mankeet generally comprised of low-

cost construction and low-value transactions. Bigents were limited with regard to
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funding or legal protections so generally constarctpermits were not obtained and
transactions were unlikely to be registered.

The OHR sought the elaboration of reports whichesssd the reform of the
legal framework for a land property market that Wegyond conversion of the rights of
use over socially owned land, i.e. all urban cartdion land into full private ownership
required a complex reform including property regigon systems, property taxation,
mortgages and development controls over land uselR(QL999). The report
commissioned by the RRTF in June 1999 also sugdjest& zoning and planning
systems along with the modernisation of the propegistration systems or the reform
of property and transaction taxes. A second refporh USAID published in January
2000 detailed the necessary reforms relative td fanords and cadastre in conjunction
with market activity regulation (Rabenshort 2000)hus, land ownership and
registration issues were central reforms conneittdte liberalisation of the real estate
market. The reform and integration of a land regigin system, which had been
previously defined by local authorities in the 8ac Plan as one of the goals of the
land policy (KS 2000, p.19), was a preconditiorréach the degree of legal certainty
necessary for private investors to conduct propaegtielopments.

After a four-year period of land intervention, tHeggh Representative abandoned
its attempts to control land allocations and erthetdvarmonized Law on Construction
Land in both entities in May 2003 (OHR 2003%).The Law culminated the
transformation in which land acquired economic eahfter becoming a high-value
political asset as a result of the authorities’ obsame to consolidate ethnic majorities
in respective territories (Williams 2013). In acdance with this Law, land
management reverted back to the municipalities tamal)y, it was incorporated into the
market and open to mass privatisation: socially edvoonstruction land was divided
into state-owned or private land depending on wéredin not it had been developed by a
private actor (OHR 2003a). More specifically, Aii39 of the Law transformed the
permanent right of use of urban land that previpesgisted during Socialist Yugoslavia

into private ownership®* The approval of the Law thus implied that urbandlavas

%0 The Law on Construction Land was mutually relatedseveral other laws such as the Law on
Administrative Procedure, the Law on Expropriatitine Law on Urban Planning, the Law on Land
Registry, the Law on Property and Legal Relatidhs, Law on Transactions with Immobile Properties
and the Law on Inheritance.

%1 After nationalisation, urban land in Socialist Ystpvia had a three-parcel structure of
approximately 500 Afeach one). The first parcel was automatically piseal. Previously, it contained a
right for permanent use with no possibility for @mtance (there was right to inherit). In the saton
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transformed from an essential resource to a compmebtely managed urban
development promoting social equity and it becane®ramodity that could be freely
traded in the market.

Following the creation of a central bank and depelent of a private banking
and financial system, the approval of the Law oms@auction Land for the entire
country culminated in a series of structural refe@nacted by the High Representative.
These reforms created basic favourable conditionsaf post-socialist production of
space. With the establishment of an internatiodaliaistration in BiH, the crucial role
of state institutions in conducting reforms to assmarket functioning was developed
by international organisations, which created fagble conditions for the private
investment of significant amounts of capital in thelt environment.

In order to aid greater understanding of the deprakent of new major urban
projects in Sarajevo, the Law on Construction lanaduced a new concept related to
land development with the perception that morphpl@nd typology of the built
environment was the responsibility of the land omvnkhis change of perception
culminated a process in which the importance afilag and regulations in the modern
production of space was diminished. Such an erasigalanning and regulations began
during the demise of Socialist Yugoslavia as a ramgconomic and political crisis in
the late 1980s. As a result the government hadcisacity to regulate urban space, and
city inspectors had diminished authority with whitt control new constructions.
Meanwhile, the development of new projects, whitredjarded the regulation plan,
was highlighted in the notorious case of the gasost in BembasSa, in Stari Grad, at the
eastern edge of the city centre (Donia 2006a). ¢apeatrol began construction of the
gas station in October 1989, eight months prioth® granting of the building permit,
amid protests from citizens as the location oftthge gasoline reserve tank jeopardised
the ruins of the dervish quarter built by Isabdalvic, the founder of the city, around
1462.

While under socialist rule, planning was a keynmstent for the comprehensive
development of the city however the situation dracadly changed during the
transition with collective values being replaced ibgividual ones. In post-war and

post-socialist Bosnia, political and economic astdominate urban development and

parcel, there was a priority right to build (forrpenal needs only, i.e. growing family) but no tigt
ownership or transaction. In the third parcel, ¢hesas a temporary right to use (Research Interdew
July 2015).
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have a direct impact in planning processes. Locditigians are the main actors in
decision-making and local politics, rather thannplkers, and they significantly shape
regulation plans (Djurasovic 2016). When the LawGonstruction Land was enacted,
land-use regulations in Sarajevo had hardly beedifired but the decision making
process of public institutions had already beearaed towards private profit. Planning,
previously a tool based on the principles of equalnd solidarity during the socialist
period, was downgraded to the detriment of thegbe\priorities of landowners and
local politicians, who became prevalent over emgtiregulations and the
comprehensive vision for the city (Research Inlawi22 June 2015).

Whilst focusing on the production of space, andsaigring evidence obtained
during the realisation of this research, politicalites and mayors from the
municipalities exercise a higher control and canstrin Sarajevo than in free market
economies. Despite the enactment of the Law on @ai®mn Land, these political
elites and city officials are still key actors ihet realisation of new urban projects.
Generally, foreign investments have succeeded enptioduction of new large urban
projects when cooperation with local elites existéd claimed by Aida Daidgj
architect and consultant for foreign investors pitesthe significant amount of Western
investors seeking to invest in the city between52@0d 2008, only a few of them
managed to develop projects. With no influentialit@al links, investors had to
confront excessive obstacles to obtain licensestandften failed in conducting the
relevantproperty developmer{Research Interview, 17 March 20153.

According to a number of people interviewed foisthesearch, once such key
actor in the production of space in Sarajevo isiB#etbegové, an architect, and
significantly, the son of the first Bosnian Presitjlija 1zetbegow, and current leader
of the SDA. Born in Sarajevo in 1956, he was alyesdluential during the war and
served as director of the Construction InstituteSafajevo between 1991 and 2003.
Officials of the OHR and Western diplomats consedehim one of the wealthiest and

most powerful men in BiH (Hedges 1998§.Bakir was operating directly in the real

%2 The existence of a limited real estate market wecuin countries in transition from socialism to
capitalism with political power still playing a damant role. For instance, the development of major
urban projects in late 1990s did not take placa free market in Moscow. Yuriy Luzhkov, Mayor of
Moscow between 1992 and 2010, was a major actaudr his control over decision-making and
ownership of certain companies (Pagonis and Thp2080).

%3 He owned, for instance, fifteen per cent of AirsBi@, the state airline, and took a cut of the
extortion money paid out by local shopkeepers toajao gangsters, according to diplomats.
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estate sector of Sarajevo through his influencer avev urban projects and even
through his direct investment in a close partngrstith architect Sead Golos, who has
been responsible for designing some of the mairegi® developed in the city during
the last fifteen year$* Some of the main projects designed by Sead Gaoldade the
most prominent shopping centres in the city, thé BBntre and Sarajevo City Centre.
Additionally, he developed the Commercial Centrerlide, the reconstructions of the
Hotel Bristol and Hotel Europe and the constructwérBosmal City Centre, this latter
being one of the first condominiums in the Balkaiith two residential and commercial
towers.

While considering the BBI Centre, its constructibighlights an intertwined
reality between the main new urban projects andillgmlitical elites, as Bakir
Izetbegowt was along with others a member of the bank’s &irec The shopping
centre was privately developed by BBI after thevatisation of Sarajka, which
apparently took place under the mechanism of aipuéhder. Yet, as mentioned in
previous chapters, pressure from local elites wdwde resulted in a favourable
situation whereby BBI could purchase the bank desfs tender being placed third in
the whole process, and with Benetton in secondipasihaving convened the meeting
to complete privatisation. The construction of B&8lko suggests that even when
planning procedures are respected, the procesdednlly controlled by the elites
involved in the production of space. Thus, in threcpss for approval of the new
shopping centre, architects and authorities foraedmmittee for the construction of
same. However, vital information was hidden, foamyple, the fact that the project
would supersede the five-storey limit set in plagnregulations (Research Interview,
30 September 2013). The BBI project was not madlifieit the Programme for the
development of the central core of Sarajevo was@ba to fulfil the needs of the new
project. In this sense, the height limitation imsuction was removed through a subtle
modification. The sentence stating that ‘buildingsild not exceed five floors’ was
replaced by another one stating that ‘buildings Mdwave a predominant height of five

floors’. Evidently, the decision to amend the Pesgme was undertaken by the then

Furthermore, he has influenced and allegedly madét from socially owned apartments. People who
required occupancy rights had to pay Bakir Izethég$2,000 as claimed by several individuals agect

64 Born in Sarajevo in 1969, Sead Golos graduatenh fiftee Faculty of Architecture in Sarajevo in
1994. He established architectural studio GRUPA.ARI2001, where he currently works (Oris.hr). In
the case of the BBI, Sead Golos finally develop®ssl project despite the fact that architect Slobodan
Andjelic won first prize for its construction.
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SDA Cantonal Prime Minister, Denis ZviZzddue to the rejection of LjubiSa Markdyi
SDP Mayor of the Centar municipality, to issue titban permit in line with the
existing regulationé®

Undoubtedly, with the power to grant constructi@mmits, municipalities had a
central position in land management after the enact of the Law of Construction
Land by the High Representative. Yet, with an dagon towards profit making,
municipalities often do not follow the recommenda set out by the Cantonal
Planning Institute and instead modify regulatiomngl to satisfy investor demands
(Research Interview, 14 November 201%)This practice reveals the nature of the post-
war and post-socialist urban development of Sacajs hocchanges in the regulation
plans are produced to amend the content in newnysbgects, and these amendments
often disrespect existing regulations. Such a perdmce jeopardises the comprehensive
vision for the urban development of the city asroef in the Urban Plan and generally
involves a densification. Importantly, this perf@nte is a feature of a neoliberal urban
development that reveals the devaluation of plapeonducted during the transition as
it is relegated to adjustments to meet the demands infugaactors®’

In Sarajevo, political control in the production @pace often involves
authorities from both the municipality and poliliedites. For instance, there is a verbal
agreement on the construction of a new project byidery is required to change
planning regulations or to simply ensure that tlastruction permit is granted by
municipalities (Research Interviews, 7 November36% Such an intervention of

political elites in the production of space is Highted also in the so-called Reket

265 7vizdi¢ is currently the Chairman of the Council of Miweist of BiH.

%% The Cantonal Planning Institute of Sarajevo camto deal with the preparation of all plans,
including Regulation Plans that are produced byRlamning Institute at the request of municipaditids
occurred during Socialist Yugoslavia, the Institdtes not grant urban or construction permits deoto
avoid having a monopoly over plan elaboration atel implementation. Rather, it assesses local
administrations when new urban projects requirbrieal changes in the Regulation Plan. The Planning
Institute provides information to municipalities irlation to whether projects can be developed
accordingly by law. When a regulation plan existsl ahe proposal of a new project is in line with
regulation, the municipality gives the constructpmrmit directly.

%7 Planning in the era of neoliberalisation is a mewerective mechanism, an attempt to introduce
changes without formulating an overall policy tgukate new development (Tasan-Kok et. al. 2012,
p.11).

%8 In order to start a project several documentsraggired: an urban permit (including project
concept), a construction permit (including main jpet) and utilization permit (confirming that the
building is built in accordance with the main pjand required standards). The urban permit istgca
by Canton Sarajevo in cases in which projects @ggeb than 5000 f while both construction and
utilization permits are granted by municipaliti@$e main responsibilities of the City Council ahe t
regulation plans in the four municipalities of ties (Research Interview, 11 December, 2013).
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affair. Former director of ASA Group, Nihad Imaméva distinguished entrepreneur
from Sarajevo, was asked for a commission of twiioniKM to alter the regulation
plan for the development of the ASA Prevent headgum in the Bulevar Mese
Selimovica (Research Interview, 13 November 201&)amovi provided audio
evidence in 2009 that the SDP leadership of Damanlzd and Zlatko Lagumdzija had
requested a bribe from him before they would isheeconstruction permft?

A further example of this nature i.e. of new latgban projects in post-war and
post-socialist Sarajevo, is the case of Tibra Racibne of the major housing
construction companies in the area of Sarafé¥@ihomir Brajkovic, a Bosnian Croat
from Kiseljak who had achieved his wealth illicitthuring the war, owns the company
that has developed housing settlements in Saraggedoother areas of central Bosnia
(Research Interview, 12 November 201%3)One of these projects is located in Stup
(llidza municipality) atthe edge of the central urban area of Sarajevo.régelation
plan determined a maximum height of five storeys éxentually it developed to a
height of between seven and fourteen storeys tduge a very dense settlement in a
suburban environment. Despite mandatory public uwdision of the planned
modification, the regulation plan was changed i@ mhunicipal council in accordance
with what was being built during a very tense ptgnsession conducted in January
2012. There was conflict between municipal reprideres amid allegations of

criminality, but the council finally legalised tlvenstruction.

29 The State Court was in charge of the case busfeeared its jurisdiction to the Cantonal Court in
Sarajevo, after which the investigation againstitffieiential politicians was terminated (Mehmedtcaé
2012; “How the charges against Satp@ovi¢, lvani...were dropped”, 2016).

270 ANS Drive, Butmir doo, Lake and Djulevic are cuntlg the other main construction companies.

271 pllegedly his fraud consisted of buying frozen mamGermany and Italy to be destroyed and,
afterwards, sold in BiH without paying the requiietport taxes.
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Chapter 6 - The current ethnic and spatial confggion of the urban area of Sarajevo

Figure 11.Construction of multi-family housing by Tibra Plicin Stup (lidZa). Source:
sarajcity.com

The post-socialist urban spatial restructuring

The slower transition of post-Yugoslav cities agsult of the war has been seen
in a previous section displayed by the very libsedion of the real estate market
conducted by the international community, whichspied in setting the legal certainty
necessary for local and foreign private propertyettspments. Following on from the
last decade, Sarajevo has undergone a signifipatiaktransformation that reflects the
restructuring of its urban economy from a state-agaad industrial system to a free
market economy (ESI 2004; Pugh 2002). Land acquisiénd property development
especially since 2004 have played a central roteenurban spatial restructuring of the
central urban areas. The Law on Construction Land the economic reforms
conducted in other fields by the international camity, such as the Banking sector,
converged to produce a short construction boontiveldo the size of the city and
essentially privately drivefi? Despite the fact that this relative constructioom was
halted in 2008 when the global economic crisis cedubanking loans, development of
new large urban projects continued, albeit at avetopace, highlighting just how
important real estate has become in Sarajevo gméberalisation (Research Interview,
19 December 2013).

22 Along with some multi-family housing built by ti&arajevo Housing Fund in order to increase the
availability of apartments and facilitate the implentation of the Sarajevo Declaration, public
administrations have only developed a few of thstear major urban projects. One of the examples is
the so-called Olympic Pool, inaugurated in 2008 28C5).
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Since the last decade Sarajevo’s central urbanscehave experienced a
progressive densification and a rise of the fumeticandmorphologicaldiversity so
characteristic for other pcsocialist cities, such as Sofia (Hirt 2006), PragBgkora
2007), Budapest (Kovacs 1994), or Belgrade (Hi@8)( In order to analysisuch an
urban spatial transformation in the central murakigs of Sarajevca total 00109 new
urban projects eithedeveloped or redeveloped during the -war period wert
identified during this research (Figure ?”* Tertiary economic activities a
predominan@nd represent more than sevepercent of the postar urban projects i
the city, consideringffice real estates, commercial propel (either supermarkets
shopping centres), kels and mixe-use developmentgFigure 5). Multi-familiar
housing was especially developed in the last fears/&vith most projects in the cent
municipalities developed privately, representing apprately fourteen per ceiof new
post-war projects. @mples and memorials co as fifteen per centf the new majo
urban projectsdentified during fieldworks in the central areddlee city. New temles
are generally mosques but there are also examplasnetructions of new churches

the municipalities of Novi Grad and Novo Saraj¢’

M Business office

W Shopping centres and
malls

mTemple

M Residential

M Memorial

m Equipment

Hotel

Mixed

Figure 4. New major urban projects in the City of Sarajevealeped or redeveloped duril
the post-war period. Source: author.

?"*as detailed in the methodology, the data base e$ehprojects was produced during fieldwc
through several techniques, such as direct obsernvaind informal interviews and being confirn
through historical pictures (Prstojévi994). frojects selected were both newly developed or reldeed
after the war, with functional or significant morgagical transformation (e.g. BBI Centar, Figure).:
New singlefamily dwellings developed mostly in the suburbgevweot considerec

"4 Some of hese projects have often been developed by fodsgors. The King Fahd Mosque &
the Istiglal Mosque, respectively financed by SaAdabia and Indonesia, are two examples of
foreign temples breaking with traditional ottomangsgues in the Balkani.e. small dimensions and or
one minaret. Today in Sarajevo, beyond the Saudi ladonesian mosques, there are also mos
funded by Malaysia, Kuwait, Qatar and Jordan. Sofmthese new mosques also break the traditic
post-Ottoman development, a®sques were built by local Muslims (Karcic 20
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The development of new supermarkets commenced najeva in the late 1990s and
early 2000s. This was clearly a manifestation ef plost-socialist transformation, as a
significant rise of the commercial surface tookcplan a context in which the city’s
population decreased. Companies including Interbercator and Robot built
supermarkets between 1999 and 2008 with surfagese¢ached up to 20,000 fsee
Nurkovic 2016). Several of these are foreign direcestments due to the dissolution of
Yugoslavia, such as Konzum and Mercator, Croat Slogenian companies. Yet, the
landmark of the economic transition was the intatigun of a new retail format with the
construction of new shopping centres. The first was the BBI Centar at the square
Djece Sarajeva, in the Marsala Tita Avenue, whidipé to maintain the linear
continuity of central commercial streets, and thepyar tradition of walking
throughout the year. The BBI Centre actually becasneinnovative postmodern
shopping centréhat was both symbolic and had a tangible econdumction (Figure
7).

Focusing on new supermarkets and shopping cenltrese developments have
taken place both in the central areas of the ctyvall as the periphery. These new
multi-storey commercial buildings have significanshaped the spatial and functional
transformation of Sarajevo. These buildings mayuihe offices of large financial,
trading and other companies, and are often buithersite of old industrial companies,
small workshops and warehouses (Nurkovic 2016). hSua process of
deindustrialisation and tertiarisation reduces theantitative and qualitative
shortcomings in service provision that generalligd in socialist cities because of the
resource redirection from personal and collectivenscmption to industrial
development (Hamilton 1976; Szelenyi 1996).

Beyond offering further opportunities for consuroptiand leisure, these new
urban projects have transformed the spatial strecnd landscape. These new urban
projects, to a less extent located in the urbare odrthe city, i.e. in Stari Grad and
Centar, have been developed mostly in the neiglhioaals that embody the greatest
spatial legacy of socialism, i.e. those developethe municipalities of Novi Grad and
Novo Sarajevo. New urban projects have thus reduttdooth an urban densification

and a morphological transformation. In relationthe morphological transformation,
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new projects have been mostly developed followiagtytnodernist forms and contrast
with the predominant modernist neighbourhoods ai@ist Yugoslavig '

Minor road
—— Major road

====Municipality boundary
2 Km

W= |nter-Entity Boundary Line

= River

I Building

ISTOCNI STARI GRAD
® Memorial
® Residential
® Temple

® Malls & Supermarket
Equipment

NOVO SARAJEVO

@® Business office

ISTOENO NOVO SARAJEVO

NOVI GRAD

Figure 10.New major urban projects in the City of Sarajev®9@-2015). Source: author.

25 Socialist realism was officially the architectusayle of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia
but as it was not implemented with total rigidignse distinctive housing complexes were producetl suc
as the complex in the Ciglane neighborhood.
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Concentration of projects in Novi Grad and Novodgaro is as a result of more land
becoming available due to the development of exgstinner free spaces in
neighbourhoods during Socialist Yugoslavia as wek a more favourable
geomorphological setting compared to Centar and &ead, as the Miljacka flood
plain widens westwards. These conditions actuaiueed that almost ninety per cent
of projects identified were built in both municifieds. Novi Grad, the most populated
municipality of the city and located at its westedyge, has received more than half of
the new urban projects identified. In this areaphst-socialist spatial transformation is
well observed. Along the Bulevar Mese Selimovit&, main longitudinal avenue of the
city which runs parallel to the Miljacka River, tlpattern of office and commercial
developments following the approval of the Law omn€truction is eloquently
manifested. This has resulted in the successioneof large urban projects in the
narrow free land existing between the avenue aadtbdernist residential buildings,

involving densification as well as morphologicatldanctional diversification.

Figure 12. (a)BBI Centar, first shopping centre in Sarajevo @0@uthor’s picture(b) Robna
ku¢a Sarajka, department store (1975), source: wwiteifje ba.

The Boulevard is renamed Zmaja od Bosne (the Drafdosnia) in the municipality
of Novo Sarajevo. Large new urban projects haven segnificantly produced in this
municipality in the Marijin Dvor area, which waswéoped as the modern centrality of
the city during the second half of ttveentieth century. Located in the municipalities of
Novo Sarajevo and Centar, Marijin Dvor is a relatiwide sector at the edge of the
Austro-Hungarian city that allowed the developmehpolitical, military and cultural
buildings. These include the Parliament, the Nafidduseum, the Museum of the
Revolution, the Yugoslav army barracks (former Amdtiungarian barracks), several

faculties of the University of Sarajevo such asld®uphy and Science, as well as the
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towers UNITIC and the hotel Holiday Inn, develomhkding the 1980s for the needs of
the Winter Olympics.

Generally, foreign investments have significanthhaped the urban
transformation of post-socialist cities during thensition, especially in the creation and
recreation of central business districts in thetehpities, which were consolidated and
began to resemble those of Western metropolis (H@am2005). In Sarajevo, Marijin
Dvor’s centrality has been reinforced during thet ldecade thanks to this form of
investment. Foreign investments have developedy@ifisant number of new major
urban projects such as the headquarters of Ra#einthe main bank in BiH, and three
of the large new shopping centres in the city: Atopping Centre, Importanne Centre
and Sarajevo City Centrequally, its centrality has also been also reirddrpolitically
with the development of the UN House (UNDP headgug) and two embassies with
further political significance for BiH; namely théS and Turkish embassies.

Alongside the arrival of direct foreign investmenisw developments in Marijin
Dvor once again reveals the logic of productiorspdce in post-socialist Sarajevo, in
which planning isrelegated to adjustments to meet the demands adusalactors
Moreover, the headquarters of the main bank in Biie, Raiffeisen Bank, were built
despite the City Council’s refusal to change thgulation plan for its adaptation to the
project, which doubled the maximum height permittBoe building project disregarded
regulations from the beginning as it was desigredevelop ten floor§’® Despite the
granting of building permits, which took place whibe proposed development was in
line with the approved land-use plan and regulati&g@antonal authorities ignored the
building permit to allow the construction (Resealaterview, 22 November 2013). The
same occurred in the case of the Turkish embasdyirmportanne Centre, with both
buildings surpassing the plot ratio defined in tegulation plan. The fact that the
Turkish embassy was able to overcame this regulatdtely for one extra floor acted as
the pretext to regularise all buildings that hadrbdeveloped in the Marijin Dvor area

no matter the magnitude or the nature of the ifaégy.>’’

2% Raiffeisen Bank conducted a silent agreement with developer that the building would be
acquired if the surface required by the bank was me

2'" Beyond these irregularities, the constructiorhef /S embassy was not free from controversy as it
implied the concession of a central area of theaj§ao University Campus. Inaugurated in 2010 by
Hillary Clinton as Secretary of State, the embassyupies 11,000 square meters and representsghie ei
largest in Europe (“Hillary Clinton inaugurates neM@8 Embassy in BiH”, 2010).
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Figure 13.Redevelopment of the Marijin Dvor area, with theggavo City Center. Author’s
picture.

Urbanisation on the slopes surrounding the ceotizn area of Sarajevo

While any prior development of new and major urh@ojects implied a
densification of Sarajevo’s central municipalitife city also experienced a process of
suburbanisation through unregulated developmentseimate 1990s due to the pressure
of those internally displaced, and this affectddrainicipalities (Nurkovic 2016). The
Canton of Sarajevo still hosted approximately 7@,@tternally displaced persons in
2002 and this represented about eighteen per dettteopost-war population (ESI
2004). Thus, the post-socialist spatial transforomatn the central areas of Sarajevo
reflects not only the restructuring of the urbawremmy but also post-war processes
such as the huge pressure of displaced peoplesafsodes of ethnic cleansing and the
subsequent legalisation of ethno-territorialitiBeew constructions were developed in
the suburban areas of Sarajevo and the slopeausding the central areas of the city.

Focusing, in this section, on the urbanisatiorhefglopes in the central areas of
Sarajevo, it may be seen as an epiphenomenal gro€d¢ise urban development of the
city. Conditioned by the particular topographicatiaeological features of the Miljacka
valley, urban development has traditionally sitdat®using at lower gradient sectors

240



since the very foundation of the city in the Ottoneriod (Martin-Diaz et al. 2017).
During SFRY this practice continued as people builtises on stable ground on the
slopes surrounding the city, whilst being awardaofislides and trying to avoid those
areas more exposed to this hazard. The cheaper griand and a closer proximity to
the work place, as the industrial area was locatethe flat areas next to foothills,
meant that developing housing on the slopes was a&@ more effective option than
building, for instance, on the flat areas in thewsbs of Sarajevs’®

As analysed in chapter four, the implementatiothef Sarajevo Declaration did
not bring a mass return of those internally dispthim Sarajevo to their pre-war homes.
Reluctance to return or the impossibility due tolage or absence of housing
repossession, and also absence of permanent haf@ngmeant that many people had
to look for their own alternatives once evictéd.The impossibility of securing
permanent accommodation because of high rents &auk af access to bank loans due
to unemployment or temporary employment forced fgetpturn their attention to the
development of single-family housing, despite reqgi additional time. Many people
then found it necessary to self-construct housingrder to settle in the city and find
stability in their lives after war and forced diapément. Hence, finding permanent
housing in the post-war period was central for ¢hdsplaced who, in some cases, had
suffered several evictions from temporary apartsehiring the process of housing
repossessiorCengi and Skotte 2010).

Importantly, this new wave of self-construction ldusing in high gradient

sectors of Sarajevo following socialism took plate very different environment and

2’8 Despite most of the constructions avoiding sectétis a high gradient, construction on those areas
which disregarded urban planning regulations wassickered a potential threat to the development of
Sarajevo as early as the 197@®rigic 2011). lllegal construction was tolerated to ataiarpoint but
there were also some serious demolitions. The progre for ‘Rehabilitation of housing area on the
slopes of the city’ was adopted firstly by the adistration of the city in 1974 to regulate housing
construction in those areas. Based on this progaabecision for Spatial Planning and the Decision f
the Rehabilitation of lllegally Constructed Build® was adopted afterwards, in 1976, by the
administration of the city. The complexity of th&drvention and the limited resources producete litt
impact on the already existing constructions. Atyu@conomic regression, especially significanthe
city after the Winter Olympics held in 1984, ané $ubsequent war between 1992 and 1995, stalled the
construction of housing in Sarajevo during the fditgten years of the twentieth century.

219 As seen in the previous chapter, the construationew apartments by the Housing Fund was
substantially below the needs of people who haettles in Sarajevo. According to the Cantonal
Ministry of Veteran Affairs, only 955 new apartmeiiad been built with public funds between 1999 and
2002, including 160 for war invalids and 450 fomdsbilised soldiers (ESI 2004). The Ministry also
donated 750 packages of building material for sefistruction of housing to veterans, valued at radou
6,000 KM for each one. The self-construction of ¢ing followed a period of progressive building dbe
sporadically as money was allocated but this ealytistabilised life for many people after the fedc
displacements caused by war and equally the highrtainty during the process of housing repossessio
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meant that most of the new constructions were@maequence of forced displacement
which mainly occurred during the wa€dng 2011). Generally, new constructions
were illegally developed due to budget constraihis,development of housing without
the required building permit or the illegal transmes relating to that same laf.
Such urbanisation on the slopes surrounding théraleareas of Sarajevo occurred
despite the modification of the regulatory regimeeried out by the Development
Planning Institute of Sarajevo in anticipation bk twave of returns and expected
urbanisation (Martin-Diaz et al. 2015). Changethenregulatory regime were launched
in 1997 to control urban development in neighboadsoof mixed housing types on
higher slope gradients. Since then, regulationgpleave become mandatory in order to
urbanise on the slopes. Accordingly, legal and ¢udaocal requirements were
implemented for new constructions and the provisodnbasic services had to be
guaranteed® This showed the desire of local authorities taretlly plan for the urban
sprawl expected in the city after the war, incnegglanning regulations for the most
vulnerable areas.

However, it did not prevent the development of salvéhousands of single-
detached houses with some of them taking placehemtost vulnerable sites on the
slopes of Sarajevo (even in gradients higher thatytper cent) which implied both a
degradation of urban life and a rise of geomorptickd risks (Martin-Diaz et al.,
2017)?®? Decisions on the legality of constructions builttheut permission was
progressively adopted by the municipalities of & after the conclusion reached by
the Sarajevo Canton on 25 June 1998. Legalisativoured the perusal of individual
housing built or under construction without perndas(up until 1992) and aimed at

responding both to the high destruction at thetfilores and rewarding people who

8 During the socialist period urban land was publid a significant amount on the slopes had the
title of “priority right to build”. This title coull not be transferred to another person without @aggr
from the municipality. However, the approval of thew on Construction Land (OHR, 2003), unlocked
land transactions and triggered a relaxation egality.

1 Changes also incorporated the statement that #ansnto assist people to return to their origin
places had to be found.

82 There is no official data on new constructionstiom slopes, only vague estimations ranging from
20,000 to 40,000 (Martin-Diaz et.al, 2015). In eerg publication analysing new constructions on the
slopes in five study areas, which encompass a #6tal3 knf out of the 141 krhoccupied by the city of
Sarajevo, a rise of housing during the post-waioperanges between eleven and thirty per cent (ktart
Diaz et.al, 2017)
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were defending the city in these aré¥syet, legalisation had limited effect as without
resources these settlements were kept within theagoof grey spaces despite leaving
behind the domain of informality (Legrand 2013)onically, successive waves of

legalisation had actually encouraged people toicoetthe illegal constructions.

Figure 14.Urbanisation and landslides on the slopes suriiagrttie central areas of
the city. Authors’ pictures.

83 Later it was extended from individual housing tbh i#legal constructions. Subsequently,
municipalities of Sarajevo contained a common datlan against legalisation claiming that it
encouraged further illegal constructions.

243



Suburbanisation and development of gated commasnitie

One of the distinct spatial features of socialisies was that suburbanisation
played a lesser role in shaping urban expansioesning that cities were generally
more compact and had a relatively sharper urbae &ddn Sarajevo, the process of
suburbanisation highlights the political, economind social transformation of the city
during the post-war period. Along with the numersedf-housing constructions built
on the slopes surrounding the central areas ofcthe (favoured by absence of
inspections and countermeasures), new single dadad¥vellings were also developed
in the suburbs of the city as revealed by the msmeof the population in the
municipalities of llidza and Vogosca between 199#l 2013, despite the significant
reduction of population in both the Canton and tber central municipalities that
administratively constitute the city (Census 20%£8).

This suburbanisation which occurred during the et period must be seen as
an intermingled process, not resulting simply frimmced displacements and absence of
returns to pre-war homes, but also caused by theapse of public housing
developments. Similarly, it should not be underdteinply as a new phenomenon even
though it is a process less manifested in socialiis. In this sense, during Socialist
Yugoslavia, as a result of mass rural urban mignathulti-family housing developed
by socially owned companies that could absorb thgehncrease of population in the
city, thereby ensuring that self-constructions adsourred in the city, as seen in the
previous example of the slopes.

Focusing on the post-war period, this suburbamieatihich reflected both post-
war and post-socialist processes, has more recentdguntered another manifestation
with the development of gated communities, whicmtam the feature of being
physically restricted but also legally restrictia® agreements usually tie the residents to
a common code of conduct and collective respormisilidr management (Atkinson and
Blandy 2005). The construction of high-status gatesidential enclaves emerged in

CEE after the collapse of state-socialism, refléciegrowth of the socio-economic

%4 |n spite of the consensus in literature, preseritecchapter one, regarding socialist cities,
differences in terms of compactness are signiflgdass accentuated in comparison with capitaligtoE
Mediterranean cities.

28 population increased from 67,000 to 71,000 inlaaitét in llidza and from 24,000 to 32,000
inhabitants in the municipality of Vogosca. Overdlie four central municipalities of Sarajevo lost
86,000 inhabitants. The peripheral municipalitiéshe Sarajevo Canton, such as lljas and Trnoewgh
also suffered a loss in population compared to 1991
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polarisation and the degree of socio-spatial segi@y These communities began to
spread as new forms of housing around major pasélsst cities in the 1990s and
became dominant residential spaces in the urbadsdape the following decade
(Kovacs 2014). Such proliferation is a result @ tiberalisation of the housing market
and the flourishing of foreign investments (Hirtl20 Kovacs and Hegedus 20%%).

Likewise in other post-socialist cities, foreigrnvastors are the main driving
force of the phenomenon of gated communities irajgao, which have mostly taken
place in the suburban municipalities of the Canidmns specific spatial manifestation of
the economic transition is taking place in a mammgressing the fact that the other
transition, from war to peace, has been condudiszlgh the consolidation of ethno-
territorialities. In this sense, mostly one patigcutype of foreign investor from the
Persian Gulf, i.e. Kuwait, the United Arab Emiratesd Saudi Arabia, carry out the
production of such privatised residential spaces.

This is seen by analysing the growth of the typglo§projects in the last few
years. In October 2015, the Sarajevo Resort, #iteGulf Real Estate, became the first
project to be inaugurated in the village of Osemkthe municipality of Hadzici. This
enterprise, headquartered in Riyadh with an ineersif over fifty million euro, was
designed to provide accommodation for visitors fitwe Middle East with a capacity of
1,125 people (“Sw&ano otvoreno rezidencijalno naselje Sarajevo Re8menik”,
2015). Currently under construction in the Poljifitage, located in the northern areas
of the Centar municipality, the Saudi Al-Shiddi gpois building a project called
Poljine Hills. It is a gated complex formed of mdien 211 urban villas and 255
apartments, intended both for Arabs and wealthynBos. Another project is the
development by the Kuwaiti Rawasi Real Estate Camylaat is building a twenty five
million euro residential complex at the foot of tlggman Mountains, near Sarajevo,
with 246 housing units (Smajilhodzic 2016). Finallhe main project with these
characteristics, called Buroj Ozone is being dgwetbin the municipality of Trnovo,
the southern municipality of the Sarajevo Cantons b 2.5 billion euro development
by a businessman from Dubai. This plan is deveppinleast 3,000 villas, apartments,
a hospital and sports hall, and the aim of thegutap that “Arab tourists feel at home

in BiH” (“Arabs are coming to Bosnia because offRy02016).

28 Gated communities began to spread as new forrheusing around major cities of post-socialist
countries in the 1990s and became dominant resadespiaces in the urban landscape by the following
decade (Kovéacs 2014).
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Similar to some of the urban projects developetha central areas, e.g. BBI
Centre, Sarajevo City Centre and the reconstrucifaime Bristol Hotel (the two later
developed by Al-Shiddi Group), these new suburbgnepts are closely intertwined
with Sarajevo’s local politics and Bosniak elitéispse particularly entrenched within
BBI. These projects have been promoted as a padicprioritise the attraction of
foreign investments from the Persian Gulf of the LBEqually important, the
transformation of ethnocratic regimes in the lai390s and early 2000s also
contributed to a progressive change in the peraepdf foreign direct investments,
which was initially considered a threat to the powe local political parties during
early post-war stages. In this sense, the BBl weené&ral actor in the promaotion of this
type of investment. As previously discussed, thalBset out in its business plan the
capture of foreign direct investments, and paréidylcapital from Islamic countries, to
boost the economic development of Sarajevo.

The Bank had already started to lobby in order twaet Persian Gulf
investments during the city's relative constructiooom (“Stvoriti bosanski lobi za
agresivniji nastup prema zemljama Zaljeva”, 20@ignificantly, in a context of mass
real estate development in these countries, theneapf this type of investment became
an official part of the development program for thBiH in April 2008 during a
meeting between BBI's founding banks and local gomeent officials in Sarajevo
(“Ulaganje islamskog kapitala u razvojne progrant&H?, 2008). The attempt to
attract foreign direct investments from the Islamimrld went further in 2010, when the
celebration of the first Sarajevo Business Foruns weganised by BBI. This event
brought together international investors from oY@ty countries and a significant
representation of financiers from Arab countrieswasl as Turkey. Referring to the
arrival of Gulf tourists and investors, the chigkeutive officer of BBI, Amer Bukvic,
explained that during the inauguration of the Sav@jResort in October 2015 this was
only the first of type of investment as long asbsity was preserved (Smajilhodzic
2016).

Importantly, in relation to BBI attempts to streimgh ties with the Islamic
world, Amer Bukvic argued that it was not part of ideological project but simply a
pragmatic way to address the difficult economiciaion of Bosnia. These economic
links were actually presented as a continuationthaf connections that had been
established by members of the Non-Aligned Movenaeming the times of Yugoslavia

(“BiH bi trebalo naci put do istocnih trzista”, 20 which were especially fruitful for
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Sarajevo’s main companies as seen in Chapter tukvi8s discourse is coherent from

an economic perspective but neglects the greatiqgabliand ethnic transformation of

Bosnia and Sarajevo since the beginning of warr&@isecertainly no evidence that the
BBI lobbying practices used in an attempt to cap@ulf capital in the area of Sarajevo
is part of a policy utilised by Bosniak elites. Hower, Bukvic’s discourse could be an
attempt to de-politicise these practices. It carséen that economic ties with Persian
Gulf countries in post-war Bosnia totally differs terms of politics and meaning with

the ties that previously existed during Socialisg¥slavia. Moreover, BBl had become
a main centre around which Bosniak national andioels elite concentrated, including

members that pursue a greater rise of the pubksemce of Islam in areas of the
country that have a Bosniak majority, such as #se ©f Sarajevo.

Finally, yet no less crucial, this type of realadst project from the Gulf is
concomitant with tourism development from thesentoes as seen in the recent
increase in the number of visitors travelling frahese countrie¥’ Because of the
upsurge of tourists from Gulf countries, voicedamour of and against have risen up
among local people, especially from suburbs thatraost affected, including llidza.
Their presence is also seen in central areas ajeyar. Often they sleep in Hotel Bristol
and move around the centre, especially in the &avality Centre, both owned by the
Al Shiddi-Group and operating, like the BBI Centam, line with basic Islamic
principles. People in favour of this regime seenetnic benefits especially considering
that these are the tourists with greater money#énd in the city. For all that, such an
increase is especially prevalent by the frequemt efsburgas and nigabs, which is
worrying for some people. The local Muslim popudati generally more secular, have
already expressed doubts on their presence anduavémfluence on new generations if
they stay (Smajilhodzic 2016).

Reservations about their stay are fuelled by thet fhat Arab tourists are
significantly acquiring real estate in both they@hd the Canton. The Bosnian market is
economically attractive for middle class buyers whant to vacation outside the

Middle East but cannot afford other European citiesrthermore, people from the

87 For instance, tourists from the United Arab Eneisaincreased substantially in the last seven years.
In 2010, there were only sixty five registered tags while in the first seven months in 2016 theyl h
increased by 13,000, actually doubling the registan the previous year (“Bosnian businesses weécom
Arab real estate investments”, 2016). Bosnia'sigttes agency counted further increases in ovetnigh
stays in Bosnia by Kuwaitis from 29,060 in 201436,039 in 2015. Meanwhile, overnight stays by
tourists from Saudi Arabia leapt from 11,494 in 2Gd 21,946 in 2015, and 29,362 in the first eight
months of this year alone (Rose 2016).
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Persian Gulf countries are attracted to the aretnéyeauty of nature, the presence of
Islam and the warm contact of the Bosnians, aseldiby Tarek Al Khaja, an emirate
businessman owning a real estate agency in Sarémajilhodzic 2016). Meanwhile,
there are concerns as to the consequences ofettestrupsurge of visitors from the
Gulf, investment in real estate and constructionixurious gated neighbourhoods in
the suburban areas of Sarajevo. Recently, debateeqguotential negative consequences
of land acquisition by Gulf visitors, the effectritay have in the delicate religious
balance in Bosnia and, especially in the area tdj&e0, have been raised by Sarajevan
academics such as Esad Duraka\@015), Arabist from the Faculty of Philosophy of

the University of Sarajevo.
The evolution of the division between Sarajevo anBast Sarajevo

Effectively, the division of Sarajevo between Savaj and East Sarajevo which
began in 1991 legalised the SDS policy of ethnotteralisation. This partition of the
urban centre of Sarajevo was one of the six Sti@tégals, such achievement required
by the military. During peace negotiations heldiayton, the Bosnian Serbs refusal to
establish a District for Sarajevo (that allowed rgiga governance with other ethnic
groups) resulted in the division of the city at th@uthern and eastern limits of its
central urban area. This was as a result of Milles®decision to hand over districts of
Sarajevo, occupied by the VRS, to the FederatioBibf Ultimately, it ensured that
Sarajevo’s urban system which was defined in theabPlan of 1986 was partitioned.
In this sense, the Urban Plan enacted in 1990 sarghrban system that balanced the
central municipalities and the four peripheral noipalities incorporated into the City
of Sarajevo in 1977.

Thus, the IEBL became a political boundary thatitsjpé incipient urban
functional space between the two entities. Withhsacdivision and the subsequent
episodes of ethnic engineering previously analysexdhapter three, Sarajevo became an
ethno-territorialised urban area with homogeneoapufations. The IEBL suffered
lesser adjustments in the Dobrinja neighbourhoatithese adjustments did not modify

substantially either the form or the area of theisibn between Sarajevo and East
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Sarajevd®® The territorial division between the two citieogressively materialized in
several fields with both cities dealing separateih urban development.

A political boundary has thus affected the develeptmof Sarajevo and the
planning processes involved as the division wassteded into new plans, including a
new political territorial reality both in Sarajesamd East Sarajevo. The Spatial Plan of
the Sarajevo Canton (2003-2023) subsequently apdron 2006 (KS 2006) only
considers the territory of the Canton, excludingeRaut exclusively including sectors
within the FBIH of those municipalities split by ehlEBL, i.e. Stari Grad, Novo
Sarajevo, llidza and Trnovo. Similarly, the divisioof East Sarajevo has been
continuously implemented from the perspective dlnrplanning as seen in 2008 when
its Spatial Plan was published. The plan ratiflesl ¢ity as a combination of small urban
centres and villages (between approximately 10@026n000 inhabitants) that totalised
almost 65,000 inhabitants (Aquilué and Roca 20&).e recently, the regional plan of
the Bosnian Serb entity reaffirms the existenc&adt Sarajevo and equates the new
city constituted during the war with the five othmties of the Republika Srpska, i.e.
Banja Luka, Bieljina, Doboj, Prijedor and Trebifgassi 2013).

Furthermore, an absence of coordination in termplafining since the actual
division means that Sarajevo and East Sarajevo laje»@® independently as two
different urban systems. Crucially, the divisiors hreot prevented both cities from co-
operating in mutual projects. Thus, joint projetése been developed between the two
cities in the last few years such as the Trebeaiieccar, the European Youth Olympic
Winter Festival (now scheduled for 2019 havingefdito secure the holding of same in
2017) or in tourist development and infrastructu€uite simply, cooperation is
restricted to specific works and has not alteredl itfstitutional division. Despite the
economic potential for the development of East jgaca which is one of the economies
least developed in the Republika Srpska, the ideiotegrating Sarajevo and East
Sarajevo has been constantly refuted by authoifiteee East Sarajevo, as claimed in
2012 by its mayor, Vinko Radovanovic:

Mi ne zelimo kao mali da se utopimo u neStoeveizgubimo identitet. Srbi
bi izgubili neku svoju autonomiju. Pored toga, rgavara nam da ulazimo

288 The Arbitration Award for Dobrinja | and IV wass@lved in 2001 by the OHR, setting the precise
sector where the IEBL divided the neighbourhood
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kao manje brojan narod. Ne bismo imali tu snagwnosu na BoSnjake koji
su znatno brojniji (“Srbi nikad rte Wi u Distrikt Sarajevo”, 20125%°

Equally important, cooperation in some projects iagured by an OHR initiative
launched in 2000 with regard to a partial reintegraof the area of Sarajevo. The
initiative pursued the functional reunification $rajevo by including all municipalities
forming the city before the war, plus Kiseljak akresevo®® As expressed by Morris
Power, OHR member and head of the RRTF, they wegirggtto boost socio-economic
links in Sarajevo’s pre-war urban area throughdteation of economic regions (Kebo
2000). Thus, the Sarajevo Economic Regional Devetopg Agency (SERDA) was
established in 2004. Funded generally with Europksrds, SERDA economically
integrated the two cities, Sarajevo and East Sargja@long with some other
municipalities of the Federation of BiH and the Rlglka Srpska (in total thirty two
and thirteen respectively). The potential positmpact of regionalisation on functional
reintegration was observed as SERDA gained prom@einr example, the connection
of Sarajevo and East Sarajevo in Lukavica throungheixtension of the trolleybus was
strongly promoted at that time, yet no concret@ssteere ever taken in this regard
(Research Interview, 23 July 2015).

The Plan, to set an integrated framework for regji@conomic development,
was not limited to just an area of Sarajevo butuided the formation of five new
economic regions (Banja Luka, Mostar, Sarajevo, |&uand Zenica). These
macroeconomic regions were similar to the four oegidefined in the 1981 Spatial
Plan of the Socialist Republic of BiH (Zujiet al. 2015 The spreading of
regionalisation all around BiH with the creation fofe regional economic agencies
aimed at progressively eroding the weight of ezdithrough economic reintegration of
the country. This initiative contributed to the riease of human and material flows
between entities during the 2000s since its serooasion after the war. Yet, difficulties

emerged in some projects and, overall, the strateggintegrate BiH economically

89 “We do not want to drown in something bigger aoskl identity. Serbs would lose some of their
autonomy. In addition, it does not suit us to eater lesser national group. We would not havesainee
power in relation to the Bosniaks, who are muchemoumerous”. This declaration was a response to
Presidency Chairman Bakir Izetbegovic, who suggkestat both Srebrenica and Sarajevo should be
districts with a special regime. Izetbegovic, atttime Chairman of the Presidency of BiH, claintieak
the SDA proposed the expansion into a Districtudglg the ten pre-war municipalities (“lzetbegovi
Srebrenica i Sarajevo — distrikti”, 29 July 2012)

2% Municipalities ruled by HDZ and under control 0¥/8 during the war

21 These four regions (Banja Luka, Mostar, Sarajend @uzla) were operating on a chamber of
commerce level from 1986
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through the recovery of macroeconomic regions vigsifeantly eroded shortly after

because of political regression triggered by thieifa of the April Package in 2006. It
transpired that the RS Prime Minister, Milorad Dqdiirectly tackled involvement in

economic regions of municipalities in the Bosniarlan entity by stating that those
getting funds from SERDA, and other regions, wawd be eligible for RS funds?

As analysed in chapter three, the SDS-driven prdjeduild a city in East
Sarajevo certainly failed in the short and mid-teéonprovide either housing solutions or
an economic foundation for the thousands of Sapafeerbs who had left the city.
Despite such limited development in the late 1980d early 2000s, urbanisation
progressively continued reaching momentum in 20®érwprivate developers built
multi-familiar housing in the areas of Lukavica aRdle. Beyond the political and
territorial dimensions, such subsequent progressimanisation of East Sarajevo has
reinforced the ethnic division of the area as Sevhs refused to return to Sarajevo
having completed housing repossession progressivelyed, generally, to Pale or
Lukavica.

Thus, East Sarajevo is today a polycentric city posed of small urban centres
dispersed in a large territory that is mostly coisgnt of mountains and agricultural
land. The intensity of urbanisation in East Samjelecreases with distance from
Sarajevo. Urbanisation took place especially indwika and Pale, which are twenty
five km from each other. From a population of 68,5&corded in the 2013 Census,
these two areas incorporate sixty four percentefgopulation of East Sarajevo. The
area of Lukavica has a compact urbanisation witlerssity of 424 inhabitants per km
and contains thirty five per cent of the populatminthe city (Mutabzija 2016). The
municipality of Pale has twenty nine per cent @& dity population and a lower density
of forty five inhabitants per kfmbut like Lukavica it allocated some institutions o
Republika Srpska with differing degrees of impoc&rat local, regional, entity and
state level. The establishment of the Kasindo Habkgthis had previously been a
sanatorium) was the first step in introducing acfional hierarchy in one sector (Ib).
Subsequently, there was the establishment of theetsity of East Sarajevo in Pale
and Lukavica, where eight out of sixteen faculiéghe University are located along

with other institutions.

292 No organic changes have taken place in SERDA sihea. However, pressure from the RS
government means that municipalities remain si{Besearch Interview, 13 October 2013)

251



For all that, the fragmentation of East Sarajeva &s insufficient urban
facilities and economic activity produced weak riddactional links within the city.
Limited urbanisation of East Sarajevo means thedpide the comprehensive, exclusive
and divisive nature of the SDS project, the city Bas some functional dependence on
Sarajevo in areas like culture, employment andthe8&8luch dependence is seen in the
case of the Kasindo hospital whose infrastructiae temained in a very dilapidated
condition due to underinvestment by the RS govenmim8uch a situation forces
hundreds of citizens from East Sarajevo to traedlydo Sarajevo in order to be treated
at the Clinical Hospital Centre in Ko%e%5.Moreover, while limitations to built East
Sarajevo were initially related to the insufficidnidget of the project, agreed in 1996
between the Republika Srpska and Serbia, the substefimited urban development of
East Sarajevo is related to internal political dyies within the Republika Srpska,
which started with the split within the SDS in 1983ating to Pale and Banja Luka
nuclei.

Consequently, weak integration in a limited urbedi€ast Sarajevo has led to
the strengthening of the functional links, espdgiabetween the ten former
municipalities of Sarajevo; such links were espbcistrained during the siege and
early post-war stages. The division of East Sampnd the urbanisation of some of its
semirural sectors have inevitably produced a snbatanodification, compared to the
pre-war situation, of existing flows in the urbaeaof Sarajevo. Such a transformation
is well illustrated in the urban centre built inkawvica, which has spatial continuity with
the Dobrinja neighbourhood (Map 9). The urbanisatblLukavica started at the end of
the war and after the agreement reached betweeRdhablika Srpska and Serbia to
build a new city, i.e. the SDS project. It can bersthat Lukavica, having essentially an
important military function before the war, has staimtially increased the centrality in
the urban area of Sarajevo because of the contentiat people and facilities. Today,
out of 100 strong local community centres withia 8ystem of city centres in the urban
area of Sarajevo, Lukavica is among the twenty dsghcentres at the level of
attractiveness, with people from East SarajevoZardjevo travelling here during their
free time Cengi and Hodo 20163%*

293 Despite the fact that Kasindo hospital was in aseocondition, in 2011 the RS government
approved a loan for the reconstruction of the haspi Bijeljina and Banja Luka (“Srbi nikad ée Wi u
Distrikt Sarajevo”, 6 August 2012)

294 Local community centresmesna zajednidaare a form of local self-government within
municipalities. These results were obtained frobY8,interviews and 8,870 answers to questions asch
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Figure 14. Multi-familiar housing developed in Lukavica (a)daRale (b). Author’s picture.

From physical border to boundary: spatial practagess the IEBL

A boundary, by delimitating an area, constitutegatral element in making and
reproducing territorialities that aim at affectipgople, phenomena and relationships
(Sack 1986). The impact of the ethno-territorialiglon of the area of Sarajevo in daily
life shaped for a long time after the war spatralctices across the IEBL. The boundary
delimits the partition between Sarajevo and Easaj8e0, between the Federation of

daily and occasional shopping, cafes and restayrase of low and high end services, culture atgl ar
and recreation — behavioural patterns are indisaiburban centre<’engi and Hodo 2016)
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BiH and the Republika Srpska. In the case of dividiéies, when physical barriers are
removed, the psychological effect from long periadsviolence generally prevents
people from occupying formerly insecure or forbiddgeas (Calame and Charlesworth
2009).

Having moved to semirural areas, the power of tbanbary as a central
element in a territoriality is especially illusteat in the case of Sarajevo Serbs who
moved to East Sarajevo at the beginning or afeemtar. Among those interviewed who
lived in East Sarajevo during the post-war perieoine of them spent several years
without crossing the IEBL to go to Sarajevo. Mdlilwas thus marked since the
beginning of the post-war period by fear. In spfethe progressive dismantling of
checkpoints during the early post-war stages optece implementation, as well as the
unification of car plates by the OHR in 1997, ciogghe IEBL to go to the territory of
the Federation of BiH was rather an exception. iAttte three-and-half years of siege
inflicted by the VRS, the IEBL was especially pofuénn the area of Sarajevo and
occasional incidents were still repeated in the [E@90s to further influence mobility
after physical barriers disappeared:

Stories about violent incidents involving peoplerd in the ‘wrong’ territory

circulated, and this did much to maintain the syhebmower of the boundary

separating the two entities. The recent killingaadriver from the Republika

Srpska in Sarajevo was often mentioned as an exaofiblow Serbs were not
safe in the Federation (Armakolas 2007, p.92).

Despite such powerful symbolism, people at somatpoeeded to return to Sarajevo
and initial visits often took place to address im@ot issues such as the necessary
paperwork to repossess housing. Emotions durinditsievisits were especially high
with uncertainty, discomfort and fear being predaamit. Insecurity was especially felt
by males who had been enrolled in the VRS as thexg iearful of the police controls
and also reactions in their former neighbourhooe wumilitary involvement (Research
Interview, 24 July 2015). People were also extrgnmuncerned about meeting old
acquaintances or pre-war friends due to the unogytaf people’s reactions, which was
often progressively eroded after the first meetinity such acquaintances:

My first time in Sarajevo was in 2001 or 2002, Isngfraid of reactions if |

met people | had known. | had no idea what to sayas shopping with my

girlfriend and one lady came and recognised mehiNgthappened and that
feeling progressively disappear@iesearch Interview, 27 July 2015)

Once people re-commenced visits to Sarajevo andawhg any bad experiences while
there, generally, their attitudes improved and weage positive. As a result, there was
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a reduced level of fear experienced by the indi@ichut this was also aided by the
reduction of political tension in the early 200@szer time, daily spatial practices were
less conditioned by the separation and the IEBLveebfrom a border during the war
and early post-war stages to a symbolic (but gtiWerful) boundaryhat progressively
reduced the emotional burden related to violenceé eonflict. Indeed, despite its
increasing porosity the boundary dividing Sarajewal East Sarajevo did not become
meaningless following the ethnic division of theuntry. Nationalising practices
constructed and reproduced territories for cerethmo-national categories of people
(and by extension displacing other categoriesydeioto consolidate the ethnic realities

which emerged from the war.

Figure 15.Thesign of the IEBL dividing Sarajevo (Canton) and tE3arajevo in Dobrinja
neighbourhood (with complaints against the US) hauits picture.

Importantly, theRepublika Srpska is considered a particularly gfnoationalising state
for making use of its relative ethnic and politicabmogeneity to engage in
nationalising practices. In contrast, the FBiH ismihated by two competing
nationalisms, the Bosniak and the Bosnian Croafterg an opening for a culture and
discourse inspired by the goal of an overarchingriBan identity (Touquet 2012)t
stands to reason that place names, flags, natesritaems, national dress and national
emblems, suclas banknotes and stamps, are capable of evokingradwemotions and

of cementing individuals’ identification with a grp.
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Along with the visibility of institutions such akd police or the naming of the
territory, especially powerful in the case of ReljkébSrpska, the existence of marks in
the urban landscape and its surroundings ensuidéaa visibility while crossing the
boundary and entering into a different territotiahvith a distinct ethnic composition
and meaning. These marks are related to a diffelphtibet (Latin in the Federation of
BiH and Cyrillic in Republika Srpska), distinct oalrs in road signs, anthems or flags,
don’t simply denote an aesthetic choice but arelsigpof evoking powerful emotions
and cementing an individual’s identification withgeoup. Similarly, theses symbolic
marks implicitly contribute to strengthening linketween space and ethnic categories
while, at the same time, excluding the counteressi 20157>°

Along with these practices sharpening a sense axfepalong ethnic lines, the
rise of the mobility to Sarajevo by former Sarajeverbs, which took place amid a
tendency in which polarisation progressively fadeeay, was significantly influenced
by the limited urban development of East Sarajévaily or periodical mobility to
Sarajevo was related to employment, administrageies, consumption, leisure or
visits to family. All these activities and the ieasing mobility across the IBEL
highlighted the fact that the functional integratiof the area of Sarajevo remained in
place despite being progressively altered becausehe formation of ethno-
territorialities and the subsequent developmenne@i small urban centres in East
Sarajevo. As captured in interviews, employment aadsumption became the two
central factors increasing the periodic mobility $arajevo. In the field of retail,
differences between the two cities even increasédtive opening of big supermarkets
from the late 1990s and the subsequent developwienew shopping centres. As
expressed by an interviewee, new supermarketsetegighis regular visits to the city
during the post-war period and these visits in@dawer time:

New shopping centres have increased how often wieugat started in first
Mercator. It was first reason to go, | saw manybSefrom Pale there
(Research Interview, 27 July 2015)

During this period there still remained people wiid not commute. However, the
opening in 2009 of the main shopping centres, with development of post-socialist
flagships like BBI Centar, Importanne, Alta or moeeently the Sarajevo City Centre,

increased the mobility from East Sarajevo to Samjelowever, while malls have been

2% The cyrillic has been used as a marker of Sertomatidentity in BiH (Sen 2009). A different
alphabet, spatially, it is particularly effective ¢learly differentiating the Bosnian Serb entitgrfi the
rest of the Bosnian territory
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developed in both Pale and Lukavica in the last years, e.g. Tom, they offer fewer
opportunities for consumption with more limited eligity of brands and products.
Eloquently, the fact that the two main shoppingtie i.e. BBl and SCC, are operating
following some basic Islamic norms has not produgey restriction in their pattern of
visits. Most of the people interviewed were awdréh fact and had experienced some
of the limitations, like the impossibility of buygnalcohol, people did not react
negatively and rather showed indifference:

What irritates me in BBl and SCC is going to eadutlgue with my
daughter. It is not a problem for me that it is rbdmiilt following sharia
principles. It offends me more that someone grgstime sayingnerhaba
(Research Interview, 18 April 2015%

Clearly, for Sarajevo Serbs living in East Sarajgwimpact of these projects is simply
economic. These projects are thus essentiallyaaffto modernity and new options of
entertainment and consumption, rather than anyuristy element of the
transformation of the city. Another interviewee tilighted such indifference regarding
the religious inscription within civilian project$soing once a week to Sarajevo to
visiting friends and go shopping, the interviewedt that BBl was like any other
shopping centre and complained about the developofanosques temples, which for
him made the city look like Saudi Arabia (Reseantérview, 22 July 2015).

Spatial patterns among people living in Sarajeve substantially different,
especially in relation to the cross-entity pradicelevant to entering East Sarajevo.
Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats living in Sarajevo hege increased spatial practices to
East Sarajevo since the end of the war once patansdecreased and flows resumed.
However, most of the Bosniaks interviewed who gdgakcally or frequently to East
Sarajevo live in Dobrinja or llidza, which are atg$ to Lukavica. As one interviewee
explained, crossing the IEBL started shortly afteeckpoints were removed, in order to
go to Sarajevo through Vraca, and this frequentigtioues in place for shopping in
sectors of Dobrinja that belong to East Sarajeves@rch Interview, 22 July 201%5y.
People living in other areas of Sarajevo rarelyt@d@&ast Sarajevo because essentially

they have no need to do so, and the much richemuelsperience existing in Sarajevo.

2% Merhaba is a Turkish greeting, Arabic in origirhieh like other Oriental words was increasingly
used during the war (Mak 2007). Merhaba had been abolished from the ialffianguage during
Socialist times (but kept in fine literature) asdone example of the large number of Turkish loands
in the Bosnian variant of the former Serbo-Croalzamguage.

297 From Dobrinja neighbourhood it is possible to gothe central area of Sarajevo crossing Novi
Grad and Novo Sarajevo or through a road in the sfdhe Republika Srpska, which crosses the slopes
and allows entry to Sarajevo via the neighbourhafodraca.
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Thus, the spatial patterns of many people livingentral urban areas in terms of work,
friends, family, consumption and leisure, bringnth® different places within the city
or in some municipalities of the Sarajevo Cantoeaning that crossing the IEBL from

the Federation of BiH is generally less frequent.

Visions on the division of the urban area of Samje

As defined in chapter one, territoriality is indees much a material
phenomenon as a metaphysical phenomenon that hay maplications for a
population, in terms of thinking, performing and loth collective and individual
identity. Certainly, changes in the spatial patgesross the IEBL especially from East
Sarajevo do not imply that the division betweenhbgtties has essentially been
transformed in the representation of people. Fogusnce again on the Sarajevo Serbs
who moved to East Sarajevo, for them living in Pated Lukavica represented a
significant regression as it meant leaving a ditgtthad generally very good living
standards before the war to go to a semirural araa process of ethnic counter-
urbanisation has resulted in some sort of urbantigyewhich has remained in former
city residents.

Eloquently, people interviewed in East Sarajevoresged nostalgia by often
claiming that they missed urban life and, in sorases, that they somehow regretted
having left Sarajevo for Pale or Lukavica. Thistafgga for a previous life in Sarajevo
and fascination for the city is not hidden by forrBarajevo Serbs but, at the same time,
they show themselves detached from post-war Sardjgvpointing to the essentially
distinct character of the city and its inhabitafisban identity for the Sarajevo Serbs
living in East Sarajevo continues to exist undez #nmormous weight of ethnicity
regardless of spatial patterns. Actually, nostafgrathe city remains fully compatible
with the defence of the Bosnian Serb entity, somgtkthat has remained rather stable
for a prolonged time in many cases which is showrhe observations of lonnanis
Armakolas in his research about experiences andtiids of Bosnian Serbs from

Sarajevo living in Pale in 1999:

Nostalgia for old Sarajevo is perfectly compatibgh the conventional
versions of recent history in the RS, be they gitpnadical or more flexible:
in brief, pre-war peaceful coexistence, happinesd prosperity changed
when the other ethnic groups decided they did rasitvo live united in one
state [Yugoslavia]. Unaware of this, one could becked by the way in
which ex-Sarajevan Serbs nonchalantly switch framstalgia for a multi-
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ethnic Sarajevo to ‘never again together’ talk aider powerful separatist
messages and back (Armakolas 2007, p.90).

Interestingly, the fact that Sarajevo is not aerinally divided city, as the partition took
place at the outskirts of the central urban ar@asans that the perception on the
division differs significantly between people frodifferent ethnicities and place of
residence. In this sense, it has been identifielda dichotomy regarding visions on the
division between residents from Sarajevo and tHom® East Sarajevo in interviews
conducted for this research. In East Sarajevogeth&as consensus that the city was
divided from political and ethnic perspectives. Thet that the division was the very
purpose of war was claimed by several interviewagsn the case of a public employee
in administration, who complained about the namemtalking about the construction
of Srpsko Sarajevo after the war:

The decision to build the city was great despiteirigaproblems later for its

development. Name was not good. It is difficuletglain that there are two
cities; people think it's the same because of e (Research Interview, 24
July 2015).

Some Sarajevo Serbs living in East Sarajevo comgdathat the people in Sarajevo
often did not recognise division and claimed mapasation. Indeed, the interviewees
from Sarajevo did not categorically consider thg divided and often nuanced answers
unlike the responses from Sarajevo Serbs. In #gard, Sarajevans often argued that
Lukavica, the closest urban sector of East Sarajesas simply a suburb of the city
when discussing the division. In cases in whichsiiim was recognised, emphasis was
put on the fact that Sarajevo is not a typical gxanof a divided city:

Of course, it is divided. It is an administrativehifical division but it doesn’t

have roots in logic or urban science. We don't fed divided, we used that

space before. We have that political pollution taal life doesn’t work like

that. Real life doesn't feel like that. | feel thdole BiH division is only in
human minds (Research Interview, 27 July 2015).

The vision regarding the division is from abovensidering East Sarajevo as
a village, a fake city. It is accepted as it is d&r@tomes more present in
discussions or in specific events such as cel@mstin Lukavica for some
basket championship of Serbia (Research Inten2@ajuly 2015).

Crucially, the recognition of division especially Barajevo Serbs, albeit taking place at
the outskirts of the central urban area, is a plasticcess for SDS leadership in their
longstanding aim to divide the city ethnically. thar significant achievements were
related to the process of separating the Bosniah Sepulation from the two other

main Bosnian ethnic groups. It included the nomkreto Sarajevo having completed
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housing repossession and, in the long term, thepéaoce of and non-confrontation of
such division by former Sarajevo Serbs. Thus, ettwiticisation during pre-war
stages, war and subsequent reproduction of taalitees ethnically homogeneous has
inevitably transformed visions on ethnic coexisteand eventual reintegration:

My choice was not living in Sarajevo. A double stard is living in Sarajevo
and sending kids to East Sarajevo. No reintegratuslims over there and
Serbs here (Research Interview, 26 March 2015).

Yet, despite the prospect of reintegrating Saraj@vo East Sarajevo, Sarajevo Serbs
living in East Sarajevo often complained about ithpossibility and convenience of
maintaining such a division due to difficulties linming together, regardless of any
positive common experience of life before the waven in cases in which daily
positive interethnic interactions have resumedhas not produced any significant
alteration in visions relative to the division.this sense, an encounter with people from
other ethnicities in Sarajevo, either Bosniaks @oats, is common in professional
contexts and positive experiences have been pramsedterviews. However, these
experiences may have no any essential impact orsacly ideals connected with the
division:

| started to go to Sarajevo daily because of warRG08. | feel great being

there like | feel being here [Pale]. | was veryeqmted at work, no problems.

There are eight employees from other nationalitiedid not try to live in

Sarajevo after the repossessing of my home. IKig@ing out but not living.

You can live there but it is not the same feelifipere aren’t specific

problems but living in FBIH is rather a psycholagiéssue. | wouldn’t live

elsewhere, | consider that my home is in Pale (&ebkelnterview, 27 March
2015).

Evidently, there is a sharp distinction betweentinig Sarajevo and living there. The

fear of travelling to Sarajevo disappeared in ales a few years after the end of war,
unfortunately, discourse changes when it comebkdagersonal impact of living in East

Sarajevo and the prospect of an eventual retu®arajevo. Such an acute distinction
was discursively identified in the majority of the@elve people living in East Sarajevo

who were subsequently interviewed. Certainly, nodshem claimed that they felt good

and safe in a mono-ethnic environment and explic#jected an eventual return to

Sarajevo, highlighting the powerful effect nationalisingpractices constructing and

reproducing ethnicised territories and spaces.rDftes argument of such insecurity in

Sarajevo justified a refusal to once again livéhia city:

| would not be safe now in Sarajevo, it is relatechewcomers and gangs,

nothing related to war (Research interview, 26 M&015).
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In the preceding argument, there is an expliceagpn that the comfort of living in a
mono-ethnic environment is a consequence of warwever, such reasoning is
essentially based on ethnicity, and this categooisdecame prevalent during pre-war
stages and cemented during the war. East Sarajdtaas wrongly portrayed as a secure
place that is free from gangs and newcomers wtalaj8vo is considered the opposite.
Equally important, people often complained aboetripotism and war profiteering of
their own politicians but, at the same time, supgbrand justified leadership
performance. A differentiation between the sociatl golitical functions of their
leaders, between their individual behaviour andr ttode as head of the state, is the best
illustration of the success from the Bosnian Seddérship in an effort to create an
ethnically exclusive polity in Bosnia and Herzegwv{Armakolas 2007).

Finally, in relation to the preservation of the IEBdifferences were again
visible between people from Sarajevo and East &avajWhile the former were not
greatly inconvenienced and generally agreed onvanteal removal of the boundary,
the later in most cases opposed the removal asrowided security for them.
Significantly, some interviewees cited Brcko asexample of conditions under which
they would accept the changing current status eisidn. A varied configuration of
institutions was observed in these cases as arertetm ensure they would once again

feel safe and comfortable in the city:

| am afraid, of not feeling safe in front of autii@s (police, politicians, etc).

| am a war veteran and my card could cause me bl When the police

are half Serb / half Muslim you feel free and secutris a problem that the
administration is mono-ethnic. A lot of us are hgpthat Sarajevo someday
will be like Brcko, we will then return. If it wake Brcko | would be back

like lots of other Serbs. We have talked with thilsout friends. The

installation of ethnic police with various degredshatred means there is no
security (Research Interview, 27 July 2015).

Common life in post-war Sarajevo

The ethno-territorial division of the urban are&Safrajevo legalised in the peace
agreement and the subsequent episodes of ethnimeengg consolidated a huge loss
of ethnic diversity in Sarajevo (approximately digher cent of the Bosniak population
in 2013) and a rather homogeneous population ih E&awsjevo (ninety four per cent of

Bosnian Serbs}’® Ethnic separation inevitably reduced encounters swrialisation

% Bosnian Serbs represented sixty nine percentmdilption in Pale before the war

261



between people of different ethnic backgrounds asifested in indicators such as the
reduction of mixed marriages in the city.Notwithstanding same, many Sarajevans
continue to encounter and enact practical interetbacialisation in their daily lives,
even as governmental practices and cultural heggroombined to reinforce national
purity as morally right and politically desirablM#rkowitz 2010). Included in the
number of Serbs and Croats who did not leave tty ttiere were some of the most
respected cultural, intellectual and political leesdof the pre-war city. In the aftermath
of the war, they have joined with many others dasniak majority to continue the
tradition of common life in the city (Donia 2006a\longside these individuals,
common life after the war has been fostered frotional cultural societies such as the
Serb Civic Council, the Croat National Council atite Congress of Bosniak
Intellectuals. All of these organisations have etdtl disputes and have also come
under criticism from more extreme nationalists atiter nationalities.

The promotion during the post-war period of comnliée confronted bloody
campaigns to divide ethnic groups and politicaudtires inherited from the peace
agreement which illustrates the special charadté¢heocity. Examples of transcending
ethnicity in social relations in post-war Sarajaeserve a special significance in the
case of Sarajevo Serbs. Of all the ethnic grouaslive in the city, their circumstances
are more critical and that have become a minouiglitptively and quantitatively since
the end of the siege (e.g. Pejanovic 2004), asdheyiewed by Bosniaks as the major
aggressors due to the siege inflicted by V¥V hile Sarajevo Serbs face difficulties
in negotiating new relationships during the post-p&riod, those who stayed in the city
are not subject to the suspicion of their pre-warafevo friends, neighbours and
colleagues, who know their wartime pedigree unpkeple who left the city (Sorabiji
2006). The departure of people was always a seesgisue in Sarajevo but it was
especially sensitive in the case of Sarajevo SdRegardless of the personal motives
for which they left, people saw them as siding vitie enemy, who shelled from the
slopes and worked to divide people along ethnieslifFurthermore, Bosniaks who left

the city could be viewed as cowards but in the cdis®erbs, their departure in practice

299 During Socialist Yugoslavia, the closely interteghlife of people from all ethnicities ensured that
Bosnia had the highest intermarriage rate of apukdics, peaking at 12.8% in 1983. In the FBiH,%6.9
of all marriages were mixed in 1998 and the peagmtfell to 4.7% by 2006. In Sarajevo a decrease
during the post-war period has also occurred, drmgpgrom 9.8% in 2001 (Federacija Bosne i
Hercegovine 2008)

390 Blaming Serbs is not consistent all over BiH. Ehare changes depending on the local dynamic of
war. In Mostar, for instance, Bosniaks considerriéas Croats as the major aggressors
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contributed to both the achievement of SDS politigaals and to bolster their
propaganda machine, which claimed that rather #ttacking Sarajevo, Serb forces
were merely defending against Bosniak persecution.

In terms of socialisation within pre-war circlebetdaily lives of Sarajevo Serbs
who continued to live in the city did not necedyasuffer a dramatic transformation if
they departed. This is claimed by a forty two yelar-Sarajevo Serb who returned to the
city in June 1996 after staying in Belgrade duritige war to escape military
mobilisation, his circle had not suffered a dramatiange in spite of war:

In terms of friendship there have been little clemng my life though we

don't talk with the same freedom about some topg# was before war. The

situation is pretty similar in my circle; we liv@mehow in a bubble, a safe
area that is very related to pre-war inhabitantsl aharing of values.

Establishing relations with newcomers is possiblet kgenerally these
relationships are superficial (Research IntervizdvJuly 2015).

Despite the examples of Serbs, whose role is nestoqpned by other Sarajevans, living
in an ethno-territoriality produced major consttaimot only in terms of negotiating
new relations but also in negotiating daily life.aM/ people in the city, especially
ethnic minorities, found for instance limited emypitent opportunities (in a country
with high rates of unemployment) as in the largbligusector jobs are still very much
linked to ethnicity and party connections. Paradaby, Sarajevo Serbs living in
Sarajevo are discriminated in terms of employmeoinmared to Sarajevo Serbs
currently living in East Sarajevo. In this senselygeople living in Republika Srpska
are eligible to be employed in common institutitosated in Sarajevo, and a number of
Sarajevo Serbs actually moved to East Sarajevedier o be eligiblé®*

The situation of Sarajevo Croats in the city isldgficult both politically and
socially compared to Sarajevo Serbs. UltimatelysiBan Croats were not considered
aggressors in the city, as war between ARBiH an®Hl not take place in Sarajevo,
and live in the Federation of BiH. Consequentlgytivere generally less distrusted and
they secured, until 2002, more recognised righém tBarajevo Serbs when the OHR
amended the Constitution of the Federation of BiHuifil the Constitutional Court
decision taken in 2000. This was required to enghee full equality of the three

constituent peoples of BiH in both entities.

%01t is estimated that 4,000 Bosnian Serbs are eyadlin common institutions (Ded2012)
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Efforts to maintain a normal life and practice cainobscure the fact that the
urban soul of post-war Sarajevo is distinct and #thnic discrimination exists, unlike
the pre-war situation. It is seen especially durimgrviews conducted in a sector living
in predominantly single-family housing at the ourtiskof the urban centre of IlidZza, one
of the Serb-held districts of Sarajevo that wastegjrated into the city in March 1996
and subsequently received internally displaced Béisn As expressed by a Sarajevo
Serb living in the municipality and heavily invotven keeping Bosnian Serbs in the
city after the transfer of authority, the enviromrhbas not significantly improved:

Often you are not allowed to obtain employmenis mot likely that you will
be able to start a private business. There is maldgeatment in the police
station, neighbours don't salute you or they sharaours about Serbs as
nation, considering everyone as war criminals, riket and aggressors.
That's the climate that makes people leave (Rekehlrterview, 24 May
2015).

This harsh description also reveals that ethnidgtyrently shapes neighbouring
relations. The elite practices used to increasethiical relevance of ethnic affiliation
(started before the war and continuously reprodwtegtwards) still impact the social
field. Consequently, such ethnicisation of the Basrsociety and the loss of the ethnic
diversity so characteristic of the city have siguihtly reduced both the opportunities
for interethnic interactions, the quality of sogation and daily life for individuals who
have become ethnic minorities.

As analysed during this research, the urban are8aofjevo experienced an
ethnic and territorial partition during the postryeeriod. However, coexistence should
be considered in a more multidimensional way, mdy rom the lens of ethnicity. The
city also experienced a profound social and culttremsformation caused by forced
rural-urban migration, the departure of many Saee at the beginning of the war and
afterwards, especially Sarajevo Serbs, as welhasmergence of a criminalised new
political and economic elite. Urban life was forndéf reshaped into something new
from the beginning of the siege that made manyj®aaas feel uncomfortable in the
city. The fact that such a transformation is relatet only to ethnicity is illustrated in
the powerful distinction between locals and newcantbat is still very present in the
city. Many Sarajevans feel uncomfortable with tiestng socio-cultural gap between
them and any newcomers who have arrived since ter #ie war. This view is
reiterated by one such Sarajevo Serb interviewée, alaims relations with newcomers

occur but are generally superficial. Evidently, lsudifferentiation transcends ethnic
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categorisation and responds to a cultural supgyiofipeople from the city. On the one
hand, Sarajevans are featured by relative wealtigh Hevels of education,
cosmopolitanism, ‘Europeanness’ and low levelsetigiosity. In contrast, people from
countryside are depicted as rural, poor, primititraditional, religiously radical and
‘non-cultured’ (Steffanson 2007§* The city has thus experienced a profound social
and cultural transformation during the war andgbst-war period that goes beyond the
ethnic dimension. For many Sarajevans, Sarajevmtisand will hardly become again
what it was before the siege, regardless of whethey presently or not constitute an

ethnic majority within the Bosnian capital city.

%92 As Anders Steffanson (2007) argues, the threeraleswcio-cultural dichotomies in Sarajevo are
local/newcomer, urban/rural and ‘cultured’/ ‘nontaved’. These are interconnected in such a way tha
ideally, locals are opposed to the rural newconvath inferior cultural habits and knowledge. Such
interrelated stereotypes are not post-war phenorasrthese were already very present during sdcialis
times because of the mass rural-urban migrationYigoslavia triggered by the process of
industrialisation during the second half of th&' 2@ntury (e.g. Simic 1973).
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Conclusion

This dissertation has analysed the role of the QriRhe urban transformation of
Sarajevo during the post-war period and the imfiaat the intervention, a central part
of the international administration deployed in Biasafter the war, had in the urban
transformation of Sarajevo, with a special focusitsnethnic and spatial structures.
Assessing the urban changes that occurred sincsighature of the peace agreement
requires a previous contextualisation of what ®a@jwas before the war and from
which position the city departed in December 198S. presented irchapter two
Sarajevo experienced three periods of urban expanduring the Ottoman rule, under
Austro-Hungarian authority and during Socialist ¥algvia. Urban development was
particularly intensive in Socialist Yugoslavia memnthat the city acquired particular
attributes of socialist cities, both socially anghsally. Sarajevo, however, is a special
city in the sense that human religious diversityeration and coexistence, are intrinsic
features since its foundation in the fifteenth ocepby Ottoman authorities.

An alliance questioning the foundation of ethnigedsity that involved actors
from neighbouring republics and local political fo@s flourished during the collapse of
Yugoslavia between the late 1980s and early 1980sias especially active and
assertive in the case of Serbian and Bosnian ®adeiship, after the formation of the
SDS party on BiH in 1990. A very clear policy, piglally and militarily coordinated,
was devised to create a new Serbian state in wtheine should be a partial
incorporation of Bosnia if Yugoslavia disintegrate8uch a policy included the
collaboration of Western powers. As in the postdC@ar context, they prioritised
preserving the unity of Yugoslavia and backed teatre over peripheral republics
before and even after the beginning of wars in @axoand Bosnia. In that context,
Western policy makers satisfied the central govemnmn Belgrade, despite the pursuit
of Serbian leaders’ to create an enlarged Serli@e sn the ruins of the Yugoslav
federation.

The Western response to the Yugoslav and Bosniesis avas biased and
extremely poor in the non-prevention of war. Fysthere was no approval for a UN
peacekeeping contingent, following a request framBosnian President in November
and December 1991 in a context of advanced milifmgparations by JNA in the
central Yugoslav republic, and the high risk of warce the beginning of conflict in the

summer of 1991 in Croatia. Alongside that passivityropean diplomatic intervention



encouraged the political ethnic division of Bosnmaking clear concessions to the
SDS, and pressured the Bosnian President to adnegive proposals. Indeed, Western
powers tended to satisfy the central governmentBeilgrade through an ethnic
reorganisation of Bosnia during early diplomatigdlvement in February and March
1992, prior to the beginning of the war. Subsedygetite West's approach to Bosnia-
Herzegovina was to bring pressure on Presidenbdpetvic to capitulate and accept
unfavourable deals, using the military capacity/&S as a tool.

In April 1991, the Bosnian Serb leadership instgata process of ethno-
territorialisation in a specific project to crea#e Serb statelet in Bosnia, and to
eventually incorporate the statelet into a rump &&lavia, if Bosnia refused to comply.
In this process of ethno-territorialisation, Savajdad a central position. For Bosnian
Serb leadership, the city was seen as a hub, congdbe various Serb territories in
which Bosnia had to be divided. At that time, therlSterritories envisioned by the
party leadership were ethnically mixed and evenSB& pursued political domination
in creating a territorially continuous stateletaireas where the Bosnian Serb population
was in a minority.

With the failure to sustain Bosnia in a rump Yugesh, exclusively controlled
by Serbs well in advance of the independence o&tizrand Slovenia, the city, in April
1992, experienced one of the greatest attacksctiedli on its ethnic diversity and
common life when the Bosnian Serb leadership aloitiy JNA besieged the city on the
eve of the international recognition of the indegmmce of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
The ethnic partition of Sarajevo was defined as ohthe six Strategic Goals by the
Bosnian Serb Assembly in May 1992. The failure, éosv, to divide the city militarily,
firstly by JNA and subsequently by VRS, producedabilisation of the siege for three-
and-half years, favoured and perpetuated by intiemea unwillingness to militarily
intervene and uniquely deploy a humanitarian mrsstoensure that Sarajevans did not
suffer the rigours of starvation.

During the siege of Sarajevo, tragically, the dtffered a profound social and
ethnic transformation as a result of a progresspgs of ethnic diversity with the
departure of Sarajevans from all ethnicities, bspeeially Serbs, and the influx of
ethnically cleansed Bosniaks mostly from other st@aBosnia. Concomitantly, in the
context of diplomatic isolation and war against VR®I Bosnian Croats, in 1993, the
SDA leadership abandoned the foundational princgflehe territorial integrity of

Bosnia and Herzegovina and accepted its ethnigtipartNo peace plan was agreed
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until 1995, when a discussion on the Union of ThRepublics took place, and party
leadership adopted a policy of building an ethnibcr@gime that progressively turned
the territories held by th&rmija into de facto Bosniak entities.

In a different context, following a heavy involvemteof the US with a
combination of military and diplomatic offensivesthe summer of 1995, negotiations
to end the Bosnian war took place in November irytDa in the US. Amid huge
international pressure, negotiations took placevbéeh the President of BiH, Alija
Izetbegovic, and the regional leaders involved ar,we. both Slobodan Milosevic and
Franjo Tudjman, who respectively represented Bosr8arbs and Bosnian Croats.
During peace negotiations, the urban area of Sarajgas divided between the
Federation of BiH and the Republika Srpska amidphsition of the country in these
two ethnically based entities. In line with the ipplof ethnic division, Bosnian Serb
leadership refused to share governance in Sarajétio representatives from other
ethnic groups, and this triggered Milosevic’'s dexisto deliver Serb-held districts of
Sarajevo to the Federation of BiH. As a result,district proposal that included direct
involvement of the international community in issugich as training and supervision
of a multiethnic police force was abandoned an@j8ao’s symbolic ethnic, economic
and physical reconstruction did not include anycgfe provision and international
participation in the peace agreement.

In the absence of any specific status for the titg,international community did
not initially envision a reconstruction of the ethmiversity in Sarajevo as seen in
chapters three and foumhich respectively focus on the consolidation of ethno-
territorialised urban area of Sarajevo after thacpeagreement and on international
strategy to rebuild ethnic diversity in SarajevdeTiransfer of authority of the Serb-
held districts of Sarajevo in the winter of 1996ieh resulted in a mass exodus of
population, was the first major challenge of thaliegin annexes of the peace agreement
and clearly highlighted the fact that main interoadl actors did not work for ethnic
diversity. Importantly, Carl Bildt's statement dmetimportance of the stay of Bosnian
Serbs and Sarajevo Serbs in the Serb-held distifc8&arajevo for future implications,
both in the city and the country, did not reflenlyanternational consensus to maintain
ethnic diversity in the city at the end of war. Ratcontrary, many international actors
considered that ethnically mixing the populatioruldocause further violence and
unrest. Eloquently, the OHR’s work to create faatle conditions for the stay of

population after the takeover was not internatignslipported. Actually, the initiative
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was confronted by the IFOR and the US, which camtirsly undermined the OHR in
the early post-war stages to the detriment of thigamy provisions and priorities.

The transfer of authority of the Serb-held districtveals two key elements that
largely prevented maintaining and remaking ethnicergity in post-war Sarajevo.
Firstly, amid huge international pressure to repehce, the division was unilaterally
taken by Slobodan Milosevic to unblock negotiatiamghout any consultation with
SDS leadership in Dayton. Secondly, the ethnotteral division of the area of
Sarajevo fundamentally undermined the prospectahlmataningful number of Sarajevo
Serbs and Bosnian Serbs would remain after thesfeaof authority. While the DPA
had silenced weapons, by forcing peace and legglisie ethno-territorial division of
Sarajevo and Bosnia, it retained the fertile grodod a continuation of policies,
proactively or reactively, shaping the ethnic e of the country.

Thus, since early post-war stages, both the SDSS&#l continued to resort to
distinct ethnocratic practices in order to consatidhomogeneous ethno-territorialities,
both ethnically and politically, in the area of &awo. The SDS actively confronted
peace agreement provisions on Sarajevo, eithergitg change the territorial solution
or, as alternative, securing funds to accommodatple in East Sarajevo, Srpsko
Sarajevo at that time. The signature of the pegoeeaent did not mean relinquishing
two of its Strategic Objectives, defined at theibemg or war, i.e. the ethnic division
of Sarajevo and the separation of the Bosnian Sephlation from other ethnic groups.
Actually, through coercive and violent means, tisSackled the stay of population in
the five districts, once pressure from Pale leddpr® change the peace agreement was
finally abandoned. Having pushed people out from $lerb-held districts of Sarajevo
before the takeover, and redirecting them into Bosnian Serb entity, in the first
episode of ethnic engineering of the post-war gkrfale leadership negotiated with
Yugoslavia for funds to build a new city in Eastr&gavo that allowed a new urban
division from the semirural areas that were befibre division, administratively and
increasingly functionally, an integral part of ttigy.

In a more subtle performance, the SDA continuedpitiecy started in 1993 to
consolidate power and ethnic majorities in Bosrtekitories. At the end of the war,
and despite being the only nationalist party adimgahe inclusion of mechanisms in
the peace agreement to rebuild ethnic diversityBasnia, the party took steps to
consolidate their domination in Sarajevo. Thus,3D& made clear preparations to turn

Sarajevo into a Bosniak city in a context in whtblere were doubts about the state’s

270



viability. The party reactively deployed ethnic evegring to resettle Bosniaks in
abandoned housing in the former Serb-held distriasing dispossessed with the right
of housing repossession to displaced peoples, filifigl Annex VII. Institutionally,
and after failing to reach an agreement with theZHID the framework of the
governance in the Federation of BiH, it reorganigeditical institutions, excluding
representatives from other ethnic groups with thren&tion of a mono-ethnic Sarajevo
Canton, in a step that locally institutionalisedréf@o as an ethnocratic regime.
Through these distinct practises, the SDA secuxetusive control of Sarajevo and a
favourable Bosniak constituency during the earlgtpear stages.

Importantly, the OHR intervened reactively to thesenocratic practices albeit
with limited impact. Sarajevo’s multi-ethnic reorgsation put in place power-sharing
mechanisms that did not alter governance in thg aitd decision-making process,
dominated by SDA leadership. Furthermore, and dfeng granted executive and
legislative authority in December 1997, the OHRIinectly tackled the project to
urbanise East Sarajevo through the prohibitionllotating socially-owned land in the
whole country. This practice was performed esskyntiy Bosnian Croat and Bosnian
Serb authorities, who sought to consolidate ettigiqaure territories by distributing
land to people of respective ethnic constituen@ésn used by refugees and displaced
persons before the war, either for residential,if@ss or agricultural purposes,
becoming a direct impediment for their return.

Land-ban allocation correctly tackled a policy eading ethno-national parties
which prevented or made much more difficult theimetof those displaced. The OHR'’s
decision was coherent with the new policy promotmigority returns but in practice
not very effective. Resorting to extended authoritgwever, the OHR ineffectively
expanded its responsibility in the management rdl & task administratively unviable
for the available resources and without the cleaiion of procedures needed to make
judgements. In practice, the OHR was not able #tricg illegal constructions and
transactions moved within informal channels whikcduraging legitimate investments
and damaging the OHR'’s credibility. Importantly,ander to understand such limited
outcomes, is the fact that even after the OHR becdmm final authority in Bosnia, the
effectiveness of deployed powers and policies, ialyc still depended on the
willingness of the local authorities as they cooldect in different ways or simply

disregard legislation enacted by the High Repredees. Therefore, by confronting
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nationalist parties, the international communityrfd different forms of resistance that
inevitably, but not exclusively, contributed to thleortcomings of its intervention.

Any limited outcomes achieved by the internatioo@nmunity in the civilian
annexes of the peace agreement, after the HigheRemative’s empowerment, were
again repeated in the field of minority returnsalgsed inchapter four Initially, the
right of displaced persons to return to pre-war ésmecognised in Annex VII was not
supported internationally as a consequence of teow military approach and
unwillingness to ethnically mix the population. Bhuhe return of a people who had
become a minority was obstructed, more or lessliyoatilocal level, by all nationalist
parties to avoid the erosion of favourable ethnmnstituencies following the
collaboration of the international community. Inderioritising security issues, and
driven by the IFOR’s minimalist approach, the intgronal community temporary
limited mobility across the IEBL, placed Annex \dh hold and worked on the return
of people to areas where they constituted an ethmagority, contributing to the
consolidation of ethnically homogeneous territaries

Yet, it was only in 1997 that internationals praggigely focused on people who
had become an ethnic minority, both quantitativatyd qualitatively, after forced
displacement and legalisation of ethno-territatiedi. Thus, minority returns came to be
seen as a tool for eroding the power of ethno-natist parties in a context of pressure
from European countries to repatriate Bosnian rggi.e. Germany, internal pressure
from those displaced and a US foreign policy foilogv Clinton’s re-election in
November 1996, which in the spring of 1997 involvednajor policy review that
strengthened the civilian implementation of the DPA

While the ethnic diversity of Sarajevo and the ismf resistance of the city
during the siege had been praised internationlatiyughout the war, it was not until the
empowerment of the High Representative that aipaliapproach to the reconstruction
of the ethnic diversity so-characteristic of thesBian capital city was devised with the
adoption of the Sarajevo Declaration. The Saraj®exclaration was actually a
pragmatic and strategic decision aimed at explpitite city’s symbolism to jump-start
minority returns for the whole country, placing thlesponsibility for the early
implementation of Annex VII on the SDA as the onlgtionalist party advocating for
minority returns. Crucially, the adoption of theaségy to trigger minority returns in
Sarajevo was realistically not in agreement with tiain local actors as seen with Alija

Izetbegovic’s contestation from the celebratiorihaf Sarajevo Return Conference on 2
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February 1998. Thus, the approach of internatiomal$ocus initially on Sarajevo
produced a fundamental tension with the SDA, whopéetl a policy to obstruct the
implementation of the Sarajevo Declaration retusese implemented to other ethno-
territorialities violently formed during the war.

Ultimately, this new internationally developed piokl approach to address
minority returns was successful in ensuring thatividuals who were displaced
repossessed their pre-war homes. Setting up jorlieb of competent local institutions
and international organisations to supervise imple@ation, any widespread
obstructionism during the process of housing reggsien by the SDA was
progressively eroded due to increasing internatipnessure and a series of proactive
and reactive actions. The High Representative wasiat in this regard through the
dismissal of officials who did not fulfil the Saeajo Declaration, ensuring that housing
institutions were staffed with co-operative offisiand, along with coercion, attempted
to persuade Bosniak authorities to fulfil implenaitn. The adoption of the Property
Law Implementation Programme (PLIP) in October 1998ich treated repossession of
property as a question of the rule of law, progwetg expanded housing repossession
beyond Sarajevo. The considerable interventionakbnmention amid increasing
collaboration of international organisations deglinith returns, and optimisation of
field resources, dramatically increased the resmuof property claims between the
years 2000 and 2003, culminating in a widespreg@gsgession of housing both in
Sarajevo and elsewhere in Bosnia.

Most certainly, the High Representative was insenotal in progressively
overcoming the embedded obstructionism of locah@uties in the repossession of
housing but, crucially, the international communitgither addressed the ethno-
territorial division of Bosnia, which structuraljyrevented mass minority returns, nor
intervened to any great extent in supporting restwgocially and economically. Despite
establishing a comprehensive strategy to creatalittoms for sustainable returns
through intervention in employment, education, sé&gu and housing, the
internationally-devised strategy to remake Sardgewethnic diversity had serious
shortcomings in design and implementation in addingsthe enormous challenge of
generating minority returns after the war.

All these shortcomings were well illustrated in ttension which emerged
during the work of the Sub-group on textbooks caeld in 1998. It was a unilateral

performance with little local engagement and bogbesficial and inappropriate amid an
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ethnically polarised environment. Furthermore, éssbbeyond housing reconstruction
and repossession were rather neglected by thenattenal community. Economic,
educational and labour market opportunities foumretzes had not been given enough
consideration by the international community neitimeSarajevo nor in Bosnia when
the peak of repossession took place, despite Pr@Gings in May 2000.

Therefore, the implementation of the Sarajevo Datlan and overall Annex
VII in Bosnia following the adoption of PLIP did hg@roduce meaningful returns
simply because the appropriate conditions for nmais®rity returns did not exist when
people repossessed housing. The international nrepolicy in Sarajevo was
insufficiently conceived and implemented beyondperty issues for the purpose of
rebuilding ethnic diversity in a divided countrgaving most of the burden, connected
with returns and reconstruction of ethnic diversitn individuals and families.
Essentially, by linking housing repossession tarred, internationals did not tackle
directly or sufficiently the fundamental causedadplacement. All this, in conjunction
with international unwillingness to maintain ethdizersity or mixing the population in
1996 and 1997, seen both in the takeover of the-Beld districts of Sarajevo and
initial non-implementation of Annex VII, validateke first hypothesis formulated for
this dissertation in whiclthe reconstruction of ethnic diversity in Sarajewas not
initially envisioned by the international communépd the adoption of the Sarajevo
Declaration in February 1998, aimed at making thiy @ model of co-existence and
tolerance for the rest of the country, had a reaztature that was essentially focused
on housing repossession instead of addressing riegtion of appropriate conditions

for returns.

Indeed, the insufficient focus on the creation pprapriate conditions for
returns, especially in the economic field, is digantly captured in analysis conducted
in chapter fivewhich has addressed international performancehén pgolitical and
economic arena, two core elements of the liberatpaleveloped by the international
administration set in Bosnia after the war. Desplite inherent risks of prescribing
market democracy as a remedy for civil conflicttheut anticipating or limiting its
destabilizing effects, and for not being ready tanage the competition induced by the
process, leading international actors generallyosed economic and political reforms
with little if any consideration on the local coxteas seen especially in the first post-

war elections and the process of economic libextdis.
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Importantly, these initial post-war elections résdl in an entrenchment of
nationalist parties who were willing to obstruce theace agreement, that they had in
general reluctantly signed included with a legitation, favoured by the electoral
system, of the social and ethnic order emerginmftiee war and also ethnic cleansing.
Certainly, the specific architecture of the DPA miethat, crucially, its implementation
depended on the celebration of the first post-viect®n, which marked both IFOR'’s
withdrawal and the creation of common state instihs. As a result, delaying the
election until conditions were appropriate, as mfeoposed, was possibly not the best
alternative considering Dayton’s design. Such ddpeoe necessitated that the High
Representative, along with the US, worked to preway delay, downplaying any
absence of appropriate conditions, arguing thattiele was the only mechanism to
avoid parallel institutions and the partition o ttountry.

Furthermore, the election was crucial for legitisiag exclusive ethnic
authority in the respective ethno-territorialitigs, ensure that people could chose to
vote from where they had left due to the war. Despis importance for peace
implementation and the fate of ethnocracies, iatéonal performance prior to election
was very questionable and did not contribute inlifating subsequent efforts on peace
implementation. Based on internal politics and eékisting link between first elections
and military withdrawal, the US pressured the OSCHkalidate the election within the
timeframe set in the peace agreement regardlessnafitions on the ground. With the
absence of measures fostering moderation or céingolparties’ participation,
performance and discourse, the election went aldesgite incidents and abuses in
voting registration.

In order to overcome subsequent obstructionismehvim the formation of state
institutions came mostly from Bosnian Serbs andnigosCroat representatives, shortly
after, the international community engaged in opsmotion, especially in Republika
Srpska, with candidates showing increased willisgrte cooperate. This was seen with
the active and determined performance favouringiP®dandidacy to the detriment of
the SDS or, subsequently, in the involvement ofctieation of the Alliance for Change,
a broad coalition in the Federation of BiH whiclkeatthe November 2000 election was
formed between the SDP and moderate nationalidgiepasuch as the SBiH. The
promotion of specific candidates and parties thebiiporated the workings of the OHR
and OSCE prepared an electoral system that favom@derate candidates over the

nationalist parties. Thus, the preparation of aectittn Law sought both a progress in
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the process of democratisation and also the promodf inter-ethnic cooperation.
Eloquently, a centripetalist measure that was po@ted to foster moderation and
inter-ethnic cooperation was the preferential \@tfar the election of the Republika
Srpska Presidency in November 2000. Yet, the elestidid not produce positive
results, highlighting, paradoxically, the interoaal limits to electoral integration
having promoted and ultimately accepted Bosnidw@ffederal division in ethnically
homogeneous territories or with the absence offszgnt ethnic diversity.

Despite the risks of political liberalisation aretearly post-war election in the
aftermath of war, the process of democratisatitirmately, during the last stages of the
maximum international intervention, contributed doninish the position of main-
stream nationalist parties and respective poweustsires, tackled directly or indirectly
by the High Representative through dismissalsnfired sanctions and the enactment of
numerous reforms, including the process of econdibaralisation. Erosion of their
hegemony forced them to moderation as subsequénglylighted in the case of
Bosnian Serb political leaders, who became more& épecompromise in state issues,
withdrawing hostile opposition to core provisiorfstive peace agreement during early
post-war stages.

In the economic field, the international communitpposed a neoliberal
economic transition that was especially inapprdpria a country ethnically divided
and emerging from war. It actually failed in gerierg a self-sustained economic
growth during the period of maximum internatior@kervention. Thus, in late 2002, and
after dozens of laws enacted by the High RepreSeatdhe economic situation was
actually untenable, with a high unemployment rpersistence of poverty and absence
of significant investment and job creation. A nbelial economic transition had serious
shortcomings for the economic development of Bosniaa context of poverty,
institutional weaknesses and political division. thee long pursuit to liberalise and
attract private sector investments, the effort frimternational organisations was not
accompanied, despite the fragility of the counby,any measures which reduced the
adverse social impacts of war and the adoptionildral policies, with poverty,
unemployment or industrial policy being either megéd or treated as a collateral
damage of the long transition.

Importantly, reforms were once again not consisteith local actors. The
neoliberal economic transition had a non-negotiatilaracter for the international

community, as seen with the refusal to consider ianllide adjustments proposed by
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local expertise, aware of the risks that such modekition could have for the future of
Bosnia. While clashes were inevitable, local partstructurally opposed economic
liberalisation reforms to preserve economic andtipal hegemony in respective ethno-
territorialities. This was seen in a refusal toeqtcthe reform of the payment system
and the process of privatisation.

Privatisation, a cornerstone of the neoliberaltstia was a goal in itself. It was
implemented in the form of shock therapy despigvimus evidences in post-socialist
countries that during the early stages of transitould result both in asset stripping
and concentration of wealth in few hands. The msasonvincingly illustrates both
counterproductive outcomes of conducting liberéilisa without neutral and
appropriate institutions and the power struggleoen developed between local and
international actors during the post-war periodldvang the nationalisation of socially
owned companies during the war, nationalist pasiese fundamentally interested in
preventing privatisation as companies were a soafcevenue and patronage. This
pattern was also observed in Sarajevo, as the SibAoeratic regime maintained
control over public companies through Edhem Biocakavho was in charge of
redirecting revenues through a complex and coraystem whereby large sums of
money benefited the party. Effectively, Bicakcic swdismissed twice by the High
Representative in an illustrative example of timeits of dismissals in a nomenklatura
system, in which political influence was not dedvieom official posts.

Indeed, the implementation of the privatisationgpeanme followed the logic of
shock therapy with the adoption of a voucher madgrivatisation that essentially and
conveniently allowed a quick and mass transferhef ewnership of companies and
apartments. Furthermore, there were simply bagjglations, such as the approval of a
Framework Law on Privatisation, and an absenceffettve institutions supervising
respective privatisation agencies, contained withiprocess that was fragmented in
different ethno-territorialities. Favoured by thentext of poor supervision, ethnocracies
interfered easily in the process of privatisatidhis was displayed in detailed analysis
which was conducted on the privatisation of theittyl Inn and Sarajka, as well as
other cases mentioned, such as the Energoinveshgttto buy the Hotel Marsal. In
these cases, privatisation was hugely manipulatddaempanies being sold cheaply to
businessmen who were close to party leadershipatsodto companies with relevant

SDA members or the attempt of acquisition by ofhdslic companies.
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Despite evidences that companies continued in #mel$ of previous directors
following privatisation, or ended up in the handidozal party members, internationals
continued to push for privatisation, with only minohanges, arguing the need to
depoliticize the economy and provide the basisdoonomic recovery and growth.
Furthermore, members of the OHR recognised thaapzation was entrenching the
economic positions of nationalist parties and redycthe prospects of ethnic
reintegration, thus failing in both dimensions,. iie terms of depoliticisation and
economic growth. Poor results in the process ofatisation contrasted with other
interventions of the international community in f@cess of economic liberalisation
that certainly contributed to erode the pervasmatiol of ethnocracies on the economy,
both for the private benefit of elites or for tleproduction of exclusive regimes. It was
especially highlighted in the reform of the paymsydtem that dismantled the Payment
Bureaus, which was an important source of reverarepfrties as the institution
controlling all public and private financial actiyi Success from a liberal stance of such
an initiative was a conseuqgnce of close and dete@ninternational intervention that
not only established new institutions but also pies resources to strengthen their
capacity.

Therefore, the political and economic liberatiorpiemented in the framework
of the liberal peace-building produced uneven amehterproductive results but which,
at least in the mid-term, tended to erode ethnaesaand their hegemony in respective
territorialities. Clearly, pushing for liberalisati as quickly as possible without
appropriate legal or institutional frameworks diot montribute to achieving the goals
publicly defined of depoliticisation of the economyd economic growth, as seen in the
process of privatisation. With such counterprodigctbutcomes in the economic field
and the progressive erosion of ethnocracies dukbéoalisation in other areas, the
second hypothesis elaborated for this dissertasiamly partially validated in relation
to economic failure, as it states thie quick process of political and economic
liberalisation either internationally pushed or ilmged entrenched local ethnocracies

and failed to depoliticise the economy and creasel&sustained economic growth

In chapter sixanalyses on the spatial, functional and ethnicigardition have
been conducted to assess the impact of the OHR/@migon. In the decision to approve
the Sarajevo Canton Development Strategy untiiisar 2015, i.e. the Strategic Plan, it

defined an urban development of the city in linghwihe transition into a market
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economy, also illustrating a shift in the plannipgradigm after the collapse of
socialism. The Strategic Plan must be seen asdtegrdination of local authorities to
adopt a new orientation for the urban developméthecity to address the multiplicity
of transitions. In practice, however, the logic tbE economic transition, in which
nationalist parties obstructed the process of dilmation to maintain political and
economic hegemony in respective ethno-territorgjt meant that the international
administration set in the BiH, coordinated by thdRDin the civilian issues, conducted
those structural reforms for the participation af/ate and foreign investors in the real
estate market.

Having focused on dealing with land transactioms$tirsg a system of granting
exemptions, if projects were not discriminatorye thigh Representative finally enacted
a harmonized Law on Construction Land in both m#itn May 2003 that culminated
the liberalisation of the real estate market ane phivatisation of socially-owned
construction land. Reforms enacted by the High Bsgrtative have significantly
contributed to create conditions for a post-sosiafiroduction of space, which has
turned into a commodity. The Law on Constructiomd.avas seen as a significant step
forward in the provision of legal certainty necegstr private investors to conduct
property developments. Importantly, these reforrs® aignificantly contributed to
produce a new concept related to land developnherthis new concept, planning and
regulations for the modern production of space vibath downgraded to the detriment
of any private priorities of landowners and localificians, who became prevalent over
existing regulations, and the comprehensive vifoithe development of the city.

In this sense, and considering projects such aBBieCentre, the ASA Prevent
headquarters, the case of Tibra Pacific or the duemters of Raiffeinsein Bank, it is
revealed that major new urban projects have beeduped disregarding regulations,
with subsequent modifications of regulation plamsdlapt them to new realities on the
ground. Sarajevo’s urban development has acqueetiberal features, as planning has
becomea corrective mechanism to satisfy private investamsl detached from an
overall policy of urban development. Yet, as inesthreas of economic liberalisation
pushed or imposed by international actors, refammtisout an in-depth and fundamental
transformation of institutions and how that powseexkercised have resulted in a hybrid
model as suggested by evidence found during thseareh. In other words, the
development of major urban projects are apparemtytaking place in a free real estate

market due to significant political control in tpeoduction of space exercised by either
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political elites, well illustrated in the figure oBakir Izetbegovic, or municipal
authorities. This is actually a feature of postialigt cities in countries where political
power played or continues to play a dominant ralengd) the long economic transition
which, despite having less resources compared ¢oirternational administration
developed in post-war Bosnia, was often equallypetawith different forms of
conditionality by international financial institons.

The impact of the Law on Construction Land enacteg the High
Representative is seen when analysing the productionew major urban projects.
Actually, the convergence in 2003 of the Law andader economic reforms, such as
the development of a private banking system, cdeatéavourable environment that
triggered the greatest construction boom in the sihce the end of the war. It was a
turning point in the spatial restructuring of thentral urban areas of Sarajevo that
reflects the restructuring of its urban economyrfra state-managed industrial system
into a service economy.

Urban central areas have since then undergone aificagpt spatial
transformation that has led towards a progresseresification of urban central areas
and a rise of the functional and morphological msitg so characteristic of other post-
socialist cities. Predominantly, new major urbanjgets are commercial and tertiary
developments, such as the emergence of shoppintyeseand large-scale office
developments often constructed on former induskaiatl. Manifesting as a process of
deindustrialisation and tertiarisation, new majdvan projects have been reducing the
quantitative and qualitative shortcomings in sexyicovision that generally existed in
socialist cities, caused by the redirection of vese from personal and collective
consumption to industrial development.

Therefore, Sarajevo has experienced a functionatl anorphological
transformation in line with other post-socialisties, albeit slower due to war, initial
limited capital investment, essentially directedvaods reconstruction, and slow
liberalisation of the real estate market. Yet,specificity of Sarajevo as a post-socialist
city does not lie simply on an urban spatial redtrting, compared to other post-
socialist cities, occurred one decade later. Rathkes in the fact that the urban spatial
restructuring imbricates dimensions that have esvo@nd ethnocratic nature. This is
seen in two spatial processes, i.e. the construafohousing on the slopes or in the
suburbs developed by refugees in Sarajevo and, receatly, the construction of gated

neighbourhoods.
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One the one hand, constructions on the slopes @nattsanisation commenced
in the late 1990s due to the pressure of thosenially displaced who were unwilling or
could not return to pre-war homes. The internalignassure to allow the repossession
of housing without tackling ethno-territorialitiesesulted in a process of self-
construction of housing due to an absence of atems for a stable housing solution.
Such limitations triggered the development of selfistructions even on high gradients
on the central slopes of the city, illustrating theeds of those who were forcefully
displaced, to attempt to stabilise and dignify itHaies, following war and forced
displacement.

On the other hand, another manifestation that oetes the process of
suburbanisation, is the recent development of gatedmunities which could be a
manifestation of both the economic transition tadgarcapitalism and foreign
investments, eloquently highlighting the rise otisespatial segregation in the city,
integration into the new global flows and the fusiof these global capitals and local
political ideologies in an ethno-territorialisecban area of Sarajevo. While conclusive
evidences have not been discovered with regarddio fision, these projects have been
developed mostly by foreign investors from the RersGulf amid a BBI lobbying
campaign, with the main Bosniak elites entrencimeblaink structures, to promote these
particular types of investments in the area of @& This is a process concomitant to
tourism development from these countries and timeiestment in real estate. Hence,
these spatial manifestations, analysed to datewdiemore or less clarity, a result of
the new order which emerged after the war whickhen case of Sarajevo, and unlike
other post-socialist cities, involves both econonansition and ethno-territorial
partition. This is effectively a new political asdcio-economic order that is producing
qualitatively distinct urban conditions as arguedslation to the debate on socialist and
post-socialist cities.

Finally, and in terms of the ethnic division of &awvo, a crucial element in
understanding the low number of minority returrs peesented earlier hapter four
was the division of the area of Sarajevo traceti@butskirts of the urban central areas.
The evolution of the political division between &awvo and East Sarajevo reveals the
limited impact to erode such division of an OHRtiative that officially pursued a
process of functional integration that ultimatedgluced the weight of entities. From an
urban perspective, the initially underfunded SD&alr project to build a city in East

Sarajevo, failed in the short and mid-term but @é@dhe basis for relative subsequent

281



private urbanisation, which progressively accomntediaa few thousand of Sarajevo
Serbs who had left the city. Such subsequent usbtdon of East Sarajevo, despite
being limited, has reinforced the ethnic divisiohtlee area of Sarajevo beyond the
political and territorial dimensions.

Yet, the fragmentation of East Sarajevo and itsiffitcsgent urban facilities and
economic activity have implied that despite the poghensive, exclusive and divisive
nature of the SDS-driven project, the city stitaies some functional dependence on
Sarajevo. This partial functional dependence oft Edarajevo with Sarajevo has
favoured that, among Sarajevo Serbs who moved $b &@rajevo during or after the
war, there has been progressive increased mohititygss the IEBL. Employment and
consumption became the two central factors thahdéurincreased mobility among
people from East Sarajevo to Sarajevo in recergdirm the field of retail, and despite
urbanisation in East Sarajevo, differences betwhenwo cities has stood stable and
even increased with the opening of big supermarkearajevo from the late 1990s
and the subsequent development of several new slgoppntres since 20009.

However, visions regarding the division confirm ttiiaese cross-entity spatial
practices in the area of Sarajevo have not atl@tesl the ethnocratic nature of the
division between Sarajevo and East Sarajevo, pdrssisce 1990 by the SDS
leadership. Even in cases in which former Sarafeeds have recovered and praised
the daily interethnic socialisation in the citypomon in professional contexts, it has not
produced any significant alteration in visions tieka on division. Eloquently, among
former Sarajevo Serbs living in East Sarajevoas been identified a clear dichotomy
between visiting Sarajevo and living there. Sudharp distinction highlights the fact
that ethno-territorialities, andhationalising practices reproducing the ethnicised
meaning of those spaces, are both material andpmetiwal phenomenon that shapes
identities and feelings of individuals in termssafcurity and comfort and consequently
affects decisions such as place of residence, awveng those former Sarajevans who
show nostalgia for their former city.

Therefore, development of major urban projects emtial municipalities of
Sarajevo as well as construction on slopes, suhisdéton and development of gated
communities are all manifestations of the new secionomic order in which the OHR
has been significantly involved both in the ecoroimansition but also in terms of
housing repossession, which triggered new consbngtin Sarajevo once evictions

started amid a divided country. On the other hémele has been a consolidation of the
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ethnic division in the area of Sarajevo despiteSheajevo Declaration and Annex VII,
seen in the absence of returns, prevalence ofngsim division regardless of increased
mobility across the IEBL and inter-ethnic socidht®ns that stand significantly below
pre-war levels both quantitatively and qualitativelAll this, validates the third
hypothesis of this dissertation which states thatimpact of the OHR in the urban
transformation of Sarajevo was qualitatively muchklolw the broad intervention
conducted, which was instrumental for a post-sa&tigdroduction of space but did not

contribute to rebuilding the ethnic diversity anshemon life in the city.

283






References

Albert, S. (1997) The return of refugees to Bosmd Herzegovina: Peacebuilding with
peoplenternational Peacekeeping(3): 1-23

Albrechts, L. (2004) Strategic (spatial) planningexamined,Environmental and
Planning B: Planning and desig81(5): 743-58

Alic, A. (1999, August B) OBN News Review

Alic, A. (2012, April 17") BiH tries for a fourth time to investigate missiaig,
Southeast European Times in Sarajevo

Allin, D. (2002) NATO’s Balkan Intervention®xford: Oxford University Press (The
International Institute for Strategic Studies, AstelPaper) 347.

Andjelic, N. (2003)Bosnia-Herzegovina: The end of a Legacgndon: Frank Cass
Publishers.

Andreas, P. (2008Blue Helmets and Black Markets, The Business ofid&lrin the
Siege of SarajevtSA: Cornell University Press.

Andrusz, G., Harloe, M. and Szelenyi, I. (1996jties after Socialism Oxford:
Blackwell Publishers Inc.

AP (1996a, March 1) Associated Press.
AP (2001) Bosnian Serb Crowd Beats Muslims at Medgabuilding By, 8 May

Aquilué, I. and Roca, E. (2016). Urban planningiathe Bosnian War: The division of
regional territory in Sarajev@ities, 58, 152—-163.

Arabs are coming to Bosnia because of Profit (201 Economis2 January

Armakolas, I. (2006) Sarajevo No More? Identity dhd Experience of Place among
Bosnian Serb Sarajevans in RS, in: Bougarel, Helnt Duijzings (edsYhe
New Bosnian Mosaic: ldentities, Memories and MdZdhims in a Post-War
Society Aldershot: Ashgate, 79-99

Associated Press (1996b) Bosnia - Voting in HajesBk and Sarajevo, 14 September

Atkinson, R., and Blandy, S. (2005) Introductionternational perspectives on The
New Enclavism and the rise of gated communitésjsing Studie20(2): 177—
86

Austrijska kompanij&e kupiti Holidej In (2003)Oslobodjenje25 September
Babic, M. (1995) Granice ce brzo nestddislobodjenje30 December

Badescu, G. (2015) Paper Making Sense of Ruins: URsonstruction and Collective
Memories of War in Belgrade and Sarajevo, Papesgmted at the ASN World
Convention Columbia University, 23-25 April

Baksi, H. (2003) Sarajeva vise nent@slobodjenjel3 April

Barakat, S. and Kapizasovic, Z. (2003) Beihgkalci Evaluating the Impact of
International Aid Agencies on Local Human Resourddse Case of Post-War
Sarajevo, Bosnia and HerzegovinBhe European Journal of Development
Research15(1): 55-72



Barber, T. (1996a) Siege of Sarajevo declared andilhe Independent, March

Barber, T. (1996b) US and Europe ignore Bosnia walining, The Independent,2
June

Bassi, E. (2013) Sarajevo: Divided or redoubledyuRaions, representations and
practicesacross the boundary. (PhD diss.) Milano: Universigagli Studi di
Milano — Bicocca.

Bassi, E. (2015) Divided Sarajevo: space managemehan landscape and spatial
practices across the boundagyropa Regional3(4), 101-113.

Becirovi¢, A. (1998a) Utvrdjen plan povratka Sarajli@slobodjenje 14 February,
p.11.

Becirovi¢, A. (1998b) Usvojen plan povratka Sarajlfaslobodjenj25 January
Becirovi¢, A. (1998c) Zasto je Sarajevo pod sankcija@sipbodjenje8 July

Becirovi¢, A. (1999) Ovakvom dinamikom ljudi bi se ¢adi 24 godine Oslobodjenje,
17 August, p.5.

Belloni, R. (2004) Peacebuilding and consociati@iaettoral engineering in Bosnia and
Herzegovinalnternational Peacekeepind1(2): 334-53

Belloni, R. (2007)State Building and International Intervention in $&ia, London:
Routledge.

Bertaud, A. and Renaud, B. (1997) Socialist Citgthout Land MarketsJournal of
urban economicg}l, 137-51

BHAS (2016) Cenzus of population, households ancelldvwgs in bosnia and
herzegovina, 2013 final results, Sarajevo: Agermy statistics of Bosna and
Herzegovina.

Bieber, F. (2006Post-war Bosnia. Ethnicity, Inqueality and Publec®r Governance
New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Bildt, C. (1996a, November™ Bosnia can't do it alondhe Financial Times.
Bildt, C. (1996b, June 13 Bosnia: don’t delay the vot®#yashington Post.

Bildt, C. (1998)Peace Journey: The Struggle for peace in Bodroadon: Weidenfield
and Nicolson

Bilefsky, D. (2008) Fears of New Ethnic Conflict Bosnia,The NewYork Timed3
December

Bjorkdahl, A. (2013) Urban peacebuildirfgeacebuilding1(2): 207-21

Black, R. (2001) Return and reconstruction: misding or mistaken priority in post-
Dayton Bosnia and Herzegovin&AIS Reviewgl, 2

Black, R. (2002) Conceptions of ‘home’ and the fcdi geography of refugee
repatriation: between assumption and contestedtyreal Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Applied Geography22, 123-138

Bokhari, F. (2001) Golfske banke podupiru BodBanke u BiH 1 February

Bollens, S (2001) City and soul Sarajevo, Johanumgshlerusalem, Nicosi&ity, 5,
169-87

Bollens, S (2007)Cities, Nationalism and DemocratizatiddSA: Routledge

286



Borelli, C. (2012) La ciudad post-traumatica Maripvor y el monte Trebeg&j dos
espacios urbanos en transicion en Sarajevo, Phietsity of Barcelona, 375p.

Bosnian Businesses Welcome Arab Real eEstate meass (2016%ulf Digital News
22 August

Bosnian Serb Leader Radovan Karadzic is Demandiag Rrovisions of the Accord
Concerning Sarajevo Be Renegotiated (1995, Noveraf®. Balkan Watch,
Volume 2.46.

Bosnian Serbs Flee Homes In Sarajevo (1996, Jad24)yThe New York Times.

Both, N. (1990)From Indifference to Entrapment. The Netherlandd #re Yugoslav
Crisis 1990-1995Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Bougarel, X. (1997) From ‘Young Muslims’ to the Baof Democratic Action : the
Emergence of a Pan-Islamist Trend in Bosnia-Henzego Islamic Studies
36(2): 533-49

Bougarel, X. (1999)Bosnian Islam since 1990: Cultural Identity or Rickl Ideology?
Paper presented for the Annual Convention of theogistion for the Study of
Nationalities, Columbia University, New-York, Aptib-17.

Boutros-Ghali, B. (1992) An Agenda for Peace: Pn¢éive diplomacy, peacemaking
and peace-keepingeport of the Secretary-General7 June

Boyce, J. and Pator, M. (1997) Macronecnomic Pokrd Peacebuilding in El
Salvador, in: Kumar (edRebuilding Societies After Conflidoulder : Lynne
Rienner, 287-314.

Bringa, T. (1995Being Muslim the Bosnian Way. Identity and Commgunita Central
Bosnian Village Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Brubaker, R. (1995National minorities, nationalizing states, and exd national
homelands in the new Eurod@aedalus124(2): 107-132.

Brubaker, R. (1996Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the Nationak&ion in
the New EuropeCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Burgess, R. (1925) The Growth of a City: an Intrcithn to a Research Project. In:
Robert E. Park, Ernest W. Burgess and Roderick Bckdnzie (Ed)rhe City,
Chicago: The University of Chicago PressBolleng2807)Cities, Nationalism
and DemocratizationJSA: Routledge.

Burns, J. (1992) Sarajevo Siege Deepens, Defyirigri&fat PeaceThe New York
Times 27 September

Burns, J. (1993) Bosnia legislators reject peaem [h a lopsided vote By JOHN F.
BURNS, September 30, The New York Times.

Buturovic, A. (2007) 10 najmocnijih familija od dipovica do Izetbegota, Slobodna
Bosna,28 June 2007.

Calame, J. and Charlesworth, E. (20@Yyided Cities: Belfast, Beirut, Jerusalemn,
Mostar and NicosaiPhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press

Campbell, D. (1999). “Apartheid cartography: thditpmal anthropology and spatial
effects of international diplomacy in Bosnia”, Rolitical Geographyl8: 395—
435.

287



Campbell, D. (1998National DeconstructionJniversity of Minnesota Press

Canton of Sarajevo (2006). Prostorni Plan Kantoaeaj8vo za period od 2003. do
2023. Godine [Spatial Plan of the Canton of Samj2003-2023]. Sarajevo:
Zavod za planiranje razvoja Kantona Sarajevo (@ffior Development
Planning of the Cantonof Sarajevo).

Caplan, R. (1998) The European community's recmgnif new states in Yugoslavia:
The strategic implicationgournal of Strategic Studige81(3): 24-45.

Caplan, R. (2004) International Authority and StBtelding: The Case of Bosnia and
HerzegovinaGlobal GovernancelO (1): 53-65.

Caplan, R. (2005a) International Governance of \WWamn Territories, Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Caplan, R. (2005b). Euope and the Recognition ofv N&tates in Yugoslavia,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Carothers, T. (2007) The Sequency Fallalmyrnal of DemocragyWolume 18(1): 12-
27

Carreras, C. and Moreno, S. (2007) Los procesomalernizacion en Sarajevo: la
incierta direccion de la flecha del tiempédnales de Geografia de la
Universidad Complutense de Mad@d, 29-44.

Castells, M. (1977The Urban Question: a Marxist Approadlgndon: Edward Arnold.

Causewvé, F. (2013) Bosnia and Herezgovina's economy stheeDayton agreement,
in: Listhaung, O. and Ramet, S.P. (EdBQsnia-Herzegovina Since Dayton:
Civic and Uncivic ValueRavenna: Longo Editore, 87-106.

Causevt, F. (2015) The Political Economy of Economic Liésation and
Competitiveness in Bosnia and Herzegovina, in: Maimhomas ¢ Vesna
Bojicic-Dzelilovic (Eds.)Public Policy Making in the Western Balkans Case
Studies of Selected Economic and Social PolicyrRefdleidelberg: Springer,
pp. 91-111.

Cengi, N. (2011) Remodelling urban meaning — the Satajease4th International
Conference on Hazards and Modern Herit§G¢COP), Sarajevo.

Cengi, N. and Skotte, H. (2010). Property, Possessimh Gonflicts in Re-Building
Settlements: Sarajevo. PROPOCON Project Report.

Cengié, N. and Hodo, A. (2016). Sistem centara gradankdionalna atraktivnost
mjesnih zajednica: Sarajevo. Sarajevo: Arhitektofedtultet Sarajevo

Cerkez, A. (1996, March 12 In New Muslim-Croat Dispute, Sarajevo Mayor Resig
In ProtestAssociated Press

Chandler, D. (1999) Bosnia: Faking Democracy ditayton. London: Pluto Press.
Chandler, D. (2005) From Dayton to Europe, Intaamatl Peacekeeping, 12:3, 336-349

Chollet, D. (2005)The Road to the Dayton Accords: A Study of AmerB&tecratft,
New York: Palgrave McMillan.

Chollet, D. and Freeman, B. (199The Road to DaytonU.S. Diplomacy and the
Bosnia Peace Process, May-December 1995,Department of State: Dayton
History Project

288



Chop up Bosnia? (1997The Economistl7 April

Chopra, J. (1999) Peace-Maintenance The evolutionternational political authority
London: Routledge.

Cigar, N. (1995) Genocide in Bosnia. The policyetiinic cleansing, Texas University
Press.

Clifford, N,. French S. and Valentine, G. (2016)yKmethods in geography, Los
Angeles: Sage. First published 2010

Cohen, L. (1995) Broken Bonds. Yugsolavia’'s diggnééion and Balkan politics in
transition, Boulder: Westview Press

Collier, P. (2006) Post-Conflict Economic RecovelPypceeding for the International
Peace Academy.

Council of Europe (1997) Council of Europe actiarBiosnia and Herzegovina: Priority
areas, selection of activities calling for urgemplementation, Strasbourg, 13
February 1997.

Cox, M. (1998) The Right to Return Home: Interna#b Intervention and Ethnic
Cleansing in Bosnia and Herzegovinaternational and Comparative Law
Quarterly,47(3): 599-631.

Cox, M. and Garlick, M. (2003Musical Chairs: Property Repossession and Return
Strategies in Bosnia and HerzegovimaScott Leckie, S. (edReturning home:
Housing and property restitution for refugees amnspthced person€5-67.

Cresswell, J. (2014) Research design: Qualitatéwmel Quantitative Approaches,
California, SAGE.

Croats back out of agreement on Sarajevo (1986)Washington Posi, March

Czaplicka, J., Gelazis, N. and Ruble, B. (2009)e€iwafter the Fall of Communism:
Reshaping Cultural Landscapes and European Idendfashington DC:
Woodrow Wilson Center Press

Daly, E. (1995, November 8D Serbs Threaten to Quit Saraje¥tie Independent.
Daly, E. (1996, January T} Sarajevo Serbs Put Case to Bilftte Independent.
Danas Sarajevo sutra cijeli Bosnia (19@8Jobodjenje} February, p.1.

Delaney, D. (20057J erritory a Short IntroductionDxford: Blackwell.

Demick, B. (1996a, June™ Multi-ethnic Sarajevo tainted by increase in eiute
against Serbg;ribune News Service

Demick, B. (1996b, June 18 Serbs plan to build their ‘'own' Sarajevo in tlity of
Pale,Tribune News Service

Djurasovic, A. (2016) Ideology, Political Transiti® and the City: The Case of Mostar,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, New York: Routledge.

Donais, T. (2002) The Politics of Privatization Rost-Dayton BosnhiaSoutheast
European Politics3(1): 3-19.

Donais, T. (2005Y he Political Economy of Peacebuilding in Post-@ayBosniaNew
York: Routledge.

289



Donia, R. (2000) The Quest for Tolerance in Saxdgew extbooks,Human Rights
Review1(2): 38-55.

Donia, R. (2006aparajevo: A BiographyJSA: University of Michigan Press

Donia, R. (2006b)}rom Elections to Stalemate: the making of the feam Siege,
1990-1994ICTY Case IT-98-28/1

Donia, R. and Fine, J. (199Bpsnia and Herzegovina: a Tradition Betrayétijrst &
Co: London.

Doyle, M. and Sambanis, N. (2008)aking War and Building Peace:United Nations
Peace Operation®rinceton: Princeton University Press

Durakovi, E. (2015) Obijest s opasnim posljedicama: Dokourpreplavljuju arapski
beskiénici, Bosnu kupuju arapski nnici! 30 SeptembeiDepo Portal.

DzZindo i Lwarevi ¢e odgovarati zbog nezakonite privaticazije hotelarddl (2001,
March 3d") Oslobodjenjep.17.

Enyedi, G. (1990) Specific Urbanization in East-Ca&nEurope Geoforum21(2): 163-
72

Enyedi, G. (1996) Urbanization under Socialism. Andrusz, G. Harloe, M. and
Szleneyi, I. (Ed.)Cities after SocialismBlackwell Publishers Inc, Oxford, pp.
100-118.

Erlanger, S. (1996) Bosnian elections to go ahea®6, Christopher say3he New
York Times3 June

ESI (1999a) Interim Evaluation of Reconstructiord aReturn Task Force (RRTF)
Minority Return Programs in 199%uropean Stability InitiativeSarajevo, 14
September

ESI (1999b) Reshaping international priorities insBia and Herzegovina: Bosnian
Power Structureguropean Stability Initiativel4 October

ESI (2000) Reshaping international priorities insB@a and Herzegovina Part Two
International Power in Bosnia, 30 March 2080yopean Stability Initiative

ESI (2002) From Dayton to Europe: Land developnaerd the future of Democratic
Planning, Berlin/Sarajevo, Decembét 9

ESI (2004) Governance and Democracy in Bosnia aaczdgovina. Post-Industrial
Society and the Authoritarian Temptation, Berlir&gevo:European Stability
Initiative

Estrin, S. (1991) The Case of Self-Managing Markseicialism, The Journal of
Economic PerspectiveS(4): 187-94.

Farquharson, K. (2005) A Different Kind of Snowbdtentifying Key Policymakers,
International Journal of Social Research Methodg@ld®(4): 345-53

Federacija Bosne i Hercegovine (2008) FederatiStegistical Bureau, Bulletin 110,
May 2008

Fine, J. ( 2002) The Various Faiths in the Histbydosnai: Middle Ages to the Present,
In: Shatzmiller, M. (ed)slam in Bosniadylontreal: McGill's University PresS—
23.

FIPA (2012) Investment Opportunities in BiH, SavajeFIPA.

290



Foto, H. (2005)Reflection of TransitiorZenica: Dom Stampe.

French, R.A. and Hamilton, F.E.I. (Ed'he socialist city: spatial structure and urban
policy, New YorkJohn Wiley & Sons

Fuijii, L.A (2010) Shades of truth and lies: Integfing testimonies of war and violence,
Journal of Peace Research/(2): 231-41.

Galtung, J. (1969) Violence, Peace and Peace Rsdaurnal of Peace Researcs,
(6): 167-191.

GAO (1998) Bosnia Peace Operation: Pace of ImpléimgrDayton Accelerated as
International Involvement Increased, United Stdkemeral Accounting Office,
GAO/NSIAD-98-138.

GFAP (1995) The General Framework Agreement for cRean Bosnia and
Herzegovina: Initialed in Dayton on 21 November 3@td signed in Paris on
14 December 1995, http://www.ohr.int/?page_id=12a2&=en

Ghanem, A. (2012) Understanding Ethnic Minority ems: A New Typology,
Nationalism and Ethnic Politicd.8(3): 358-379.

Gjelten, T. (1996, June 1B U.S. Pushes Bosnia Vote Despite Undemocratic
Conditions ,National Public Radio.

Glaurdi, J. (2011)The hour of Europe: Western powers and the breakufugoslavia,
USA: Yale University Press.

Godoy, S. and Stiglitz, J. (2004) Growth, initialor@itions, law and speed of
privatization in transition countries: 11 yearetaNational Bureau of Economic
ResearchWorking Paper 11992.

Gow, J. (1997)riumph of a Lack of Will: International Diploma@&nd the Yugoslav
War, New York: Columbia University Press

Gromes, T. (2009) A Case Study in ‘Institutiondiisa before Liberalisation’: Lessons
from Bosnia and Herzegovindournal of Intervention and Statebuilding(1),
93-114

Guillén, B. (1996) “Sarajevo sufre un retrocesadtpa que pone en peligro su caracter
de ciudad multiétnica’l.a Vanguardia,l4 April.

Halilovic, H. (2011)Places of Pain. Forced Displacement, popular Menarg Trasn-
Local Indetities in Bosnian War-Torn CommunitiesN\¥ork: Berghahn.

Hamilton, F.E.l. (1979) Urbanization in Socialistadtern Europe. The macro-
environment of internal city structure, in: FrendRhA. and Hamilton, F.E.I.
(Ed.) The socialist city: spatial structure and urban ipgl New York: John
Wiley & Sons, 167-194.

Hamilton, F.E.l. (2005) The external forces: Towgaglobalization and European, in:
Hamilton, F.E.l. Dimitrovska, K. and Pitchler-milawic, N. (Ed.)
Transformation of cities in central and Estaren &poe: Towards globalization,
Tokyo: United Nations University Press, pp. 79-115.

Harloe, M. (1996) Cities in the Transition. Andrusz. Harloe, M. and Szleneyi, I.
(Ed.).Cities after SocialispnOxford: Blackwell, pp. 1-29.

Hartmann, F. and Vulliamy, E. (2015) How Britaindathe US decided to abandon
Srebrenica to its fate, The Guardian, 4 July 2015

291



https://www.thequardian.com/world/2015/jul/04/hovitéin-and-us-abandoned-
srebrenica-massacre-1995

Harvey, D. (2005A Brief History of Neolibersalisn©xford: Oxford University Press.

Hays, D. and Crosby, J. (2006) From Dayton to Brlss€onstitutional Preparations for
Bosnia’s EU Accessio)SIP Special Report, 175

HCHR (2003) Report on the State of Human RightsBosnia and Herzegovina
(Analysis for period from January to December 2068)Isinki Committee for
Human Rights in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Hedges, C. (1995) Sarajevo: abandoned by the viséiied promises fuel anger, hatred
in city where art, culture once flourishéidhye New York Time80 July

Hedges, C. (1996a) Bid to Foil a Sarajevo Transfdended by a NATO Threathe
New York Timeg, March

Hedges, C. (1996b) Muslims in Sarajevo Take Ovemew of Serbs Whéled War,
The New York Time$,June

Hedges, C. (1996c¢]s fair vote in Bosnia possible? Monitoring group’spoet
chronicles abuses that put free elections in questihe New York TimeésJune

Hedges, C. (1999) Leaders in Bosnia are said & ageto $1 billion, The New York
Times, 17 August

Herring, E. (2011) Neoliberalism versus Peacebuogdn Iraq, in: Pugh, M. Cooper, N.
And Turner, M. (eds)Whose Peace? Critical Perspectives on the Political
Economy of Peacebuildingew York: Palgrave MacMillan, 49-66

Herzberg, B. (2004) Investment Climate Reform: @othe Last mile the Bulldozer
Initiative in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Hillary Clinton inaugurates new US Embassy in B10)eKapija,14 October

Hirt, S. (2006) Post-Socialist Urban Forms: Notesnir SofiaJrban Geography27(5):
464-88.

Hirt, S. (2007) The devil is in teh definitions: @oatsing Americana dn German
Approached to Zoningdmerican Planning Associatioi3(4): 436-50

Hirt, S. (2008) Landscapes of Postmodernity: Changehe Built Fabric of Belgrade
and Sofia Since the End of Socialiddrpban Geography29(8): 785-810

Hirt, S. (2012). Iron curtains: Gates, suburbs gmd/atization of space in the
postsocialist city. Malden and Oxford: Wiley-BlacgivTsenkova, S. (2009).
Housing reforms in post-socialist Europe: Lost mansition. Heidelberg:
Springer.

Hirt, S. (2013) Whatever happened to the (postgdisticity?Cities, 32, 29-38

Hirt, S. and Stanilov, K. (2009)wenty years of transition: the evolution of urban
planning in Eastern Europe and the former Sovietodn1989-2009Nairobi:
UN Habitat.

Hitchcock, W.I. (2003)The Struggle for Europe: the Turbulent History oDavided
Continent 1945-2002)ntario: Doubleday

Hoare, M. A. (2004)How Bosnia Armed: The Birth and Rise of the Bosmamy.
London: Saqi Books.

292



Hoare, M.A. (1997) The Croatian Project to PamitB®osnia-Hercegovina, 1990-1994,
East European Quarterh31 (1): 121-38

Holbrooke, R. (1998J0 End a WarNew York: Random House.

Horowitz, D. (2008) Conciliatory Institutions andofstitutional Process in Post-
Conflict StatesWilliam and Mary Law Review9, 121348

How the charges against Sargwovi¢, lvani...were dropped (2016Qslobodjenje?
February

Howard, L.M. (2012) The Ethnocracy Tralgurnal of Democracy23(4): 155-69
http://www.icty.org/x/cases/slobodan_milosevic/s&m/030912IT.htm
http://www.ohr.int/?ohr_archive=ohr-bulletin-52-gn27-1997-2

Hutchinson, John, and Anthony D. Smith 1996 Intdaiun. In Ethnicity, edited by J.
Hutchinson and A. D. Smith, pp. 1-14. Oxford Unsigr Press, Oxford and
New York.

ICG (1996) Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina,rBa®Report, 16, September™®2

ICG (1997) Going nowhere fast: Refugees and intgrisplaced persons in Bosnia
and HerzegovinaBosnia Report23, May £

ICG (1998a) Rebuilding a multi-ethnic Sarajevo: tieed for minority returndCG
Bosnia Project30, February 3

ICG (1998b) Minority return or mass relocatioh2G Bosnia Project33, May 14"

ICG (1998c) Too little too late: Implementation thie Sarajevo DeclaratioBalkans
Report 44, Septemberd

ICG (1999a) Why will no one invest in Bosnia andriégiovina? An Overview of
Impediments to Investment and Self Sustaining EcoadGrowth in the Post
Dayton EraJCG Report 64, 21 April.

ICG (1999b) Rule over law obstacles to the devekpnof an independent judiciary in
BiH, ICG Report72, 5 July.

ICG (1999c) Preventing minority return in Bosniadaderzegovina: the anatomy of
hate and fealCG Report73, 2 August.

ICG (2001) Bosnia: reshaping the international nraaty,

ICG (2001b) The wages of sin: confronting BosnRépublika SrpskeBalkans Report
118.

ICG (2002a) Bosnia's alliance for (smallish) chariy@dugust 2002, SarajevBalkans
report, 132.

ICG (2002b) The continuing challenge of refuge@netin Bosnia & Herzegovina, 13
December 200Balkans Reportl37.

ICTY (2003) Case Number 03-09-12-IT.htm, page 26518

ICTY (2005) Case Number 8 IT-00-39-T, the Prosecwersus Momcilo Krajisnik;
http://www.icty.org/x/cases/krajisnik/trans/en/0B62T .htm

ICTY (2010) Case Number IT-05-88-T

293



IFOR (1996a) The Rome Statement reflecting the wofkthe Joint Civilian
Commission Sarajevo Compliance ConferencHATO 18 February.
http://www.nato.int/ifor/rome/rome2.htm

IFOR (1996b) IFOR Transcript of the Internatione¢$3 Briefing in Sarajevo, 30 April
1996

IMG (1999) Bosnia and Herzegovina: war-damagediesgial buildings and status on
repair/reconstructior§tatus Repost31 October.

Interview: Tarik Kupusovic: No Sarajevo Without Ber(1995)Transitions Online11
December

Investicija 40 miliona eura (2008)slobodjenje29 March, p.15.

Ito, A. (2001) Politicisation of Minority Return iBosnia and Herzegovina — The First
Five Years Examinednternational Journal of Refugee La®3(1/2):98-122.

Izetbegové: Srebrenica i Sarajevo treba da budu distriktl@@uly ) Glas Srpske.
Jacobs, J. (1970)he Economy of Citieblew York: Vintage.

Jahic (2015) The Evolution of the SDA: Ideology agdAway in the Battle of Interests
27 May 27

Jaht, N. (2015) The Evolution of the SDA: Ideology FagliAway in the Battle of
InterestsBalkanist,27 May

Jaht, V. (1997) Kako privitazirati velike sistemedslobodjenje24 April

Jarstad, A. (2001) “Changing the Game: Consociatidimeory and Ethnic Quotas in
Cyprus and New Zealand” Doctoral Dissertation, D&pant of Peace and
Conflict Research, Uppsala University.

Jarstad, A. (2008) Power sharing: former enemigsiit government. In: Jarstad, A.,
Sisk, T. (Ed.) From War to Democracy: Dilemmas oéaé&ebuilding,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 105-133.

Judah, T. (2000) The Serbs. History, Myth and thestiuction of Yugoslavia,New
Heaven and London: Yale University Presg glition, £' one in 1997].

Jukic, E. (2013) PIC Urges Bosnia to Reform Schd®RN, December 6.
Kalamuijic, A (1998, August ) DeloZacije samo kod zloupotrelfdslobodjenjep.7.
Kanton natekanju (1996Dslobodjenje5 March, p.12.

Karahasan, D. (1994%arajevo, exodus of a citfew York: Kodansha International
Kasalo, S. (1996) Potrebne 42 milijarde dol&@alobodjenje29n November, p.5.
Kebo, A. (1996a) Nove instrukcije iz Brusel®slobodjenje10 March p.3.

Kebo, A. (1996b) Stidim se zbog Saraje@a|obodjenje19 June

Kebo, A. (1997) Privatizacija sama ne rjeSava n{8&obodjenje28 December, p.4.
Kebo, A. (1998)zetbegovt trazi garancijeQslobodjenj5 February

Kebo, A. (2000) Pale ponovo u Saraje@slobodjenjeg July, p.11.

Kinzer, S. (1996) NATO to aid Serbs fleeing Sarajge “reduce tension”, relief
agencies to allow military vehicles to aid in evaiing refugeesThe New York
Times25 February

294



Klein, N. (2007)The Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitglistaw York:
Picador.

Klemerti¢, M. (1994). “Territorial proposals for the settlem of thewar in Bosnia-
Herzegovina”’Boundary and Territory Briefingl(3), 1-74.

Knaus, G. and Martin, F. (2003Yavails of the European Rajpurnal of Democracy,
14(3): 60-75.

Kovacevic, |. (1996) Cantonal assembly without degsuof the HDZ,Alternative
Information Network Sarajevd, October

Kovacs, Z. (1994) A City at the Crossroads: Soara Economic Transformation in
BudapestUrban studies31(7): 1081-96.

Kovacs, Z. (1999) Cities from state socialism tobgil capitalism: an introduction.
GeoJournal49, 1-6

Kovacs, Z. (2014) New post-socialist urban landesapThe emergence of gated
communities in East Central Eurofi&ties 36: 179-81.

Kovacs, Z. and Hegedus, G. (2014) Gated commurasasew forms of segregation in
post-socialist Budapedtities 36: 200—-09.

Kozar, D. (1996) Kanton prije distrikt@slobodjenje26 Februaryp.9.

Krajisnik, M. (1995) Assembly of Republika 1992-1995, 56th Sessibme Hague:
International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yuglavia,0215-4842.

KS (2000)Sarajevo Canton development strategy until the @45 Kanton Sarajevo,
Sarajevo, 93 p.

Kugi, A. (1998, April 18" Sto zelenije Sarajev@slobodjenje.
Kuki¢, S. (1996, September"30Potvarda izboraDslobodjenjep.1.
Kuki¢, S. (1997, April #) Srbi i Hrvati se vréaju u SarajevoQslobodjenjep.5.

Kumar, K. (1997)Rebuilding Societies After Civil War: Critical Reléor International
AssistanceBoulder: Lynne Rienner.

Kumar, K. (1998) Postconflict Elections and Intdioi@al Assitance. In: Kumar, K.
(Ed.) Postconflict Elections, Democratization and Intésnal Assistance
Boulder (Colorado): Lynne Rienner, p. 5-14.

Kumar, K. and Ottaway, M. (1998) General Conclusiand Priorities for Policy
Research, in: Kumar, K. (EdPostconflict Elections, Democratization and
International Assistancé&oulder: Lynne Reinner, p. 229-38 [not quoted yet]

Kurspahé¢, K. (1997)As Long as Sarajevo ExistSpnnecticut: Pamphletter's Press.
Kurtovi¢, S. (1996, August 23 Mozda i boikot izbora®slobodjenjep.3.
Kurtovi¢, S. (1997, February™ Pale odgovorne za egzod@slobodjenjep.7.

Kuzamovt, J. (1996, February 2% Shaky Start For Rebirth Of Sarajevo - Muslims
Harass Fleeing SerbShicago Sun-Times.

Latic, N. (2011) Umiru iluzije bosnjacke zelene tnazije,Dnevni Avaz25 February
Lefebvre, H. (1970) Le Révolution Urbaine, EditiGallimard

295



Legrand, O. (2013). Soverignity, Planning and G&pace: lllegal Construction in
Sarajevo, Nicosia and Jerusaldtanum The Journal of Urbansjia6(1), 1-12.

Leroux-Martin, P. (2014)Diplomatic Counterinsurgency: Lesson from Bosnial an
HerzegovinaNew York: Cambridge University Press.

Lijphart, A. (1969) Consociational Democradyprld Politics,21(2): 207 - 225.

Lijphart, A. (2004) Constitutional Design for Divad SocietiesJournal of Democracy,
15(2): 96-109.

Linz, J. (2000).Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regime®oulder: Lynne Rienner
Publishers.

Lovrenovi, I. (2001)Bosnia a Cultural HistoryLondon: Saqi Books.

Luckin, S. (1996, September M4 Post-election Bosnia - America is the Winner,
Alternative Information Network Sarajevo

Macek, 1. (2007) Imitation of Life”: negotiating Norrity in Sarajevo under the Siege,
in Bougarel, Z. Helms, E. et Duijzings, G. (edhe New Bosnian Mosaic:
Identities, Memories and Moral Claims in a Post-Waociety Aldershot:
Ashgate, p.39-57.

Macek, |. (2009).Sarajevo under siege. Anthropology in Wartinihiladephia:
University of Pennsylvania Press.

Maier, K. (1994) Planning and education in plannimghe Czech Republidgournal of
Planning Education and Researd8: 262—269

Maksic, A. (2009) “Referendum Discourse in RepulolicSrpska Politics 2006- 2008:
An Analysis of its Emergence and Performative Stneg®, MA dissertation at
Virgnia Tech, Unpublished.

Maksic, A. (2014) Mobilizing for Ethnic Violencetho-National Political Parties and
the Dynamics of Ethno-Politicization, (PhD diss.)irgihia Polytechnic
Institute and State University.

Maksic, A. (2017) Ethnic Mobilisation, the Serb embratic party and Bosnian War,
Palgrave Macmillan

Malcolm, N. (1994)Bosnia: A short history,.ondon: Macmillan.

Mann, M. (2005)The Dark Side of Democracambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Manning, C. (2004) Elections and political chang@aost-war Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Democratization, 11(2): 60-86.

Manning, C. and Antic, M. (2003) The Limits of Eteral EngineeringJournal of
Democracy 14(3): 45-59.

Marcinczak, S., Gentile, M. and Stepniak, M. (20B3radoxes of (post) socialist
segregation: Metropolitan sociospatial divisiongdemsocialism and after in
Poland,Urban Geography4(3): 327-52.

Marcuse, P. and Van Kempen, R. (20Q2)states and cities. The partitioning of urban
space Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Markowitz, F (2010)Sarajevo: A Bosnian Kaleidoscapdrbana: University of Illinois
Press.

296



Martin-Diaz, J. (2014). Urban restructuring in pestr contexts: the Sarajevo case,
Hungarian Geographical Bulletir§3(3): 303—317.

Martin-Diaz, J., Nofre, J., Oliva, M., & Palma, R015). Towards an unsustainable
urban development in post-war SarajeAmea 47(4): 376—-385.

Martin-Diaz, J., Palma, P., Golijanin, J., Nofrg, Qliva, M. andCengi, N. (2017).
Post-war suburbanization and geomorphological risk¢he slopes of Sarajevo,
Cities In press.

McDowall, L. (1996, February 18 Peace-shy Serbs Flee Sarajevo, Imminent Takeover
By Muslim-Led Government Strikes Fear of Reprigaisociated Press.

McMahon, P. C. (2004/05) Rebuilding Bosnia: a mottelemulate or to avoid?,
Political Science Quarterlyl19(4): 569-93.

Megoran, N. (2006) For ethnography in political gephy: Experiencing and re-
imagining Ferghana Valley boundary closur@slitical Geography25(6): 622-
40.

Mehmedic, A., Izmirlija, M. and Madacki, S. (201BlJuman Rights in Bosnia and
Herzegovina 2011: Legal provisions, pratice ancerimational human rights
standards with public opinion survey, Sarajevo: lomRights Center
University of Sarajevo.

Mihalka, M. (1996, February 1% Plan for Transfer of Serb-held Sarajevo Suburbs,
Open Media Research Institute Daily Dige3t.

Milicevic, N. (1996, January 38 Analysis of the peace document on elections,
Alternative Information Network Sarajevo

Mini¢, B. (2012).Bienvenido a Sarajevo, hermarigarcelona: Icaria.

Ministry for Refugees and Displaced Persons (208&gistered returns to Sarajevo
Canton (01. 01.1998. — 31. 12. 2006.). Sarajevotdbéor Return.

Moore, A. (2013)Peacebuilding in practice. Local Experience in TB@shian Towns.
New York: Cornell University Press.

Moore, A. (2016) Etho-territorality and ethnic cbetf Geographical Review]06(1):
92-108.

Moore, P. (1996, October 15 New agreement on Bosnian refugee retiNawsline,
Radio Free Europe

More Serbs Andond Sarajevo (1996, Februaf§) Z&e Columbian.
Morjé Howard, L. (2012). The Ethnocracy Trdpurnal of Democracy23(4):155-169.

Morphet, S. (2002) “Current International Civil Admstration: The Need for Political
Legitimacy”. International Peacebuilding(2): 140-162.

Murphy, A. (2002) National Claims to Territory irhég Modern State System:
Geographical ConsideratiorGeopolitics 7(2): 193-214.

Murphy, D.E. (1996, February 2}l Bosnian Serbs Desperately Try to Evacuate
Sarajevo Suburli,os Angeles Times

Musil, J. (2005) City development in Central andstean Europe before 1990:
Historical context and socialist legacies. In: Hidom, F.E.I., Dimitrovska, K.

297



and Pitchler-milanovic, N. (EdJransformation of cities in central and Estaren
Europe: Towards globalizatiom.okuo: United Nations University Press, 22-43.

Mutabzija, G. (2016) Sarajevo-romanija region: @idispace between the rural and
urban,Europaen Countrysid&: 296—303.

Na bubnju deset velikih firmi u BiH (2003, Juné",30slobodjenjep.3.

NATO (1996) Statement on Bosnia and Herzegovinaf@ommuniqué M-NAC-2
(96)166 Issued at the Ministerial Meeting of therthoCouncil held at NATO
HQ Brussels 10 Dec 1996 Atlantic http://www.nattddocu/pr/1996/p96-
166e.htm

Neuffer, E. (1995, November 9B Fear hits Serbs who stayed in Sarajéltee Boston
Globe.

Neuspio tender za prodaju hotela Europa Garni (28p€l 25™) Oslobodjenjep.1.

Neville-Jones, P. (1996) Dayton, IFOR and alliance relation Bosnia,Survival:
Global Politics and Strategyd8(4): 45-65.

Njematka Salje Bosance kii(1996, September®] Oslobodjenjep.6.

Norwegian Refugee Council (2008€rofile of internal displacement: Bosnia and
HerzegovinaGeneva: Norwegian Refugee Council/Global IDP &ubj

Nufez, I. (2009%5i un arbol cae. Conversaciones en torno a la guee los Balcanes,
Barcelona: Alba Editorial.

Nurkovic, R. (2016). the city of sarajevo as thealopoint of the development of
spatial planning, 230-247. DOI: 10.5644/P12016-1@4-

Obradové, M. (1996, June ") Discrimination against the Serbs - a step towtae
ethnic division of Bosnia\aSa Borbay June.

Office of the High Representativ&tatistics: Implementation of the Propeitaws
(Dec. 31, 2002)

OHR (1996a) Meeting to decide on lawless activitieareas of Sarajevo which are to
be transferred, OHR, 10 March 1996

OHR (1996b) RRTF Members and structure http://wwaniat/ohr-dept/rrtf/mem-
struct/orgnst.asp

OHR (1996c¢) Petersberg Declaration on the Federatidosnia and Herzegovina, 25
April, Bonn.

OHR (1996¢c) Statement from the Office of the HigépResentative on Doboj Sarajevo,
1/5/1996 http://www.ohr.int/ohr-dept/presso/predsidult.asp?content_id=4521

OHR (1996d) Bulletin 5, Office of the High Repreta#ive, 4 June.

OHR (1996e) Conclusions: Guiding principles of wilian consolidation plan, PIC
Paris, 14 November

OHR (1996e) Protocol on the Organization of Sa@j@b October, Sarajevo.
OHR (1996f) Making Peace Work: PIC London Conclasicd December.

OHR (1996g) PIC Paris Conclusions Ministerial Megtiof the Steering Board
and of the Presidency of Bosnia-Herzegovina; 14exdyer

OHR (1997a) Bulletin 38, Office of the High Repnetsive, 26 February

298



OHR (1997b) Statement by the PIC Steering Boardmpiementation of the Sarajevo
Protocol, Istanbul PIC SB, 2 April

OHR (1997c) Declaration from Ministerial Meeting thie Steering Board, PIC Sintra,
30 May

OHR (1997d) Speech by the High Representative,o0€aNestendorp, to the Peace
Implementation Council Bonn, 9 December

OHR (1997e) PIC Bonn Conclusions, 10 December

OHR (1997f) Bulletin 52, Office of the High Represative, 27 June
OHR (1998a) Sarajevo Returns Conference Febru®§,2¥ January
OHR (1998b) Sarajevo Declaration, 3 February

OHR (1998c) Speech by the HR, Carlos Westendorpthat “Sarajevo Return
Conference”, 3 February 1998

OHR (1998d) Transcript: Deputy High Representatikedy Bearpark, OHR -
23/4/1998

OHR (1998e) Bulletin 67, Office of the High Repnetsdive, 12 March

OHR (1998f) Bulletin 69, Office of the High Represative, 24 April

OHR (1998g) OHR BiH TV News Summary, 21 October899

OHR (1998g) OHR Sarajevo Background: Sarajevo Datitan, 27 July 1998.

OHR (1998h) BiH TV News Summary, 3 November 1998

OHR (1998i) Bulletin 70, Office of the High Represative, 16 May.

OHR (1998)) Sarajevo Declaration Quarterly Impletaéion Review, 11 August 1998

OHR (1998k) Decision imposing the Framework Law Rnivatisation of Enterprises
and Banks in BiH — 22 July 1998

OHR (1998I) Sarajevo Declaration Quarterly Impletaéon Review, 6 May 1998

OHR (1998m) Main Meeting Madrid PIC Madrid Declavat Declaration of the Peace
Implementation Council, 16 December

OHR (1999a) Economic Newsletter, vol.2, n.1, Februa

OHR (1999b) Decision suspending the power of l@cahorities in the Federation and
the RS to re-allocate socially-owned land in casglesre the land was used on 6
April 1992 for residential, religious, cultural, ipate agricultural or private
business activities, 26 May.

OHR (1999c) Decision extending until 30 June 20@® Decision on certain types of
socially-owned land of 26 May 1999, 30 December.

OHR (1999d) Human Rights Report, Office of the HRpresentative, 15 May.

OHR (1999e) Decision removing Mr. Jusuf Zafiragionh his position of Minister of
Justice, Canton of Sarajevo, 29 November.

OHR (1999f) Arbitration Award on the Implementatiaf the Municipal Election
Results in Drvar - Sarajevo, Septembef 14

299



OHR (1999g) Transcript of the Press Conference eBrussels, Office of the High
Represnetative, 13 November

OHR (2000a) Decision on re-allocation of socialyned land, superseding the 26 May
1999 and 30 December 1999 Decisions, OHR, 27 20060

OHR (2000b) Decision removing Sanja Srna from hesitpn as lawyer with the
Cantonal Housing Department Sarajevo, Municipait@entar/Stari Grad, 7
September

OHR (2000c) Decision removing Sevala Brankovic froer position on the appeals
body of Cantonal Housing Department Sarajevo, Tebeaiper

OHR (2000d) Decision removing Mr. Stiepo Andrijioin his position of President of
the Management Board of the Federation Privatinatigency, 22 May

OHR (2000e) OBN News Review, 13 June
OHR (2000e) Privatization Monitoring Commission €esOperations, 5 June

OHR (2000f) High Representative imposes packagawesd to boost economic reform
in BiH, 20 December

OHR (2000f) OBN News Review, 18 May
OHR (2000g) OBN News Review, 2 April
OHR (2000i) Economic Newsletter, Vol. 3, Issue 6

OHR (2001) Decision removing Edhem Bicakcic frons lposition as Director of
Elektroprivreda for actions during his term as RriMinister of the Federation
of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 23 February

OHR (2002) Speech by the High Representative fasnigoand Herzegovina Paddy
Ashdown to the BiH House of Representatives Saoajgv December

OHR (2003a). Law on Construction Land of the Fetilenaof Bosnia and Herzegovina,
15 May.

OHR (2003Db) Interview: Paddy Ashdown, "Economicdref in BiH”, 5 September.

OHR (2003c) Speech by Principal Deputy HR at thef@@nce “From Transition to
Development, 10 October.

OHR (2004) Communiqué by the PIC Steering Boawipfl

OHR (2005a) Remarks by Principal Deputy High Repméstive Larry Butler at the
Press Conference on Economic Issues, 6 May

OHR (2005b) Economic Newsletter, vol. 8, Issue 1
OHR traZi smjene u @mama (1999, July 1% Oslobodjenje

Omeragt, A. (1998a, November 3% Grad je ponovo pod opsado®slobodjenje,
p.11.

Omeragt, A. (1998b, December % Delozacije u vrijeme blagdan@slobodjenje,
p.5.

Omeragt, A. (2000a, March 28 Stranci ne zele kupovati naslijef@lsobodjenje

Omeragé, A. (2000b, November 13 Kanton unidtava kao glavni grad BiH,
Olsobodjenjep.9.

300



Omeragt, A. (2001a, February % Causevic ostao bez Holidej I@lsobodjenje.
Omeragt, A. (2001b, February 1% Hotel vracen drzaviQlsobodjenje
Omeragt, A. (2002a, March®) Beneton u utrci za kupnju Saraji@slobodjenje.

Omeragt, A. (2002b, April 28) Radnici Sarajke zele da im interinvest bude \ilkgsn
Oslobodjenje

Omeragt, A. (2002¢c, June 1% BBI banka ce od “Sarajke” napraviti poslovni emt
Oslobodjenje

Omeragé, A. (2002d, July 36) Radnici moraju napustiti Sarajku do 5 avgusta,
Oslobodjenje

On Thursday, Bosnian Federation Police Deployetlijis (1996, March %) Balkan
Watch The Balkan Instituteyolume 3.10.

Opravdano upozorenje Sarajevu (1999, AprifP3slobodjenje

OSCE (2001) Property Implementation Plan (PLIPyajgao: Inter-agency framework
document.

Owen, D. (1995Balkan OdysseyGan Diego: Harcourt Brace and Company.

Pagonis, T. and Thornley, A. (2000) Urban developnpeojects in Moscow: Market/
state relations in the new Rusdtairopean Planning Studie8(6): 751-66.

Papk, Z. (1999, August B) Ethnicka privatizacija: neogranicene magusti prevare,
Dani: Sarajevo, pp. 20-21.

Paris, R. (1997) Peacebuilding and the Limits dfelcal Internationalisnminternational
Security,22 (2): 54-89.

Paris, R. (2004)At War's End: Building Peace after Civil ConflicCambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

PaSak Kreso, A. (2008) The War and Post-War Impactimn Educational System of
Bosnia and Herzegovinlternational Review of Educatipb4(3): 353-74

Pejanovic, M. (2004Through Bosnian Eyes: The Political Memoir of a idas Serb
Indiana: Purdue University Press.

Perant, D. (1996a) Housing policy against returne®$éernative Information Network
Sarajevo21 February

Perant, D. (1996b) “Mostarization” of Sarajevdlternative Information Network
Sarajevo,14 March

Perica Vucinic,Reporter (Bosnia edition), Banja Luka, Republika Srpska,yMzb,
2001.

Peri-Zimoniji¢, V. (1996, March %) Yugoslavia: a "new," serb-only Sarajevdfter
Press Service English News Wire.

Perry, V. (2003) Reading, Writing and Reconciliaticcducational Reform in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, European Centre for Minority Issiéorking Paper 18.

Peter, M. (2008) Normative preferences of the @ffaf the High Representative of
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Proceeding World Intermati®tudies Committee

Petersen, R. (2002)nderstanding Ethnic Violence: Fear, Hatred, ands&gment in
Twentieth-Century Eastern Eurof@ambridge, Cambridge University Press.

301



Pétonnet, C. (1987Chemins de la ville: enquétes ethnologigieyis: Editions du
C.T.H.S

Philpott, C. (2005) Though the dog is dead, the migst be killed: Finishing with
property restitution to BiH's IDPs and refugedsurnal of Refugee Studies,
18(1): 1-24.

Phuong, C. (2000) ‘Freely to return’: reversingrethcleansing in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
Journal of Refugee Studids3(2): 165-83.

Phuong, C. (2004)The international protection of internally displatepersons
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pirenne, H. (1971)es villes du Moyen AgParis: Presses Universitaires de France.
Polimac, I. (1998, May%? Ekonomija je najvé problem BiH,Oslobodjenjep.4-5.

Pomfret, J. (1993) Bosnian mourns ‘tragic reabfypartition, July 6,The Washington
Post

Pomfret, J. (1995a, Octobef")9Sarajevo: Peace Fulcrum; Future of Bosnia, and
Europe, Turns on Onetime Multicultural Hav@ine Washington Past

Pomfret, J. (1995b, October ")5 Thousands Are Abandoning Their Cit,he
Washington Post.

Pomfret, J. (1995¢, Novembel)9U.S. Builds Arc of Alliances to Contain Serbia's
Power Series: Between War and Peace Series Nur@frThe Washington
Post

Pomfret, J. (1995d, December"}3Sarajevo Serbs Prepare to Go; factory Machines,
Bodies Being Packed for Departulidie Washington Post.

Pomfret, J. (1996a, January*3Police Force Slow to Deploy Around Sarajeifte
Washington Post.

Pomfret, J. (1996b, Februar{f}3Many Serbs Pulling Up Stakes in Sarajevo Suburbs,
The Washington Post.

Pomfret, J. (1996¢, March 'T)? Muslims Seem to Discard Dream of Multiethnic
Bosnia,The Washington Past

Privatization of the Holiday Inn: Austrian ownemslyafter paying 630.000KM? (2001,
January 8) eKapija.

Prstojevé, M. (1994)Sarajevo, ranjeni gradLjubljiana.

PSD (1999) Progress report of the Private Sectme@pment Task Force Secretariat,
Sarajevo, September 1999.

Pugh, M. (2002) Postwar Political Economy in Bosama Herzegovina: The Spoils of
PeaceGlobal Governance(4): 467-82.

Pugh, M. (2005) Transformation in the political Bomy of Bosnia since Dayton,
International Peacekeeping2(3): 448-62.

Pugh, M. and Cobble, M. (2001) Non-Nationalist Vigtiin Bosnian Municipal
Elections: Implications for Democracy andPeacelngdJournal of Peace
Research38(1): 27-47.

Pugh, M. and Cooper, N. (200War Economies in a Regional Conté&bulder: Lynne
Rienner Publishers.

302



Rabenhorst , C. (2000) The real estate market sniBeHerzegovina: Current trends
and Recommendations for Reform, Sarajevo: USAID.

Raffestin, C. (1984) Territoriality a Reflection dhe Discrepancies between the
Organization of Space and Individual Libertpternational Political Science
Reviewp(2): 139-146.

Rahmanovic, F. (1996, March 2Formiran Kanton Sarajev@slobodjenje

Ramet, S. (1999alkan Babel: the disintegration of Yugoslavia frdm death of Tito
to war for KosovpBouilder: Westview Press.

Ramet, S. (2006)he Three Yugoslavias: State-building and Legitiomt1918-2005
Washington: Woodrow Wilson Centre Press.

Reilly, B. (2001). Democracy in Divided Societiédectoral Engineering for Conflict
Management; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Reilly, B. (2002) Elections in Post-Conflict Sceioar Constraints and Dangers,
International Peacekeeping(2): 118-39.

Richmond, O. (2011A Post-Liberal Peacd_ondon: Routledge.

Roane, K. (1996a, February"®)3Bosnia-Herzegovina: Sarajevo Serbs Driven to Flee
by Own Side]nter Press Service.

Roane, K. (1996b, May™} Bosnia-Herzegovina: Refugees Fear They Will NeBer
Home,Inter Press Service

Robinson, G. Engelstoft, S. et Pobric, A. (2001Refnaking Sarajevo. Bosnian
nationalism after the Dayton AccordPolitical Geography20, 957-980.

Roeder, P. (2009) “Ethnofederalism and the Mismanmsmnt of Conflicting
Nationalisms”Regional & Federal Studied49:2, 203-219

Rojek, C., and Wilson, D. (1987). Worker’'s Self-Mgement in the World System:
The Yugoslav Cas®rganization Studies§(4), 297-308.

Rosand, E. (1998) The Right to Return Under Intgonal Law Following Mass
Dislocation: The Bosnia Precedentfichigan Journal of International Layi9,
1091-139.

Rosand, E. (2000) The Right to Compensation imiosA\n Unfulfilled Promise and a
Challenge to International LavZornell International Law Journal 33(1): 113—
158

Rose, E. (2016, October D0Arabic Courses Boom in Suburb of Bosnian Capital,
BIRN.

RoZzajac, M. (1997, August® Prognanici protiv prognanik&slobodjenjep.4.
RRTF (1997) RRTF: Report April 199Reconstruction and Return Task Force

Sack, R (1986Human Territoriality: its Theory and HistoyyCambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Sack, R. (1983) Human Territoriality: A Theory Atgaf the Assoclabon of American
Geographers, 73(1),55-74.

SAID i EU obustavili pomé u Sarajevo (1998, July 15 Oslobodjenije.

303



Sailer-Fliege, U. (1999) Characteristics of postiaist urban transformation in East
Central Europe(eoJournal 49 (1): #~16.

Sarajevo Put To Test; Again Chaos Fanned In Suliebsre Federation Takes Over

Sasso, A. (2015) Just a few years left for us. Natienalist political actors in Bosnia-
Herzegovina (1989-1991). PhD submitted at the Dap®ent d’Historia
Moderna i Contermporania, UAB.

Sautman, Barry. 2004. “Hong Kong as a Semi-EthroycraRace,” Migration and
Citizenship in a Globalized Region.” Pp. 115-138Raemaking Citizenship in
Hong Kong: Community, Natiomnd the Global Cityedited by Agnes S. Ku
and Ngai Pun. London and New York: RoutledgeCurzon.

Sayer, A. (1992Method in Social Scienceondon: Routledge.

SDS Main Board (1991) Intruction for the Organiaatiand Activity of Organs of the
Serbian people in Bosnia and Herzegovina in Exireog Circumstances;
December 19, The Hague: InternationaCriminal Tribunal for the Former
YugoslaviaRetrieved from

Sebastian, S. (2007) “Leaving Dayton Behind: Cdatstinal Reform in Bosnia and
Herzegovina” FRIDE, Working paper 46.

Sebastidn, S. (2012) Constitutional Engineering Rost-Dayton Bosnia and
Herzegovinalnternational Peacekeepind9(5): 597-611

Selby, J. (2013) The myth of Liberal Peace-buildidgnflict, Security & Development,
13(1): 57-86.

Sell, L. (1999) The Serb Flight from Sarajevo: Daytrirst Failure East European
Politics and Societied,4(1): 179-202.

Sen, S. (2009) Cyrillization of Republika Srpskarspectives on Global Development
and Technology8, 509-530.

Serb Refugee Association Demands CompensationgHose Not Willing for the
Return (1999, July'® ONASA

Shanker, T. (1993) Serbs Kill Vance-owen Peace Btanian Parliament Ends Hopes
Of Salvaging Bosnia As A Unified Republic Karadkloges Three Independent
Cantons May 19, 1993, Chicago Tribune.

Simi¢, D. (1996, October 29 Privatization in B&H: New class vs. Impoverished
citizens,Alternative Information Networ&arajevo.

Simi¢, D. (1997, June 19 Ethnic cleansing via housing lawternative Information
NetworkSarajevo.

Simi¢, D. (1998a, May 18) Privatization in the B&H Federation: Bidding f@bedient
Party MembersAlternative Information Networgarajevo.

Simi¢, D. (1998b, July ®) Privatisation according to national quotas; a pflenoney in
exchange for poweAlternative Information Networgarajevo.

Simi¢, D. (2015, November 20 Post-Dayton Boshia Missed Economic Opportunities,
Balkan Investigative Report Netwotkarajevo

Simms, B. (2001Jnfinest Hour: Britain and the Destruction of BomnLondon, UK:
Penguin,

304



Skopljak, S. (1998, Septembef®2Economy in the Service of Politics: (Ab)use of
ManagersAlternative Information Network Sarajevo.

Smajilhodzic, R. (2016, January*3IE| Sarajevo Resort, simbolo del creciente turismo
del Golfo en BosniaAFP.

Smith, D. (1996) The Socialist City. In: Andrusz, Barloe, M. and Szleneyi, I. (Ed.).
Cities after SocialismBlackwell Publishers Inc, Oxford, pp. 70-99.

Smith, J. (1998, FebruarytBosnia Muslim Won't Recall Serbs, Croats; U. id@l
Assails Setting of Condition$he Washington Past

Sorabiji, C. (2006) Managing memories in postwarrafgso: individuals, bad
memories, and new wars, Journal of the Royal Aptbliaiyical Institute 12(1):1-
18.

Specijalci tjeraju gradjane (1996, Januar{)10slobodjenje.
Srbi nikad née Wi u Distrikt Sarajevo (2012, August'pSlobodna Bosna.

Srbi svoje kuce izdaju por kiriju a bosnjacke nepustaju (2001, Septembef™)4
Oslobodjenje

Srna (1996a, March 1’1 Srna Review of Daily News.
Srna (1996b, March 1% Srna Review of Daily News.
Srna (1996¢, August 29 Srna Review of Daily News.
Srna (1997, Novembefh;SSrna Review of Daily News.

Srpsko Sarajevo (2002) Informacije o projektu Il i ISrpsko Sarajevo za period 1996-
2002, Pale: Srspko Sarajevo.

Stanilov, K. (2007)The Post-Socialist City. Urban Form and Space Ti@msations in
Central and Eastern Europe after Socialigdetherlands: Springer.

Stefansson, A. (2007) Urban Exile: Locals, Newcanmeand the Cultural
Transformation of Sarajevo, in: Bougarel, X., HellBsand Duijzings G. (eds.)
The New Bosnian Mosaic: Identities, Memories andali€laims in a Post-
War SocietyAldershot: Ashgate, pp. 59-77.

Stegt, V. (1996) Karadzic steps down as president aiganay for Bosnian elections,
The Irish Times.

Stewart, R. et Knaus, G. (2010an Intervention Work™New York: W. W. Norton &
Company.

Stiglitz, J. (2004) “Post Washington Consensus €osss”, inThe Initiativefor Policy
Dialogue p. 2.

Stigimayer, A. (1996, July 29 Bosnia-Hercegovina: commitment to multi-ethnicity
fading -Inter Press Service English News Wire.

Stojanov, D. (1997) Economic Development StrateyyBi&H, UNDP.

Stojanov, D. (2001) Bosnia-Herzegovina since 138&nsition and reconstruction of
the economy, in: Papic, Z. et. dinternational Support Policies to SEE
Countries — Lesson (not) Learned in Bosnia-HerzeggvSarajevo: Open
Society Fund Bosnia-Herzegovina, pp. 44-70.

305



Stojanov, D. (2012) Transition of Bosnia&Herzegavikconomy: An Example of
Economics BarbarisnMontenegrin Journal of Economic8:1.

Stvoriti bosanski lobi za agresivniji nastup prememljama Zaliva (2007, July 19
Dnevni Avaz

Sucic, D. (1996, March 19 The HDZ slams making Sarajevo a cantamyi: pursuing
balkan peace, v1,#11

Sudetic, C. (1990) Evolution in Europe: Ethnic RINes Push Yugoslavia to Edge,
New York Timesl4 October.

Sudetic, C. (1991) Bosnia Fears It's Next in Yugo<livil Strife, December 28
Sudetic, C. (1991) Serb chief warns of land demahids New York Time4,l January

Svesano otvoreno rezidencijalno naselje “Sarajevo Re€senik (2015, October 1y
Klix.ba

Svi su za izbore (1996, Septemb&) @slobodjenje.

Sykora, L. (1994) Local Urban Restructuring as arti of Globalisation Processes:
Prague in the 19908rban Studie31(7):1149-66.

Sykora, L. (2007) Office development and post-comisiucity formation: The case of
Prague, in: Stanilov, K. (2007Mhe Post-Socialist City: Urban Form and Space
Transformations in Central and Eastern Europe affarcialism,Netherlands:
Springer, pp.117-46.

Sykora, L. (2009) New socio-spatial formations:ceka of residential segregation and
separation in CzechiaJijdschrift voor Economische en Sociale Geografie
100(4): 417-35.

Szelenyi, 1. (1983)Urban Inequalities under State Socialism@xford: Oxford
University Press.

Szelenyi, I. (1987) Housing inequalities and octigoal segregation in state socialist
cities: commentary on the special issue of I[JURREast European cities,
Journal of Urban and Regional Researdi (I): 1-8.

Szelenyi, 1. (1996) Cities under Socialism - andeAfIn: Andrusz, G. Harloe, M. and
Szleneyi, I. (Ed.)Cities after SocialismOxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc, 286—
317.

Tarik Kupusovic: No Sarajevo Without Serbs (1995%cBmber 1) Transitions
Online:  http://www.tol.org/client/article/16757-intervietarik-kupusovic-no-
sarajevo-without-serbs.html

Tender bi mogao objavljen za petnaest dana (208@bodjenje20 April
Terzi, A. (1999) Vlasnici moraju kontrolisati stanow@slobodjenje4 November, p.12
Terzi, A. (2000) Formiran stambeni fond Saraje@s|obodjenje2 November, p.17

The development of the Serbian Sarajevo represbrtwital interest of the Serbian
people on the both sides of the Drina river (19Rine 21) Srna.

Thomas, M., 1998, Thinking about planning in trengitional countries of Central and
Eastern Europénternational Planning Studie8(3): 321-31.

306



Toal, G. and Dahlman, C. (2006) The “West Bankhaf Drina”: Land Allocation and
Ethnic Engineering In Republika SrpsKaansactions of the Institute of British
Geographers31(3): 304-22.

Toal, G. and Dahlman, C. (201Bpsnia remade: ethnic cleansing and its reversal,
USA: Oxford University Press.

Toal, G. and Maksic, A. (2014) ‘Serbs, You Are Alled to be Serbs!” Radovan
Karadzt and the 1990 Election Campaign in Bosnia-Herzegyvi
Ethnopolitics: Formerly Global Review of Ethnopiokt, 13(3): 26787

Today is the 40th Anniversary of the opening ofaflar (2015)Sarajevo Time$ April

Topham, S. (1990). Housing policy in Yugoslavia.JnSillience (ed.Housing policies
in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Unidwew York: Routledge, 6-57.

Tosics, I. (2005) City development in Central analstérn Europe since 1990: The
impacts of internal forces. In Hamilton, F.E.l.,nirovska, K. and Pitchler-
milanovic, N. (Ed.)Transformation of cities in central and Estaren &pe:
Towards globalizationTokyo: United Nations University Press, 44—78.

Touquet, H. (2012) The Republika Srpska as a stnoawgpnalizing state and the
consequences for postethnic activisNgtionalities Papers: The Journal of
Nationalism and Ethnicity40(2): 203-20

Treanor, P. (2002) The Bosnian Serb Leadership-1993.The Hague: International
Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavi&esearch Report prepared for the
case of KrajiSnik and Plavsic, IT-00-39 & 40

Tsenkova, S(2006) Urban futures: Strategic planning in postiatst Europe, in:
Tsenkova, S. and Neda@vBudi¢, Z. (eds.)The urban mosaic of post-socialist
Europe: space, institutions and poli¢yeidelberg: Physica-Verlag, 447-71

Tsenkova, S. (2009Housing Policy Reforms in Post Socialist Europeast. in
Transition.Heidelberg: Physica-Verlag Heidelberg.

Tuathail, G. (1999) A Strategic Sign: The GeopdiditiSignificance of ‘Bosnia’ in U.S.
Foreign Policy Environment and Planning D: Society and Spdd&5): 515—-33

Ulaganje islamskog kapitala u razvojne programeHB(2008) SEEbiz 17 April

UN (1992a) Resolution 757, 30 May 1992; https:/(doents-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/RESOLUTION/GEN/NRO0/011/16/IMG/NRO0B14df?OpenEle
ment

UN (1992b) The situation in Bosnia and Herzegovi2a August; A/RES/46/242 91st
plenary meeting; http://www.un.org/documents/gadd@a46r242.htm

UN (1993a) Resolution 819, 319eneeting, 16 April 1993; Distr. General S/IRES/824
UN (1993b) Resolution 824, 320@neeting, 6 May 1993; Distr. General S/IRES/824

UN (1994a) final report of the united nations corssion of experts established
pursuant to security council resolution 780; AnMéxPart |, Study of the battle
and siege of Sarajevo

UN (1994b) Final Report Pursuant to Security Couné&esolution 900,
http://www.nato.int/ifor/un/u960528a.htm

307



UN (1996) Resolution 1088, 3723rd meeting, 12 Ddm@aml1996; Distr. General
S/RES/1088

UN (2005) Bosnia and Herzegovina ready to entestjolayton’ era just 10 years after
brutal war, high representative tells security aur5C/8558, 15 November
2005

UNHCR (1996a)JUN Document, E/CN.4/1996/63

UNHCR (1996b) UNHCR identifies key target areasBosnia return, Press Releases,
13 June

UNHCR (1996¢) UNHCR urgently seeks $236 million osnia repatriation, Press
Releases, 29 November

UNHCR (1999) UNHCR global appeal 1999 — Bosnia and HerzegovhdHCR
Fundraising Reports (http://www.unhcr.org/3eaff48&8l) Accessed 20 April
2014

USAID (1999) Payment Bureaus in Bosnia and Herzegov Obstacles to
Development and a Strategy for Orderly TransforomtSarajevo: USAID.

USIP (1997) Dayton Implementation: The Return ofugees Special Repor26.

Uslovi prodaje preduza bice prilagateni stranim investitorima (2000Qslobodjenje
22 April, p.1

Uspostaviti gradsku vlast prema protokolu (19@%lobodjenje14 January

Van den Berg, L., Drewett, R., Klaassen, L., Rogsiand Vijverberg, C. (1982)
Urban Europe A Study of Growth and Decli@xford: Pergamon Press.

Veiga, F. (2011).a fabrica de las fronteradvadrid: Alianza.

Vukmirovic, Z. (1996) Reintegration of Sarajevo:akohy under the Guise of the State,
Alternative Information Network Saraje\Z® March

Vuksanoveé, M. (2004)From enemy territory: Pale diary,ondon: Westbourne Grove.

Walter, B. (1999) Designing Transitions from Civiwar. Demobilization,
Democratization, and Commitments to Pedoggrnational Security 24 (1):
127-155.

WB (1996) Bosnia and Herzegovina: Towards EconoRecovery, Washington DC:
The World Bank.

WB (1998) Bosnia and Herzegovina, 1996-1998 lessmasaccomplishments: review
of the priority reconstruction and recovery progrand looking ahead towards
sustainable economic development, Washington, WB.

WB (1998) Post-Conflict reconstruction: the Rolettod World Bank, Washington DC:
The World Bank.

WB (2011) The Migration and Remittances factbooluwwvorldbank.orgConsultado
el 26 de septiembre de 2013.

Wilkinson, T. (1995) Sarajevo Unity Hits a Snag: idolime Needed, Serb Leaders
Tell U.S,Chicago Sun-Time&7 December

Wilkinson, T. (1996) Sarajevo Serbs Increasinglystvéiated by Muslims: U.N.
Officials Say,Los Angeles Time&2 June

308



Williams, R. (2005) Post-conflict property restitut and refugee in Bosnia and
Herzegovina: Implications for international stardaetting and practice,
International Law and politics37, 441-553.

Williams, R. (2013) Post-conflict land tenure issua Bosnia: Privatization and the
politics of reintegration of displaced, in Unruh,et Williams, R. (eds)Land
and Post-Conflict Peacebuildinlew York: Earthscan, 145-76.

Williamson, J. (1990)Latin American Adjustment: How Much Has Happened?
Washington: Institute for International Economiés, (?) XV, 445 pp.

Woodward, S. L (2001)abours of Sisyphus? A Framework for ConsiderirggRieturn
of Refugees to Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatidné Coming Periadin:
Vergottini, G. and Evans, R. (eds.) Strategies tloe future of Bosnia-
Herzegovina and Croatia, 2, 8.

Yiftachel, O. and Ghanem, A. (2004) UnderstanditignBcratic Regimes: the Politics
of Seizing Contested TerritorieRoplitical Geography23(4): 647-76.

Zari¢, S. (2002, January Tt Nema stava bez kantonalnog Usta®slobodjenjep.4-5.

Zarié, S. (2003, March 1% Vlada ocekuje kredit od Svjetske Bani@slobodjenje,
p.13

Zaum, D. (2005) Economic reform and the transfoiomabf the payment bureaux,
International Peacekeeping, 12(3): 350-63.

Zetter, R. (2010) Land, Housing and the Reconsbmabf the Built Environment, in:
Barakat, S. (ed.After the Conflict: Reconstruction and Developmantthe
Aftermath of Warl.ondon: I.B. Tauris, 155-72

Zivak, V. (1998) Sarajevo under Sanctions: Theynseverything, but implement
nothing,Alternative Information Network Sarajevi} July

Zivkovic, S. (2001) Why Foreign Investors Ignore sB@-HerzegovinaAlternative
Information Network Banja Lukd,1 April

Zulfikarpasic, A. (1998 he Bosniakl.ondon: C Hurst.

Zulji¢, V., Cengé, N. and Cakaré (2015) Sarajevo Metropola. Model Razvoja,
Sarajevo: Acta Architectonca et Urbanistica

309



	JMiD_COVER
	0. Tesi_Martin_TDX

