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ELECTIONS IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA

INTRODUCTION

On 13 August the International Crisis Group monitoring the
implementation of the Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) issued a report
calling for the postponement of the elections in Bosnia and
Herzegovina on the grounds that the minimum conditions for a free
and fair poll did not exist. Although this call was partly answered by
the decision of the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE) to postpone municipal elections because of the blatant
manipulation of the registration of refugee voters in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and the Republic of Croatia, the OSCE did not
regard this as sufficient reason for postponing the general elections.
On 14 September the people of Bosnia and Herzegovina voted in
multi-party elections for the first time since 1990. However, the Parties
to the DPA (the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and its two
constituent entities - the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and
Republika Srpska) had not created the minimum conditions for
elections: repatriation and reintegration of refugees had not begun;
indicted war criminals continued to exert influence behind the scenes;
and freedom of movement and expression remained severely
restricted. Under such handicaps the elections were bound to confirm
the effective division of the country on ethnic lines and that proved to
be so.

Events on the day showed that many thousands of voters were
prevented from casting their ballot. Some were disenfranchised
beforehand because of technical errors in the registration process;
others were disenfranchised on the day through errors in the voter lists;
yet others failed to cross the Inter-Entity Boundary Line (IEBL) to vote
because of fears for their security, confusion over transport
arrangements and restrictions on seeing their former homes; and some
did not see any reason to cross the IEBL because the municipal
elections had been cancelled. By contrast, tens of thousands of Serb
refugees were bussed into Republika Srpska from the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia to vote where instructed or lose their refugee
status and benefits.

Analysis of the preliminary results from the elections suggests that
there was a serious discrepancy between the overall voter population
and the number of ballots cast. It would seem that there was a turn-
out of over 100%. This calls in question the validity of the results.

On the basis of this failure to achieve the required conditions for
holding the elections, disenfranchisement, electoral engineering, and
the preliminary vote count results, the 14 September elections in
Bosnia and Herzegovina cannot be considered free and fair as
required by the DPA.
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This report describes the recent historical context and analyses the
campaign, the conduct and the outcome of the elections.

BACKGROUND
A. General
1. Bosnia and Herzegovina in Yugoslavia

Bosnia and Herzegovina was the most ethnically mixed of the
six republics making up the Yugoslav state that emerged from
the Second World War. While every republic contained more
than one ethnic group, a single nation formed an absolute
majority in each of the other five, and minorities tended to be
concentrated in specific regions. In Bosnia and Herzegovina, by
contrast, no nation formed an absolute majority and all three
constituent nations were intermingled throughout the republic.

According to the last census, carried out in April 1991, 43.5 per
cent of Bosnia and Herzegovina’'s 4,377,033 citizens declared
themselves Muslim (Bosniac), 31.2 per cent Serb, 17.4 per cent
Croat and 5.5 per cent Yugoslav (usually the offspring of mixed
marriages). Another 2.4 per cent of the population did not
belong to any of these Categories.l Of 109 municipalities 37
had an absolute Muslim (Bosniac) majority, 32 an absolute Serb
majority and 13 an absolute Croat majority.

Bosnian Election of 1990

Bosnians went to the polls for two rounds of voting in November
and December 1990. The Bosnian vote followed elections in
Slovenia and Croatia, Yugoslavia’'s two northern-most republics,
in April that year.

As communism disintegrated and nationalists rose to power in
neighbouring republics, Bosnians sought security within their
own ethnic group to such an extent that the election results
resembled those of an ethnic census. Of those who voted, 75
per cent opted for nationalist parties, the Bosniac Party of
Democratic Action (Stranka demokratske akcije or SDA), Serb
Democratic Party (Srpska demokratska stranka or SDS) and
Croat Democratic Union (Hrvatska demokratska zajednica or
HDZ). The SDA won 86 seats, the SDS 72, and the HDZ 44 -- a
combined total of 202 out of 240 seats in the Bosnian
Parliament.?

Nacionalni sastav stanovnistva (national population composition), Bosnia and Herzegovina
Statistical Bureau, Sargjevo, December 1993.
Suad Arnautovic, 1zbori u Bosni i Hercegovina '90, Sargjevo, Promocult, 1996, p 108.
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Although citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina elected
nationalists to power, they did not expect their vote to result in
the wholesale destruction of their homeland. At that time, the
nationalist parties were broad coalitions, and local candidates
reflected the very different concerns of communities spread
throughout the republic. Moreover, after the vote, all three
parties joined together in a coalition government in which the
President of the SDA party Alija Izetbegovic became the first
President of what was supposed to be a collective, rotational
Presidency.

War and Demographic Changes

Bosnia and Herzegovina’s first elections in 1990 exacerbated
national tensions that had already been strained by the rise of
nationalist leaders in neighbouring republics. During the nearly
four years of war that followed, relations between the peoples of
Bosnia and Herzegovina disintegrated further, and people
naturally rallied around their respective flags. Since the formal
end to hostilities last December, Bosnia and Herzegovina has
been hovering somewhere between a cease-fire and genuine
peace, but psychologically Bosnians remain at war.

The Bosnian war began in April 1992. The initial Serb offensive
conquered two-thirds of Bosnia and Herzegovina within three
months and set in train a massive flight of population. In its
wake, the phrase etnicko ciscenje (ethnic cleansing) passed
from Bosnian into the international lexicon. It encapsulates the
brutality of a conflict aimed at expelling members of the “other”
ethnic groups and eradicating all traces of alien culture. When a
new round of fighting erupted in 1993 between Bosniacs and
Croats, more of Bosnia and Herzegovina was “cleansed.” And
last year, when Croats and Bosniacs counter-attacked against
Serbs in a joint offensive following massive NATO bombing of
Serb positions, yet another wave of refugees—this time Serb—
was created. Finally, when the Sarajevo suburbs were
transferred in February and March of this year to Federation
authorities, a new sort of bloodless “cleansing” displaced more
Serbs.

The conflict and the cleansing have altered the country’s pre-
war demographic map beyond recognition. Estimates of war-
time casualty figures vary. While some western officials have
placed the death toll near 100,000, the Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bureau for Health Protection reports that 278,800 people, or 6.3
per cent of the pre-war population, were killed, died or went
missing in the war. Of these, 140,800 were Bosniacs, 97,300
Bosnian Serbs, 28,400 Bosnian Croats and 12,300 others. The
Bosnian Serbs have never released a comprehensive report on
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their losses.’ According to the Office of the High Commissioner
for Refugees (UNHCR), the war also caused 60 per cent of the
population to flee their homes. Of these, 1,282,257, or 29.4 per
cent of the population, sought refuge within Bosnia and
Herzegovina; and a further 1,329,333, or 30.5 per cent of the
population, were dispersed throughout the world in 63
countries.

B. Dayton Peace Agreement and Elections

1. The Dayton Peace Agreement and the OSCE

The Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and its two
constituent entities the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and Republika Srpska (the “Parties”) agreed in the Framework
Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (Dayton
Peace Agreement or DPA), signed on 14 December 1996, to
ensure that conditions exist throughout the country for the
organisation of free and fair elections, and they requested that
the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE) assist the Parties to create such conditions. Also, the
Parties requested that the OSCE organise the elections within
nine months of signing the DPA, supervise the preparations and
conduct of the elections,” and take on two additional tasks:
monitoring and promoting human rights, and promoting
confidence and security building measures and arms control.
OSCE was mindful that assisting the Parties in their creation of
the electoral preconditions and monitoring as well as promoting
human rights were closely linked—even mutually dependent—
mandates.

The OSCE set up its mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina in early
1996 with U.S. diplomat Robert Frowick as the Head of Mission
and created the Provisional Election Commission (PEC), the
Election Appeals Sub-Commission (EASC), and the Media
Experts Commission (MEC). In addition, the OSCE deployed
some 40 human rights monitors in a central office in Sarajevo, in
five regional monitoring centres, and in 26 field offices.

The OSCE grew out of the Conference on Security and Co-
operation in Europe held in Helsinki in 1975. For the first 17
years it functioned as an inter-governmental conference with
minimal staff. It served as a forum for Cold War dialogue and
its personnel drafted human rights, security and disarmament
standards. Since the collapse of communism in eastern and
central Europe its name was changed to OSCE, and the

Elections B&H '96 Guide, Sarajevo, Media Plan, 1996.

UNHCR Information Notes, No. 6-7/96, June/July 1996.

Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, signed in Paris on 14 December
1995, Annex 3, Articles| and 1.
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organisation has taken on a more prominent and operational
role in conflict resolution. Organising the Bosnian elections has
been the most difficult task the organisation has ever
undertaken, especially given the tight time frame mandated by
the DPA.

2. Criteria for Free and Fair Elections

The criteria for measuring the conduct and results of the 14
September elections are outlined in the following agreements
and instruments:

1) International human rights instruments contain the
fundamental criteria for judging elections around the
world and determining whether they were “free, fair and
democratic.” These instruments, including the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and
the European Convention for the Protection of Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, were incorporated in
the DPA and agreed to by its signatories.

2) The Dayton Peace Agreement required the Parties to
ensure the right to vote in secret and without fear or
intimidation; freedom of expression and the media;
freedom of association; freedom of movement; and the
existence of a politically neutral environment during the
period leading to election day.6 This last prerequisite
bound the Parties to creating a climate of security,
complying with human rights provisions, and respecting
the general goals of the DPA, which meant refraining
from any statements that advocated secession from the
unitary state of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

3) In his speech certifying the existence of conditions for
holding the elections, the OSCE Chairman-in-Office
Flavio Cotti added that without the arrest and delivery of
indicted war criminals to the International Criminal
Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and a credible start on
the return and repatriation of refugees and internally
displaced persons, the elections would produce results
opposite to those intended.’

4) In an annex to the DPA the Parties also pledged full
compliance with paragraphs 7 and 8 of the OSCE
Copenhagen Document, which included provisions for
universal and equal suffrage for all adult citizens; secret
balloting and honest and public counting and reporting

DPA, Annex 3, Article 1(1).

Certification of the Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Declaration of the Chairman-in-
Office, Federal Councillor Flavio Cotti, at the Permanent Council of the OSCE, 25 June 1996,
Ref. CIO/35/96. The second requirement identified by Cotti was also included in DPA, Annex
3, article IV(2).
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procedures; respect for the right of citizens to seek
political or public office; respect for the right to establish,
in full freedom, political parties or organisations, as well
as legal guarantees to compete in the elections on an
equal basis; a fair and free campaign atmosphere in
which neither administrative action, violence nor
intimidation barred the parties or candidates from freely
presenting their views and qualifications, deterred citizens
from learning and discussing them, or stopped voters
from casting their ballot free of fear of retribution;
unimpeded access to the media on a non-discriminatory
basis for all political participants; and, finally, free access
for international monitors of the electoral process.8

5) The OSCE Provisional Electoral Commission (PEC)
Rules and Regulations (issued 16 July 1996) reiterate
some of the requirements for free and fair elections
identified in the DPA and the Copenhagen Document,
and in addition promulgate the comprehensive and
detailed requirements for the conduct of the electoral
proceedings, outlining the rules for campaigning,
registration of voters, conduct of the media, conduct of
the governments, voting day events, counting
procedures, announcement of final results, and PEC
certification.

3. OSCE’s Supervisory and Monitoring Bodies

a. Provisional Election Commission

The Parties to the DPA asked the OSCE to establish a
Provisional Election Commission (PEC) and mandated it
to adopt rules and regulations regarding: the registration
of political parties and independent candidates; the
eligibility of candidates and voters; the role of domestic
and international election observers; the ensuring of an
open and fair electoral campaign; and the establishment,
publication, and certification of definitive election results.
The PEC was also mandated to supervise all aspects of
the electoral process, to elaborate a voter registration
procedure, to ensure compliance with the electoral rules
and regulations, and to ensure that appropriate action
was taken to remedy any violation of DPA or the rules
and regulations.9

The PEC, which was comprised of four international and
three Bosnian members, was nominated in January and

Document of the Second Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the
Conference on security and Co-operation in Europe, Copenhagen, 1990.
DPA, Annex 3, Articlelll.
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held its first meeting on 1 February under the
chairmanship of Robert Frowick, Head of the OSCE
Mission in Bosnia.

Under the supervision of the PEC, Local Election
Commissions (LEC) were established to organise the
elections at the local level. This included arranging voter
registration and securing facilities and staff to man polling
stations and counting votes. The LEC members were
nominated by authorities in each entity and approved by
the PEC.

b. Election Appeals Sub-Commission™®

The OSCE's Election Appeals Sub-Commission (EASC)
consisted of four Judges. Bosnia and Herzegovina and
its two entities, the Federation and Republika Srpska,
each supplied a judge, and one senior international jurist
served as the Chief Judge. The Judges were appointed
by Ambassador Frowick.

The EASC was mandated to ensure compliance to the
PEC Rules and Regulations and to adjudicate complaints
about the electoral process. It had the power to impose
penalties on any individual, candidate, party, or other
body in violation of the PEC Rules and regulations or of
the DPA. This could include fining parties or striking
candidates’ names from the electoral lists.

C. Media Experts Commission™*

The Media Experts Commission (MEC) was established
to investigate media-related complaints. The MEC was
mandated to monitor the security of journalists, to gauge
whether the access provided to political parties and
candidates was equitable, to observe erroneous news
reporting, and to ensure that the media observed the
PEC “Standards of Professional Conduct.” The MEC
was chaired by the OSCE Senior advisor for Media
Development, and included representatives of the
Parties, media specialists appointed by each of the
Parties, representatives of the Ministries of the Interior of
both entities, a representative of the High Representative,
and a human rights officer of the OSCE. In each of the
OSCE regional centres, Media Expert Sub-Commissions
were also constituted.

10 PEC Rules and Regulations, Articles 137-144.
n PEC Rules and Regulations, Articles 145-150.
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In essence, however, the MEC had no real powers. It
could only report serious violations to the PEC which had
the power to impose fines or other appropriate penalties.

d. OSCE Election Supervisors

By early September, some 1,200 OSCE Election
Supervisors had arrived in Bosnia and Herzegovina to
provide technical assistance in the organisation of the
elections, and to solve technical problems before and
during election day. The Supervisors were OSCE
employees recruited by member states of the
organisation. They reported to Ambassador Frowick.

e. Co-ordinator for International Monitoring

In January 1996, an International Expert Meeting on
Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina held in Stockholm
concluded that a conflict of interest existed between the
two roles assigned to OSCE - supervising the
preparations and conduct of the elections through the
PEC, and organising the independent monitoring of the
elections. To resolve this potential conflict, the experts
suggested that a separate electoral observation unit be
established within the OSCE to prepare and co-ordinate
the international observation of the elections.'?
Accordingly, the office of the Co-ordinator for
International Monitoring (CIM) was set up within the
OSCE in early March, and OSCE Chairman-in-Office
Flavio Cotti appointed Ed van Thijn as the head of CIM.
While CIM receives administrative support from the
OSCE Mission in Bosnia, it was set up to operate
independently of the Mission and has reported directly to
the OSCE Chairman-in-Office in order to ensure
neutrality and objectivity. On 22 May 1996, the PEC
adopted the Rules and Regulations for international
observers, authorising the CIM to invite, accredit and co-
ordinate the work of international observers.

Under the authority of Co-ordinator van Thijn, CIM was
tasked to observe the whole electoral cycle from
registration to the announcement of the results—this
included monitoring the out-of-country and in-country
absentee voting, sorting and distribution of ballots;
following complaints and appeals to the Election Appeals
Sub-Commission; hearing the electoral concerns of
political parties and NGOs; evaluating observations and
complaints about the electoral process; preparing and co-

12 Conclusions, International Expert Meeting on Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina,

Stockholm, 15-16 January 1996, p 16.
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ordinating the activities of short-term observers; and, on
the basis of these observations and reports, preparing a
report for the OSCE Chairman-in-Office.*®

By mid-July, the CIM had deployed some 25 long-term
observers in all regions to observe the election campaign
and to prepare the ground for the deployment of short-
term observers. By election day, some 850 short-term
international observers (including 150 recruited by the
International Crisis Group from non-governmental
organisations in the country) had been deployed to
monitor election day events at more than 4,400 polling
stations throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina and the
counting of votes.

4. Certification of the Conduct and Results of the Elections

a. Pre-Election Certification

In DPA the Parties requested the “OSCE to certify
whether elections can be effective under current social
conditions in both Entities and, if necessary, to provide
assistance to the Parties in creating these conditions.”

The architects of the DPA intended this pre-election
certification to serve as an effective tool to push the
Parties into compliance in creating the conditions
necessary to hold “free and fair” elections. The OSCE
Chairman-in-Office Flavio Cotti was to announce the pre-
election certification and set the date.

b. Post-Election Certification

In accordance with the DPA, the PEC adopted
regulations on the publication and certification of
definitive election resultsl5—decreeing that the PEC itself
would announce the election results at all levels, verify
that the elections were valid and certify the results. The
Chairman of the PEC, Ambassador Frowick, would
officially publish the results, followed by a complete
publication of all figures in the Official Gazette of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the Federation and the Republika
Srpska.®

Independent of the PEC and in accordance with the
OSCE Office of Democratic Institutions and Human

13

14
15
16

OSCE, Office of the CIM for the Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Information sheet, 19
June 1996.

DPA, Annex 3, Article 1(2).

DPA, Annex 3, ArticleI11(1).

PEC, Rules and Regulations, Supplement No. 1, Article 221.
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Rights (ODIHR), the CIM would certify independently
whether the conduct of the elections was “free and fair”
and report his finding directly to the OSCE Chairman-in-
Office.

This two-track certification of the conduct and results of
the elections would be sequenced as follows:*’

1) The CIM would issue a preliminary statement
within 48 hours of the close of polling stations.
This would include an objective statistical analysis
of short-term observers’ checklists completed on
election day;

2) The CIM would issue a second preliminary
statement when the vote count was completed by
the PEC. This would include an objective
statistical analysis of the observers’ second
checklist completed at the vote count proceedings;

3) The PEC would announce the preliminary result of
elections when the vote count was completed, but
without any assessment of their “validity;”

4) The CIM would issue its final report after the vote
count results were announced by the PEC and
would determine the extent to which the conduct of
the elections was “free, fair, and democratic” in
accordance with the DPA. The final report would
be addressed to the OSCE Chairman-in-Office
and would be based on a more thorough
evaluation of the short-term monitors’ reports and
an assessment of the long-term monitors’
observations during the entire electoral process.

5) The PEC would issue its final report after the
Election Appeals Sub-Commission had ruled on all
appeals, and after the CIM final report had been
published. This report will “follow the conclusions”
of the CIM final report and determine whether the
conduct of the elections was “valid” and certify the
results accordingly;

6) The OSCE Chairman-in-Office would forward the
PEC final report and presumably the CIM final
report to the Parties and the High Representative.

7 The High Representative would then report to the
UN Security Council through the Secretary
General on the conduct and results of the

o OSCE Secretariat, Department for the Chairman-in-Office, Press Release No. 53/96, 9
September 1996; Memo dated 19 August 1996 from Ed van Thijn to the OSCE Chairman-in-
Office; OSCE CIM, Press Release, 9 September 1996.

10
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elections. The UN Security Council would then
automatically lift the sanctions on Republika
Srpska and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia if
the elections were determined “free and fair”. (A
new imposition of sanctions would require the
unanimous vote of the whole UN Security Council.
Sanctions were “suspended” in November
following the Parties’ approval of the DPA.)18

LEAD-UP TO ELECTIONS
A. OSCE's Decision to Proceed with the Elections

1. Decision to Proceed

On 25 June 1996, the OSCE Chairman-in-Office Flavio Cotti
issued the long expected certification that “elections can be
effective under current conditions in both Entities™® and gave
the green light for it to take place on 14 September. He warned
that if certain minimal prerequisites were not met during the
remaining three months, the elections ought not take place as
they would lead to further tensions and “pseudo-democratic
legitimisation of extreme nationalist power structures.” In
particular Cotti noted the need to establish freedom of
movement, freedom of expression and media, freedom of
association, and, more generally, a politically neutral
environment.”> The most important prerequisite, in Cotti’'s view,
was the elimination of “every single possibility of direct or
indirect exertion of influence by indicted war criminals.” Cotti
acknowledged that, “after [the] years of war and suffering,
perfectionism is out of place,” but he stressed that “just the
same: minimal prerequisite conditions must be met so that ‘free,
fair, and democratic elections’ can take place,” preconditions
that he said plainly had then, “in spite of the small progress
mentioned, not been fulfilled.”**

The OSCE Chairman-in-Office added, “we have scarcely three
months separating us from the election day. This period must
be employed in order to improve the framework conditions. This
Is absolutely imperative for us all. With this in mind, | appeal to

18

19
20
21

UN Security Council Resolution 1022 (1995), 22 November 1995, par. 4 states. "The Security
Council ... decides that it will terminate the ... [sanctions] on the tenth day following the
occurrence of the first free and fair elections provided for in annex 3 of the Peace
Agreement..."

DPA, Annex 3, Article 1(2).

DPA, Annex 3, Article 1(1).

Certification of the Elections in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Declaration of the Chairman-in-
Office, Federal Councillor Flavio Cotti, at the Permanent Council of the OSCE, 25 June 1996,
p 4, emphasis added; hereinafter referred to as the Cotti Statement.

11
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all of the actors both in Bosnia and Herzegovina and abroad to
observe their commitments to the fullest extent. | appeal to the
international community and to the international organisations to
persevere in their efforts for the implementation of the Peace
Agreement with even more determination than before....
Improving the freedom of movement and establishing
transportation links and telephone communications beyond the
boundaries of the Entities, is an unalterable and concrete must.
The same holds true for facilitating the factual return of the
refugees and displaced persons, as well as for the realisation of
media projects..., and for a generally enhanced freedom of the
media.”*

However, despite his own warning that the prerequisite
conditions did not exist in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the
Chairman-in-Office certified that the elections could be effective
taking into consideration the “global context”, and urged the
Parties and the international community to redouble their efforts
in the remaining months to meet at least minimum conditions.

Since June, not only have prerequisite conditions not improved,
but in many respects they have deteriorated.

2. Response to Arguments for Proceeding with the Elections

OSCE officials have offered the following reasons for holding
the elections despite the inadequate conditions. In a report
published on 13 August, the International Crisis Group argued
that those reasons were not convincing, and offered the
following analysis:

The elections are not an end in themselves, but a step in the
long process of reconciliation and democratisation, and an
instrument for bringing stability to the region.

Elections held under the current conditions may in fact have
the opposite effect. Instead of furthering reconciliation, the
elections advance the likelihood of violence -- either when on
election day a large number of voters cross the former
confrontation lines that were hitherto hermetic, or when the
time comes to install newly elected leaders to areas from
where they have been cleansed. Instead of taking a step in
the process of democratisation, the Parties, especially
Republika Srpska and “Herzeg-Bosna,” have manipulated
the registration process and additionally suppressed freedom
of expression and association. Thus the run-up to the
elections has exacerbated not reduced instability. When
voters are directed to vote according to the wishes of the
ruling political parties, elections cannot be described as
stabilising.

2 Cotti Statement, p 6.
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Postponing the elections will not improve conditions.

This concern would be justified only if the international
community continues to respond as indecisively as it has to
date to violations of the DPA. However, ICG is proposing
that the international community take resolute actions that
would convince the Parties that certain minimum standards
must be met before elections are put back on schedule.

By not setting a firm date for the elections, the international
community will heighten political uncertainty, increase the
likelihood of political division, provide a stimulus to the forces
of separation, and cause chaos and uncontrollable
developments.

Holding the planned elections on September 14 under the
present conditions will produce precisely these undesirable
results - not only will the extreme nationalist parties be
elected, but their hold on power and the territories they
control will be legitimised by the OSCE as well as the
international community and consolidated. The leaders of
the SDS and HDZ have made no secret of their goals --
creating an independent, sovereign and exclusivist state in
the case of the former, and creating a separate, exclusivist
“Herzeg-Bosna” entity in the case of the latter. Both have
also stated that their ultimate goal is unification with their
respective “mother” countries. Though the status quo
without elections may also provide such a stimulus, holding
the elections now, before democratisation has been given a
chance to heal the wounds of war, will only expedite the
partition and remove a major incentive for the ruling parties
to improve conditions: the eventual acquisition of legitimacy.

Thanks to the poll a political opposition in conjunction with
absentee, displaced voters will have a chance to start the
“reconstruction of ethnically-mixed communities.”

Because of the manipulations of the voter registration
process in Republika Srpska and “Herzeg-Bosna” as well as
the Bosnian voters living in “mother” countries, the exact
opposite results have been achieved. Since most Bosnian
Serbs displaced from the Federation territories have been
forced to register to vote in Republika Srpska, and many
Bosnian Croats forced to vote in “Herzeg-Bosna,” it is not
possible to discuss even symbolic reconstruction of
ethnically-mixed communities.

The parties themselves want to hold the elections.

The ruling parties urgently seek a democratic stamp and fear
that time works against them. The opposition parties, who
have been repeatedly disillusioned in the last four years by
the international community’s broken promises and half-
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hearted commitments, appreciate the sudden bout of
international resolve to hold elections and fear it may be
short-lived. As the date for the elections approaches, and as
conditions deteriorate, a number of opposition parties are
increasingly changing their view and threatening boycott.

Inter-governmental  organisations active in  Bosnia
recommend that elections take place as planned.

These inter-governmental organisations are without
exception subject to the political imperatives of various
governments around the world. When exerting pressure or
giving the green light to proceed with the elections, these
governments were more motivated by domestic political
concerns -- their own electoral campaigns necessitate the
staging of symbolic, tangible events that represent tangible
achievement in foreign policy. In the same vein, for those
countries that hope to withdraw or reduce their troop
presence in Bosnia, the elections supply a useful exit
benchmark. In fact many nations hold an underlying belief
that partitioning Bosnia would be a simpler solution than the
laborious facilitating of reintegration. This short-sighted
partition approach will only guarantee another round of
fighting in Bosnia, perhaps spawn further conflicts in the
region, and, in the long run, cost the international community
far more than extending IFOR’s mandate for another year,
implementing DPA more resolutely, and holding the elections
shortly after the conditions in Bosnia have improved.

Elections should take place while IFOR is still present in
Bosnia, and, since the future of IFOR cannot be predicted,
that means September.

IFOR, like OSCE, should tie its presence not to a calendar,
but to concrete progress measured by the implementation of
DPA.

Elections will permit the creation of the State-level joint
institutions foreseen in the DPA.

In the current politically charged environment, those joint
institutions elected are bound to be paralysed by the
diametrically opposed agendas of the Parties, which could
precipitate the demise of Bosnia as a single country. The
example of Mostar is an overwhelming argument.

Elections will permit some opposition parties and leaders to
be elected, thus reducing the three ruling parties’
monopolistic grip on power.

This is a compelling argument, especially in the case of
Bosniac controlled parts of the Federation. However in
Republika Srpska, the strongest challenge to the ruling party
will come from the Socialist Party of Republika Srpska --
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which answers to Serbian President Milosevic and which can
hardly be considered a healthier alternative to SDS, given
the responsibility that Milosevic shoulders for the
catastrophic events in former Yugoslavia.

The preparations for elections are too far underway to turn
back now.

In fact one major reason for postponing elections is that
preparations lag so far behind. Virtually every one of
OSCE’s deadlines was postponed, and even then, huge
logistic hurdles will have to be scaled in the next month to
ensure the elections will be able to go ahead. If they do,
thanks in part to the chaos inherent in an election on this
scale and novelty (in a country where even the main towns
have no constant power supply), in part to the enormous
number of displaced and refugee voters, and in part to
OSCE'’s slow start, voter registration figures are so low that
huge numbers of Bosnian citizens will likely be
disenfranchised.

Consequences of the 25 June Certification of Conditions for
Elections

Decrease of OSCE’s Credibility and Leverage

OSCE was not responsible for creating the “free and fair”
conditions for elections, but the organisation had great
leverage—both as the body that would certify the elections and
as the body empowered to penalise the parties that violated the
election rules. The OSCE could have employed the leverage
and sanctions to force concessions from the Parties and thus
improve the circumstances in which elections were to be held. It
did not do so effectively.

In theory, the OSCE was to decide whether to certify the holding
of the elections on the basis of prevailing conditions in Bosnia
and Herzegovina. The organisation was to gauge these
conditions largely on the basis of its human rights reports on the
ground.  Yet, although these reports drew a picture of
deteriorating conditions and although the OSCE Chairman-in-
Office Cotti publicly conceded that conditions did not exist for
free and fair elections, he concluded - was said above - that the
poll should go ahead. By all accounts, this decision was not
made independently either by Ambassador Frowick or
Chairman-in-Office Cotti. It was made under heavy pressure
from the governments of the “Contact Group” countries—the
United States, United Kingdom, Russia, Germany and France,
as well as Italy, which at the time held the presidency of the
European Union.
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In a string of public pronouncements, senior international
statesmen and government spokesmen effectively pre-empted
the certification decision and undermined the OSCE’s authority.
On 22 May, for instance, State Department spokesman Nicholas
Burns informed reporters that the Bosnian elections would go
ahead even if Bosnian Serb leader and indicted war criminal
Radovan Karadzic remained in power saying: “The elections can
go forward and will go forward with him [Karadzic] sitting in his
bitter isolation in Pale.”” Then on 4 June after a meeting in
Berlin the Contact Group insisted that the Bosnian elections
proceed on schedule. The meeting’s chair Foreign Minister
Klaus Kinkel said that: “This is of central importance for the
implementation of the peace plan... This timetable must be
adhered to.”* And on 7 June Italian Foreign Minister Lamberto
Dini stated: “The international community considers the holding
of elections not later than 14 September to be essential for the
peace process to go ahead.” In effect, these governments
chose to stick to the time-frame spelled out in the DPA and to
ignore the fact that the DPA’s preconditions had not been
fulfilled. And Chairman-in-Office Cotti was left to present the
decision (see above) and Ambassador Frowick to implement it,
irrespective of the prevailing conditions or, indeed, the
consequences.

The decisive influence of foreign governments in the scheduling
of the Bosnian elections was harmful not only because it did not
take adequate account of the prevailing conditions, but also
because it vastly undermined the authority and the leverage of
the OSCE. It made it very difficult for the OSCE certification of
conditions to be taken seriously and deprived the Parties of any
incentive to improve the conditions. Once the Contact Group
decided - and publicly announced - that elections would
proceed, the international institutions on the ground (the OSCE
and the Office of the High Representative) were obliged to shift
tactics. Instead of pressuring the ruling parties to implement the
DPA, they had to seduce them into co-operating with the
electoral process. Since it was the local authorities, and not the
OSCE, that were in fact to organise the ballot, the ruling parties
were in a position to sabotage the elections by instructing the
local electoral commissions to resign if ever they were
dissatisfied. The precedent for an effective employment of this
leverage had been set in Mostar in May when the Bosniac
authorities withdrew from the local election commissions in
order to secure concessions from the European Union
Administration of Mostar (EUAM), thus delaying the vote there

Reuter, 22 May.
Reuter, 4 June.
Reuter, 7 June.
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by one month. After this certification, therefore, the OSCE
found itself at the mercy of the Parties.

2. Deterioration of Conditions

The military aspects of DPA were implemented in the beginning
of 1996 without major problems. Though the civilian aspects of
the peace agreement were destined to be more problematic,
early on it seemed possible that with concerted international
pressure compliance would be forthcoming. In May nationalist
leaders on all sides and especially those indicted for war crimes
had begun to worry about their positions. Indicted Bosnian
Croat General Tihomir Blaskic had given himself up to the
International War Crimes Tribunal in The Hague on 1 April;
Dusko Tadic, the first indicted war criminal in custody, was
already on trial, and the Tribunal had decided to hear in
absentia testimony against Radovan Karadzic and the Bosnian
Serb military leader Ratko Mladic.

Once the ruling parties realised that elections would be rammed
through irrespective of the prevailing conditions, however, they
stopped even paying lip service to implementation, and
conditions deteriorated rapidly. In mid-August, Ambassador
Frowick himself sounded the alarm, stating: “In a number of
communities, government officials have attempted to thwart the
development of democratic conditions by discouraging or
prohibiting freedom of movement, the return of refugees and
displaced persons, freedom of expression and of the press, and
freedom of association.” Mentioning the municipalities of
Capljina, Bugojno, Drvar, Sanski Most and Stolac in the
Federation, and Doboj, Lopare, Prijedor, Teslic and Zvornik in
Republika Srpska, Ambassador Frowick warned that “the OSCE
reserved the right to invalidate electoral results, including the
election of individual candidates, in those towns or municipalities
where there is systematic interference with democratic
freedoms, including freedom of movement, and gross
manipulation of election procedures [untilz] 14 September, or in
the immediate aftermath of the elections.”*

a. Repatriation

Repatriation was guaranteed in the Constitution of Bosnia
and Herzegovina,27 and described in the DPA as an
“important objective of the settlement of the conflict in
Bosnia and Herzegovina.”28 The Parties committed
themselves to preventing activities that might “hinder or
impede the safe and voluntary return of refugees and

% Statement of the OSCE Head of Mission, Ambassador Robert H. Frowick, 19 August 1996.
2 DPA, Annex 4, Constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Article 11(5).
2 DPA, Annex 7, Article 1 (1).
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displaced persons,” and pledged themselves to creating

the political, economic, and social conditions necessary
for the start of returns.®*® With these commitments in
mind, the Parties concluded that “by Election Day, the
return of refugees should already be underway.”
However, this did not take place. By mid-September,
only 200,000 of more than 2.5 million refugees and
internally displaced persons had returned, and principally
to areas where the returnees belonged to the majority
ethnic group. And even this is a misleading figure
because the Office of the UN High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR) reports that close to 90,000 persons
belonging to minority groups have been displaced since
the signing of the DPA. Indeed, expulsions of the few
remaining Bosniacs and Croats in Republika Srpska
continued up to the election itself—with another wave of
ethnic cleansingg2 from Banja Luka taking place four days
before the poll.

When refugees and internally displaced persons did
return to territories controlled by one of the other
nationalities, they were frequently subject to arbitrary
police controls and detention, open discrimination,
expulsions, and violence. In late August, for instance,
Bosniacs who attempted to return to the town of Mahala
(which had a pre-war Bosniac majority but which now lies
within Republika Srpska) stoned the Bosnian Serb police
who in turn opened fire, prompting IFOR intervention and
the arrest of 47 Bosnian Serb policemen.33 Even short
assessment visits by groups of displaced persons across
the inter-entity boundary line (IEBL) were prevented by
mob violence or other threats - only four out of some 40
visits planned and organised by UNHCR have been
successful. Individual initiatives were even more at risk.
In a small sample of cases reported by the International
Police Task Force (IPTF): on 28 July one Bosniac man
who attempted to visit his former home near Doboj,
Republika Srpska territory, was found in a ditch with his
thumbs severed and ribs smashed - he died later;
another Bosniac died of injuries from beatings in Banja
Luka police custody; and, in early August, a Bosniac mob
stoned a Serb attempting to return to his home in a
suburb of Sarajevo. The local authorities usually
tolerated these incidents, and in some cases actively
participated in them.

DPA, Annex 7, Articlel.

DPA, Annex 7, Article I1(2).

DPA, Annex 3, Article 1V (1), 5th sentence.

International Herald Tribune, 12 September 1996.

OSCE Democratisation and Human Rights Periodic Report: 27 August - 3 September 1996.
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b. War Criminals Act with Impunity

As of mid-September, out of a total of 75 war criminals
indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia (Tribunal), only seven indictees had
been arrested or had surrendered to the Tribunal in The
Hague. The rest remained at large and, in most cases,
their whereabouts in Republika Srpska, Yugoslavia,
Croatia and Croat-controlled parts of the Federation are
well known. Some of the accused are still exerting
influence behind the scenes on their communities in a
manner incompatible with the goals formulated in the
DPA.

When OSCE Chairman-in-Office Cotti gave the green
light to hold the elections, he said that the Parties’ full co-
operation with the Tribunal was a precondition for
creating the necessary political conditions for free, fair,
and democratic elections, and that “every single
possibility of direct or indirect exertion of influence by
indicted war criminals of the likes of Radovan Karadzic,
must be hindered.” Cotti went beyond merely calling for
the removal of suspected war criminals from office; he
said, “Co-operation with the Tribunal at The Hague must
become a fact.... If no actions are undertaken right now
against the indicted war criminals, it can be taken for
granted that the elections will very quickly give way to
developments diametrically opposed to those which they
were expected to yield. There exists the most serious
danger that they then degenerate into a pseudo-
democratic legitimisation of extreme nationalist power
structures and ethnic cleansing. Instead of the peaceful
evolution in keeping with the Peace Agreement, the
elections would lead to further dramatic tensions. Under
no conditions whatsoever ... should we permit such a
development to ensue.”*

C. Absence of Politically Neutral Environment

The Parties to DPA agreed to “ensure that conditions
exist for the organisation of free and fair elections, in
particular a politically neutral environment”.*®

It is difficult to imagine how the environment in Bosnia
and Herzegovina could be characterised as “politically
neutral” when refugees and internally displaced persons
are unable to return to their homes, indicted war criminals

Cotti Statement, p 6. "Co-operation,” as defined in the Statute of the International Tribunal
adopted 25 May 1993, Article 29, includes the arrest and transfer to The Hague of those
indicted by the Tribunal.

DPA, Annex 3, Article 1(1).
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remain at large, the IEBL and even the former Bosniac-
Croat front-lines are still difficult and dangerous to cross,
and only the ruling parties enjoy freedom of expression in
most areas of the country.

During the election campaign, the ruling parties in fact
went to great lengths to propagate fear and insecurity
among voters. For example, on 15 June in the northern
Bosnian town of Cazin near Bihac, former Prime Minister
and current leader of the opposition Stranka za Bosnu |
Hercegovinu (Party for Bosnia and Herzegovina or SBiH)
Haris Silajdzic was struck on the head with a metal bar
when supporters of the ruling Bosnian party SDA
disrupted his rally.*® On 2 August, another senior official
of the same opposition party was again physically
assaulted in Cazin. In late July in Brcko, explosives were
found in the room where the opposition Socialisticka
partija Republike Srpske (Socialist Party of Republika
Srpska or SPRS) was scheduled to have a meeting.
During the same week, an automobile used by an SPRS
member was blown up in downtown Doboj.37
Advertisements of the Croat Democratic Party (HDZ)
informed Croat voters that the “survival of their nation”
was at stake on 14 September. Republika Srpska
television, for its part, announced that a vote against the
Serb Democratic Party (SDS) would constitute a vote
“against the Republika Srpska and the Serb people.”

Perhaps the most graphic evidence of the climate in the
country can be seen in the tactics used by the Bosnian
Serb and Bosnian Croat authorities in voter registration
(see below). Both groups manipulated the electoral rules
to suit political ends and consolidate with the ballot that
which they won with the bullet, to the extent that a new
word “electoral engineering” entered the vocabulary.

d. Freedom of Movement

The Parties to the DPA agreed to “ensure ... freedom of
movement.”® At the June implementation conference of
the DPA they reaffirmed their belief that the right to move
freely and without fear throughout Bosnia and
Herzegovina was a cornerstone of elections.* In order to
ensure that election preparations were conducted as
smoothly as possible, the Parties committed themselves
to facilitate the traffic of vehicles between the two entities,

Reuter, 16 June 1996.

OSCE Democratisation and Human Rights Periodic Report: 30 July - 12 August 1996.
DPA, Annex 3, Article 1(1).

Agreed Statement, Geneva, 2 June 1996, par. 10.
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to ensure that local authorities cease confiscating identity
documents issued by either entity, to re-establish
telephone connections between the entities, and to allow
all candidates and parties to engage in political activity
and campaign freely and without obstruction in both
entities.*

Individuals who ventured into areas or entities not under
the control of their own ethnic group were often
threatened, subjected to violence, detained, or even
murdered (see above, on individual ventures across the
inter-entity boundary lines - IEBL). Despite bureaucratic
obstacles concocted by authorities mainly in Republika
Srpska, seven UNHCR sponsored bus-lines succeeded
in ferrying displaced persons between the two entities.
However, the buses were frequently stoned and
passengers harassed, even detained. Because the
license plates of private cars generally are different in the
two entities as well as in the Croat-controlled areas of the
Federation and are therefore a liability, individual visits
could only take place by foot, bicycle, taxi, or foreign-
plated car, to avoid harassment.

C. Campaign

1. OSCE’s Start-Up Problems

Unlike the United Nations or the European Commission, the
OSCE, a newcomer to the inter-governmental organisations
scene, does not have the institutional ability to hire staff directly
or even borrow money for its operations. Instead, it is
dependent on personnel seconded from and money donated by
the member states. Since these states did not concentrate their
energies on the OSCE or its Bosnia mission early on, the
operation was severely under-staffed and under-funded during
its first months. Thus in many ways, the logistics of the
elections have exceeded the capacity of OSCE, a problem that
has marred the whole elections’ organisation.

Even when a full OSCE contingent had arrived in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, the mission lacked sufficient personnel
experienced in the fields of elections, human rights and
information technology. Publication of provisional voting lists
was delayed and it set the voter registration process back more
than two months. Whereas the plan was to begin registration
on 1 April, the process did not finally get underway until 10
June.

Annex to Agreed Statement, Geneva, 2 June 1996, Administrative and Confidence-Building
Measures, Par. 1.
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2. Electoral Campaign

Campaigning effectively began the moment the DPA was signed
since most parties and citizens assumed the election would take
place within nine months of the 14 December signing. The
official launch of the campaign came on 19 July. The OSCE
used a 7.5 million DM fund to provide all political parties with the
financial means to fund their electoral campaigns. Independent
candidates were entitled to 11,250 DM; individual political
parties received up to 375,000 DM depending on how many
candidates they were fielding and what level; and coalitions a
maximum of 600,000 DM.

With minimal inter-action between Republika Srpska, Bosniac-
controlled Federation and Croat-controlled Federation territories,
three very different election campaigns were fought across
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Parties from Republika Srpska did not
field any candidates in the Federation. Parties from the
Federation, by contrast, did contest the elections in Republika
Srpska. However, apart from television debates on TV Srpska,
Federation-based parties made no attempt to campaign or to
hold rallies within the Serb entity for security reasons and
because most of their natural supporters, the Bosniacs and
Croats from Republika Srpska, had been ethnically cleansed
during the war or in its aftermath. Within the Federation the
HDZ did campaign and hold rallies in Bosniac-controlled
territory, especially in Sarajevo, where a small Croat electorate
remains.

a. War criminals

Though the international community managed after much
pushing and scrambling to finally force the resignation of
Radovan Karadzic from the presidency of the Republika
Srpska as well as of the SDS, he remained an
omnipresent campaign force. Towns in Republika
Srpska were covered with his posters, SDS politicians
introduced themselves on behalf of their *“closest
associate” and made frequent reference to Karadzic, and,
as US Assistant Secretary of State John Kornblum
stated, there was “evidence [Karadzic] could be
participating in decisions.” Ambassador Frowick put it
even more poetically: “Karadzic is out of public life but he
is still being mentioned in some speeches directly or
indirectly - | asked that even the spirit of Karadzic be
removed.” One example of Karadzic's lingering political
influence is provided in a statement issued by the SDS
on the occasion of Karadzic’s resignation from the party
presidency - “President Karadzic’'s view is that everyone

Reuter, 10 August 1996.
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must vote at the elections, and vote for the SDS, in order
to prevent puppet and Bosniac parties from getting the
one-third of the vote they need to drown the Republika
Srpska in Bosnia and Herzegovina.”

b. Intimidation

Since the ruling nationalist parties, the SDS, HDZ and
SDA, hold a vice-like grip over the economy and all
aspects of society in the territory under their control, they
are almost always exerting covert intimidation. They can
easily generate mass turn-outs at their own election
rallies. Due to the absence of inter-action between Serb,
Croat and Bosniac-controlled territories, the electoral
campaign was principally a battle between the ruling
nationalist parties and their internal opposition. And the
level of violence and intimidation in the campaign
reflected the relative strength of the internal opposition -
the stronger the internal opposition, the greater the
intimidation of candidates. Here is how it looked in the
three entities:

I Republika Srpska

The principal opposition to the ruling SDS in
Republika Srpska came from two five-party
coalitions, the Savez za mir i progres (Union for
Peace and Progress or SMP) containing the
Socialisticka partija Republike Srpske (Socialist
Party of Republika Srpska or SPRS) and the
Demokratski patriotski blok (Democratic Patriotic
Block or DPB). Both coalitions complained that
their members faced harassment, intimidation and
physical violence and that their meetings and
rallies were systematically disrupted.42 SPRS
members, it seems, were especially targeted since
that party is the best organised of the opposition
and most closely linked to Belgrade and Slobodan
Milosevic.

Several key SPRS members throughout Republika
Srpska were dismissed from their jobs or
threatened with dismissal in the course of the
electoral campaign. These included Rade
Pavlovic and Zdravko Stojic, the directors of the
two biggest enterprises in the town of Teslic,
Destilijacija and Kardial who were forced to resign

42 Conditions for Free and Fair Political Campaigning are Still Lacking in Bosnia and

Herzegovina, International Helsinki Federation for Human Rights, 29 August 1996, p 1,
hereinafter referred to as Helsinki Federation Report.
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in August after armed stand-offs at their homes
and workplaces in which shots were fired. At
about the same time, SPRS members in Priboj
were threatened with unemployment if they did not
switch their allegiance to the SDS; one member
received a letter saying that his daughter would be
raped unless he left the party; and four SPRS
members in Dubica were dismissed.*®

Attempts by the SPRS to hold political meetings
were often obstructed by the SDS-affiliated local
authorities who refused to issue permits or to
lease buildings. For example, on 9 August in
Banja Luka, the SPRS was denied a permit to
organise a rally, but went ahead anyway. During
the week of 15 July the SPRS was unable to hold
a rally in the village of Grbovica because the
community building they planned to use was
occupied by armed SDS members led by the
municipal minister for Demobilised Soldiers.
Moreover, both SMP and DPB rallies and
meetings were violently and deliberately disrupted.
Bomb threats were a common occurrence and on
occasions, such as in the Brcko incident on 8
August (described above) when explosive devices
were actually placed in meeting rooms. Moreover,
at a SMP rally in Bijelina on 25 August a hand
grenade was hurled into the crowd.

ii. Croat-Controlled Federation Territory

The atmosphere for the September elections in
Croat-controlled, allegedly-defunct “Herzeg-
Bosna”, was foreshadowed during the Mostar poll
in June. At that time, an opposition multinational
coalition came forward under Jole Musa to
challenge the nationalists. Many candidates
standing on the Musa ticket had themselves been
elected in the 1990 elections only to be ousted by
hard-line nationalists during the war. These
nationalists did not intend to relax their hold on
power. In the week before the June vote, Musa
was evicted from his office, and four of the Croat
candidates in his coalition were so intimidated by
threats that they dropped out.** As a result, the
principal moderate Croat party, the Croat Peasant
Party or HSS (Hrvatska seljacka stranka), did not

IPTF Election-Related Human Rights Tracking, 28 August 1996, p 13.
ICG Report, The Mostar Election Political Analysis, 12 July 1996, p 4.
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dare to campaign in western Herzegovina. The
only alternative to the HDZ that ran openly in west
Mostar were the far-right parties, Hrvatska stranka
prava (Croat Party of Right or HSP) and Hrvatska
cista stranka prava (Croat Pure Party of Right or
HCSP), which complained that they were unable to
campaign properly because of HDZ intimidation.

Meanwhile, the evictions and beatings so
characteristic of life in Mostar and to which the
HDZ authorities turn a blind eye, continued
unabated up to election day. Such incidents were
not limited to Mostar. In the Livnho area for
example, during a one week period at the end of
July there were five bombs explosions, several
arsons, and shooting incidents. Also at the end of
July, a Catholic church was bombed in Bugojno,
possibly in retaliation for a mosque in Prozor which
was set on fire the day before.*

iii. Bosniac-Controlled Federation Territory

The level of intimidation and violence in Bosniac-
controlled Federation territory was often worse
than that in either Republika Srpska or in Croat-
controlled Federation territory. The tone of the
campaign was set early on by Edhem Bicakcic, a
vice-president of the SDA, who threatened that the
party would show no mercy to the opposition.46 As
the campaign evolved, it became clear that this
was not an idle threat.

The most serious attack (described above) was
that on Haris Silajdzic, president of the SBiH and
candidate for Bosniac member of the Bosnian
Presidency, who was badly beaten on 15 June
during a rally in Cazin (northern Bosnia) by
members of the SDA. Sadly it was not an isolated
incident. Another senior figure in Silajdzic’s party
was beaten up in Cazin on 2 August. Earlier, on
26 May the UBSD (Union of Bosnian and
Herzegovinian Social Democrats) representative
Zoraid Mehicic was beaten up by masked police
after a radio show in Tesanj. And on 3 August a
group of unidentified males fired through the front
door of the home of Ismet Subasic, UBSD
representative in Maglaj, yelling that they “wouldn’t

® OSCE Democratisation and Human Rights Periodic Report: 16 July - 29 July