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INTRODUCTION


            Democracy building in states emerging from civil war has become a popular activity on the agenda of international organizations. After the Cold War, the notion that democratic forms of government are most peaceful domestically and between states gained widespread acceptance among the nations in the world. In 1992 the United Nations (UN) released their formal strategy paper that stated that democracy building had become one of the main tasks of the organization. The missions undertaken in the period after the Cold War included this new component. Alongside enforcing peace settlements, the UN together with other international organizations took on the responsibility of developing democracy in post-war states. 

In 1995 the UN undertook a peace-building mission to Bosnia Herzegovina.
 Under pressure from the international community, the warring parties signed the Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) that aimed at developing democratic forms of government in Bosnia. The first UN representative in Bosnia, Carl Bildt, called it “by far the most ambitious peace agreement in modern history” (qtd. in Chandler 43). The powers given to the international community are far- reaching and are related to a wide range of government functions. The High Representative (HR) is given ultimate power over state affairs and the Office of the High Representative (OHR) ultimately assumed the responsibility for implementing reforms and establishing a stable Bosnian state. The democratisation strategy follows the principles of liberalisation of the political and economic sectors.
Ten years after the war ended, the process of democratisation in Bosnia remains complex and problematic. Bosnia continues to function as a semi-protectorate and the society is to a high degree divided along ethnic lines. Theorists on democratisation strategy agree that unsuccessful democratic development is the result of the level of involvement by the international actors in the democratisation process. The theories explored in this thesis stand in an opposition to each other. David Chandler argues that the partly unsuccessful democratisation process is the result of extensive interference by external actors in the domestic affairs of a state and refusal involve the local people in the decision making and policymaking process. The international community bears all the responsibility for democracy building. It ignores the wishes of the local political leaders and the capability of the local institutions. In the case of Bosnia, Chandler argues that this strategy has reduced the powers of Bosnian institutions. In addition, the nationalist parties in government have evaded their responsibility to govern the country relying instead on the international representation in Bosnia. In addition, they have been strengthening the ethnic division of the country. By claiming to be the protectors of the their respective ethnic groups, they secure their position on the political scene. “As long as Bosnian people have little relationship to decision-making processes, it is unlikely that any broader sense of common interest will emerge” (Chandler 197). 

Roland Paris disagrees with Chandler, arguing that liberal democracy cannot further democratic development in a post-conflict state since the “actual process of transforming a country into a market democracy is tumultuous and conflictual” (Paris 152). War shattered states lack the institutions which can suppress the destabilizing effects of liberalization. The international community should therefore completely take over government of the country, create capable state institutions and sunsequently hand over the tasks to the local people. According to Paris, the present democratization strategy in Bosnia has helped to divide the country along ethnic lines and has decreased its capacity to resume self-governance. The nationalist who started the war “filled the new institutions” opposing coexistence and cooperation (Paris 103).

This thesis will discuss the democratization strategy of the international community in Bosnia. The theories of Chandler and Paris will be applied to illuminate the interaction between the local authorities and the international community. Analysis will be conducted of the steps of building democracy and the distribution of power between the international organizations and the local institutions. The main actors drafting the constitution and organizing Bosnia’s political structures will be discussed and Bosnia’s political structures described. The question is whether other options to organize them were possible. The thesis will try to identify deficiencies within the strategy to democratize the state, within the DPA and it will explore the obstructionist forces to Bosnia’s democratic development, and the methods to enforce reforms, necessary for Bosnia’s Euro Atlantic integration. 

On its way to Euro Atlantic integration, Bosnia needs to meet a number of conditions as set by the European Commission (EC) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). In 2005 Bosnia started the negotiations on a Stabilization and Association Agreement (SAA) which precedes negotiation talks for European Union (EU) membership. The country aspires to NATO member statehood and therefore needs to start the Partnership for Peace (PfP) programme. The European Commission (EC) had set defense reform as one of the main conditions to start the negotiations on the Stabilisation and Association Agreement (SAA). However, Bosnia’s smaller entity, Republika Srpska (RS) refused to accept the principles according to which defense in Bosnia needs to be organised.

The final chapter will analyze the process toward agreement on defense reform between, on one side, the RS government and, on the other side, the international community and the Federation. The focus will be on the interaction between the international community and the political leaders from RS. The international community enforced the principles as set by NATO and the EC on how to organize the defense. The RS politicians opposed defense reform as they refused to devolve the powers of the entity to state level. Eventually, they were pressured into agreeing on the reform. An analysis of the process toward agreement in 2005 will be given. The focus will be on the methods which the international actors applied to enforce agreement. In addition, it will become clear why the parties reluctantly agreed to accept the reform, what were the steps, undertaken by the international community, to reach agreement and how effective it is to enforce reforms. This will clarify the deficiencies of the strategy and illustrate whether Chandler or Paris’ view offers the best explanation of the democratization process in Bosnia.  

The first chapter will focus on the opposing theories of Chandler and Paris. It will start with an introduction on peacekeeping missions. Consequently, democratization in multi ethnic societies, consociational democracy, will be addressed. Chandler and Paris’ views will be discussed in the final sections. The discussion will focus on the major dilemmas faced by the international community. Above all, the outline will explore the recommendations given by Chandler and Paris on how to adjust the present strategy in order to improve its effect.  

The second chapter will explore the democratization strategy in Bosnia. Detailed attention will be given to power distribution between the local and international actors that take part in the decision-making and policymaking process. In addition it will be significant to address the cooperation between these. More specifically, the chapter will describe the methods used by the High Representative (HR) to achieve the goals set by the international community. Furthermore, the focus will be on the behaviour of local politicians as a reaction to the pressure. Main questions will be whether imposed reforms are changing the relation between the different ethnic groups in Bosnia and whether they are reinforcing the democratic development. The period studied runs from May 2003 to the end of 2005. During this period Paddy Ashdown was in office as the HR. Contrary to his predecessors’ policies as heads of the Office of the High Representative (OHR), Ashdown’s mandate is characterized by a policy of rapid and numerous enforced reforms.  

CHAPTER 1 

POST-CONFLICT PEACE SETTLEMENT

§ 1. Introduction

The first chapter will discuss the democratization strategy pursued by the

international community to rebuild war shattered states. The war in Bosnia was fought between the three largest ethnic groups and because it was an intrastate conflict, the main focus will be democracy building in multi ethnic states. Power sharing and decentralization of power has been seen as the most appropriate manner to organize the political structures in a multi ethnic democracy. However, this strategy has proved problematic in the case of Bosnia. Ten years after the war ended, Bosnia remains ethnically divided and is far from being an independently functioning state. The process of democracy consolidation in Bosnia has been the focus of many analysts and policy makers. David Chandler and Roland Paris have discussed in their works two theories that are opposite to each other. On one hand, Chandler argues that the international community’s firm presence and the interventionist approach have removed all responsibility from the local politicians. On the other hand, Paris concludes that international community’s effort to build democracy in a post conflict state has lacked firmness because there was no guidance to tamper the disruptive effects of liberalizing the political and economic sectors. 
The first section will explore the origins and the main elements of peace building operations. The focus of the second section will be the democratization strategy of these operations which follow the model of liberalization of political and economic sectors. Subsequently, building democracy in multi ethnic states according to the model of consociational governance will be discussed. This model has been applied in Bosnia and aimed at reconstructing its multi ethnic character. After a comprehensive survey of Chandler and Paris’ view on the deficiencies of the democratization strategy, a short overview of critiques by other analysts will be given. The application of the Western model democracy as a prototype for successful form of governance has been criticized. 
§ 2. Peacekeeping operations

The end of the Cold War marked a new era in international relations of states. The decline of tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union created opportunity for various international organizations to intervene in cases of internal conflict. After the fall of the communist Soviet Union, democracy gained wider support among the peoples and the states in the world. Between 1989 and 1999 the  United Nations (UN) conducted thirty-three peace operations, as compared to the fifteen missions the organization carried out in the four decades before (Paris 17). In addition, peace building missions deployed after the Cold War included a new component as they aimed at democracy building. 

The UN undertook their first peacekeeping operation in Egypt in 1956.
 Until 1989 the main goal of peace keeping operations was to secure settled peace agreements through deployment of UN troops. The task of the UN peacekeeping forces was to monitor ceasefires without any use of force except for self-defense. The peace keeping missions were founded upon the principle that any involvement in the domestic affairs would be, according to the then UN Secretary General Dag Hammarskjöld, “highly detrimental to the effectiveness of the operation” (qtd. in Paris 14). For example, the mandate of the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNFIL) stated that it “cannot and must not take on responsibilities which fall under the government of the country in which it is operating” (Paris 14). This view on interference in domestic affairs of a host state changed drastically as the missions that were undertaken after the Cold War aimed at building democracy, in addition to preserving peace.
The dissolution of the Soviet Union created a new world order. The United States remained as the only super power and the notion of liberal market democracy started to gain further support. From 1990 to 1996 the number of liberal democracies increased from 76 to 118 (Paris 20). In 1995 multi party elections were held in 61 percent of the countries, as compared to 41 percent in 1985 (Paris 20). The liberal market democracy as apprehended in the Western world emerged as the form of government with widespread legitimacy. As democratic form of governance gained support in the political field, many countries appealed to the basic elements of market-oriented economies. The Economic Freedom for the World Report 2000 concluded that “ratings from 1970 to 1997 suggest that economic freedom has been on the increase in almost all countries in the world in the 1990s”.
 Although political liberalism gained widespread acceptance, it must be noted that state applied varying degrees of democratic values. 


§ 3. Peace building operations

Spread of democratic forms of governance became the UN’s main conduct after the after the Cold War. In 1992 former Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali announced in the Agenda for Peace, that the “adversarial decades of the Cold War made the original promise of the Organization impossible to fulfil” (Boutros Ghali 2). Furthermore, the future peacekeeping missions would fully embrace the possibility to pursue the aim to protect basic human rights and to secure peace in the world. According to Boutros Ghali, peace building missions would seek “to identify and support structures which will tend to strengthen and solidify peace in order to avoid a relapse into conflict” (Boutros Ghali 21). “Democracy within nations requires respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. (…)Democracy at all levels is essential to attain peace for a new era of prosperity and justice” (Boutros Ghali 82).

The nature of peace building operations came to be distinguished as multilateral and multidimensional (Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 15). The peace building operations are multilateral because they include several levels of actors. These are local parties, the UN and other international organizations. The missions are multidimensional having military and civilian components (Ramsbotham & Woodhouse, 15). The military part of the operation is responsible for disarmament of combatants, withdrawal of external forces, mine clearance. As peace is secured the various peace building organizations organizations are able to fulfil their tasks. The civilian component is responsible for maintenance of public order. Civil society refers to intergovernmental (IGOs) and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) whose tasks very from organizing free and fair elections, establishing state institutions, reforming the judiciary to promotion of democratic values.  In a few cases, such as in Bosnia, the international community received exceptional “executive, legislative and judicial authority” to rebuild a failed state (Caplan 2). 

Maintaining the physical peace, economic and political reconstruction, promotion of political and civil rights are responsibilities distributed among the international development organizations, international financial institutions, nongovernmental organisations and other regional actors. These are for example the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), European Union (EU), Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), World Bank, and International Monetary Fond (IMF). The tasks distributed among the actors in the field of building democracy vary from promotion of free speech and free media, preparing free and fair elections, promotion of democratic political parties, drafting constitution, establishing state institutions, reforming the police and training of police and justice officials, promotion of civil society organizations, creating frameworks for privatization to limiting the role of the state in the economy.  


Democratisation strategy
Peace building has been defined as “practical implementation of peaceful social change through socio-economic reconstruction and development” (Galtung 282-304). The Agenda for Peace described peace building as “actions to identify and support structures which will tend to strengthen and solidify peace in order to void a relapse into conflict” (Boutros Ghali 21). The supplement to the Agenda for Peace, issued in 1995, stated that multi functional UN operations would initially be responsible for the first phase of the process. The second stage would be led by a resident coordinator and finally all responsibility would be handed over to the local authorities. Mail, Ramsbooth and Woodhouse have described this process as passing from negative to positive peace “through justice” (Mail et al. 208) (see box 1).
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Source: Nationalism and Ethnic Conflict, (Miall et al. 208)

According to these authors, the three stages include the following components: making up the military/security deficit, the political/constitutional deficit and the economic/social deficit. The first deficit stretches from disarmament and demobilization to demilitarization of politics. The second deficit starts with constitutional reform and managing the problems of a transition government to establishing of democratic forms of governance in which human rights are fully respected. The third deficit includes humanitarian and financial assistance to develop macro economic policies (Miall et al. 203). Fourthly, the psycho/social deficit stretches from overcoming distrust to long-term reconciliation. Finally, making up the international deficit includes moving from direct control over the state affairs by the international community to integration of the state into regional and global structures. The first stage finds itself in the period of “negative peace” and the final stage is found in the period of “positive peace”.


Bosnia is in the transition process and experiences the middle stage. The case study on defense reform will explore the interaction between the local authorities and the international community. Specifically, the focus will be on the reform process and reform of the defense system which is a prerequisite for the Euro Atlantic integration of the country. Chandler and Paris argue that the level of involvement by the international community into the domestic affairs have slowed down the integration process and Bosnia’s democratic development. The following sections will discuss their analysis of international community’s democratization strategy. 



§ 4. Consociational democracy

Building democracy in multi ethnic states is challenged by the fact that equal representation of all ethnic groups needs to be established in all political structures of the state. Only a policy of inclusiveness can give incentives to inter-ethnic coalitions. According to Horowitz and Lijphart “consociationalism, federalism, autonomy, power-sharing, dispersal of power and electoral systems” offer possibility for inclusiveness (Miall et al. 168). In addition to equal representation, confidence building measures help to overcome the security dilemma (Brown et al. 142). 

In multi ethnic states consociational democracy or secession are the two solutions for governance related problems that arise in multiethnic states. Lijphart argues that partition should not be completely ruled out but serious disadvantages make it an unwelcome solution. Multiethnic states are usually not divided along ethnic lines and ethnic separation would mean “large-scale exchange of populations” which is, if not impossible, a rather complex process both in human and economic terms (Lijphart 193). Secondly, fair division of land and natural recourses would create difficulties among the ethnic groups. 

The power-sharing approach or consociational democracy is according to Lijphart a better solution to problems that occur in multiethnic states. Through this form of government, political influence of each ethnic group can be guaranteed. First characteristic of the power-sharing approach is joint exercise over executive and governmental power. Secondly, in territories with clear concentration of one ethnic group, “autonomy may be institutionalised in the form of federalism” (Lijphart 491). In intermixed territories, on issues of common interest, representatives of the various group should decided jointly (Lijphart 494). Third characteristic of the power-sharing approach is proportionality. Public service is staffed according to the principle of proportionality. Political representation and allocation of public funds is also regulated proportionally. Finally, the minority veto guarantees that minorities’ vital interests are protected. The use of veto power should be restricted to “issues of fundamental importance” (Lijphart 495).

In order to be inclusive, the state needs to recognize and protect the rights of its ethnic groups. States in which internal conflicts have occurred are predominantly multi ethnic. Therefore, the democratization process has to secure representation in the political institutions for all ethnic groups. Through power-sharing and decentralization the international community has tried to reach this goal. 

According to the model developed by Arend Lijphart, consociational confederation is a “prescription for plural and divided societies” (Bose 20). Primacy is given to collectivities such as ethnic groups rather than to individual citizens. The policymaking strategy is based upon agreement among groups, contrary to majoritarian mechanisms. In addition, the state is confederative since the federating units, i.e. entities, are the dominant layer within the political structures of the state. 


Weaknesses of the consociational model

Consociational democracies are frail for a number of reasons. The conditions for consociatial democracy to succeed are absent in multi ethnic societies. The role of opposition parties is reduced in these democracies. Most important deficiency in consocietal democracies is the fact that “mutual vetoes and the need for consensus” among the subgroups often lead to a deadlock (Dahl 194). The Bosnian constitution has secured power-sharing forms of government. 
According to a report issued by the Human Development Programme, multicultural policies which “explicetely recognize cultural differences” are necessary in order to build mulitcultural democracies (47). The report argues that states need to recognise the dfferent ethnic groups and their cultural differences as language or religion, in their institutions, laws and constitutions. In fact, this policy has been applied to the constituion in Bosnia only at state level. On entity level, not all ethnic groups were recognised until the HR in 2000 forced the local politicians to amend the entities’ constitutions. As the Federation is composed of ten cantonal divisions, each having its owen constitution, none recognises Serbs as e constitutional ethnic group. The report also refers to federal or consociational systems as possible ways to offer equal representation in the political sturctures of all ethnic groups.

 
The Western model criticized

The strategy to build democracy according to the Western model has been criticized by many analysts. The international community needs to acknowledge that lack of a political culture is one of the main causes for the development of weak democracies. Citizens need to be educated through civil society organizations which functions “as large free schools, where all members of the community go to learn the general theory of association” (qtd. in Chandler 10). David Held also argues that having established state institutions is not sufficient for a democracy to flourish. A democratic culture and “will to democracy” are indispensable conditions for democratic development (158). Particularly in the post communist countries of Eastern Europe there is a culture of suspicion toward the authority and “reluctance to get involved in public life, ignorance and neglect of public issues, political apathy and electoral absenteeism” (Sztompka eds. 119). 

Although, a way towards democracy has been set, emerging democracies have been referred to as fragile, uncertain, illiberal and incomplete (Santiso 3). The new democracies have established institutions set according to the Western model of democracy, however these remain ineffective. Weak institutional structures prevent the consolidations of democracy because “horizontal accountability” to prevent “misuse of authority” is absent (Santiso 3).  

Thomas Carothers argues that democracy promotion needs to abandon the transition paradigm. According to him policymakers in the field of democratization have adopted their own interpretation of the patterns in the transition period towards democracy and their analysis has not been evolving. Moreover, they derived their knowledge from the democratization process in countries in the West. This interpretation cannot be successfully applied because many countries have passed the transition stage and many others have not been following this model. It is not evident that countries moving from authoritarian rule will follow the steps of opening, break-through and consolidation of democracy as predicted. Secondly, free and fair elections will not foster “democratic participation and accountability” (Carothers 17). Thirdly, a country’s successful democratic development depends not only on the capabilities and intentions of the political elite but also on “economic, social and institutional conditions and legacies (Carothers 17). Finally, state building
 is not a secondary challenge to democracy building and needs to receive same amount of attention (Carothers 17). Carothers concludes that the international actors should realize that the Western model of democracy is not necessarily the appropriate one for post communist countries or the ones in the developing world. The promoters of democracy should rather focus on the “key political patterns” of each separate country without reference to already determined forms of governance (Carothers 18-19). 

§ 5. David Chandler 

In his works, David Chandler argues that the strategy of the international community to democratise Bosnia has been deficient. He is of the opinion that the international community removed all responsibility from the local authorities by taking the lead in the policymaking process. Consequently, the nationalist leaders in power relied on the OHR to initiate and make decisions. Moreover, the local political leaders were enabled to resist the implementation of reforms as they forwarded the responsibility to the OHR and the nationalist elite remained focussing solely on strengthening the position of their own ethnic group. Thereby, they supported further ethnic segregation of the country. 

Chandler starts by arguing that the DPA, drafted by the international negotiators, secured a major role for the international community to build democracy in Bosnia. The agreement was a perfect example of post conflict peace building missions initiated by the UN and other international institutions in the post Cold War period. It stressed the long-term involvement of the international community in post conflict state building. In addition, the peace agreement represented a trend towards intervening in the domestic affairs of sovereign states which violate the human rights of their citizens. The strategy has been to return the governing power to Bosnian institutions after political security has been created. According to Chandler, this is a vicious circle which needs to be changed in order for the mission to succeed (Chandler 87). The logic of the DPA and the democratisation process “has been to institutionalise fears and insecurities through excluding the Bosnian people and their representatives” (Chandler 196).

            
Removal of responsibility
As the international community takes the lead in the decision-making and policymaking process concerning governance matters, the local authorities have become superfluous to the development of policy and its implementation. Instead of making the new institutions stronger by “facilitating compromise and negotiation, the democratisation process has removed policymaking capacity from both the state and the entities” (Chandler 194). Although in a governing coalition, the three nationalist parties did not learn to cooperate or to compromise on any issue. The process of establishing laws and institutions, initiating reforms or staffing the institutions was blocked because of disagreement between the political leaders. As a result, all issues were forwarded to the OHR who then took decisions instead. According to Chandler, this narrowed the political outlook of the Bosnian electorate. 

Although nationalist parties are a limitation to the prosperity of Bosnia, ethnic fragmentation of Bosnia cannot be overcome by international community’s strategy which blindly tries to implement the Dayton agreement. “A common bond [cannot be imposed] on the people of Bosnia merely by administrative fiat” (Chandler 197). Chandler suggests that “allowing greater levels of political autonomy” to the three ethnic groups would automatically lead to “more democracy” (Chandler 196). 

Chandler accuses the international community of marginalising the nationalist parties. The different ethnic groups rely on the nationalist parties to represent their basic rights and if the influence of these parties in institutions is weakened, the political security of the ethnic groups is harmed. Chandler argues that therefore Bosnia still lacks a strong political basis for its unitary state structure. The policy of imposing measures did it create strong support for the Dayton agreement. Instead of “imposing an external framework of integration”, the international community in Bosnia should facilitate “the autonomous development of political forces” (Chandler 197). The development of policies by the Bosnian people will have a stronger foundation and greater support. 

Elections are seen by them as an opportunity to reaffirm the position of their ethnic group’s political leaders and their political security.  Therefore, Chandler argues, the relationship between the Bosnian citizens and the decision-making process needs to become stronger. The people in Bosnia need to become aware of the fact that they can influence the situation in their country. In order for this to happen, the international actors need to transfer the responsibility to the Bosnian politicians and its institutions. This will facilitate the election of moderate parties. 

Political security continues to be a central dilemma to the people in Bosnia since Dayton and the international community’s strategy to democratise Bosnia is unable to alleviate this fear. Lack of security that is still experienced by the three ethnic groups is the main resource and a guarantee for the nationalists to stay in power. This fear is strengthened by the lack of “integrative institutional power at state and entity level” (Chandler 195). More autonomy for the ethnic groups should not be considered as support for the nationalist parties, although their programmes apply for self-rule. Nor should more autonomy mean dismantling of a united Bosnia. The Croats in Bosnia should be allowed to have strong ties with neighbouring Croatia and greater independence for Republika Srpska could decrease the insecurities for those two peoples. The present support for the nationalist political parties results from the inability of other political groups to gain support from a broader electorate because the main issue in Bosnia still is security of the political entity and “the jobs and homes that are dependent on a secure political settlement” (Chandler 199). Once the issue of political security is settled and the rights on each ethnic group are secured, non-nationalist parties will stand a chance and their programme will not be seen as a threat to the interests of any ethnic group. Chandler believes that fragmentation of Bosnia into two or three independent states would not occur because “realities of trade and economic development” would prevent this (196). The present economy of Bosnia does not “segment ethnically” (Chandler 196).  The economy of Banja Luka is dependent on its economic links with Croatia. Goražde and Tuzla depend on its trade with Serb-controlled areas in Bosnia and Serbia and Montenegro.
  The economy of the Muslim controlled Bihać relies on networks between Muslims, Serbs and Croats and its ties with Croatia and partly Banja Luka.

Chandler argues furthermore that the international community’s democratisation policy has contributed to undermine economy as a non –political factor which could have helped to strengthen Bosnia as an “economic state unit” (Chandler 197). Instead, the international community used economic sanctions to punish the local authorities and reconstruction aid was linked to political conditions. Between 1995 and 1997 the government of Republika Srpska received 1, 3 percent of the total financial assistance disbursed in Bosnia. The Republika Srpska government refused to fulfil conditions set by the international community and by the Dayton agreement. For example, the government in RS refused to cooperate with the International Tribunal for War Crimes (ICTY); they obstructed the formation of common currency, the central bank and did nothing to show their support for the return of non-Serbs to their pre-war homes (Woodward 146). 

Chandler concludes that democracy in Bosnia has one more chance for success. Bosnian people should resume responsibility for the development of a democratic state. Bosnians need greater autonomy to negotiate compromise. This will create a chance for long-term stability. By transferring more responsibility and independence to the Bosnian institutions at state and entity level, it will become easier for the international organisations to withdraw from Bosnia. Only after the security dilemma has been resolved, the debate on the future of the political structure of the Bosnian state can take place.

§ 6. Roland Paris 

In his book At War’s End, Building Peace after Civil Conflict, Roland Paris analyses eleven peace building missions that took place between 1989 and 1998. The strategy of these missions has been founded on liberalising the political and economic structures. Paris argues that since both democracy and capitalism “encourage conflict and competition”, post conflict states are faced with pathologies that arise during the transition process to liberal market democracy (Paris 156). Accordingly, regulating mechanisms are needed to address these problems. Paris proposes the strategy of Institualisation Before Liberalisation (IBL) arguing that the international actors in the field of democratisation should build effective state institutions which can minimise the pathologies. 

Post conflict states are particularly prone to liberalisation pathologies because the societal conflicts already have taken place, there is a lack of conflict dampeners and post conflict states lack effective governmental institutions. There is little space for compromise in societies emerging from violent conflict. They lack a tradition of resolving the disputes peacefully. Crosscutting cleavages which might help to decrease the societal tensions arising from liberalisation do not exist in deeply polarised post conflict states. Finally, effective political structures which are the instrument to “reconcile societal demands” need to be built yet (Paris 173). The governmental institutions lack the ability to “identify problems [and] formulate policies to respond to them” (Paris 173). Paris argues that the existence of peace and justice needs a central authority concluding that IBL in post conflict states addresses the pathologies of liberalisation (Paris 185).


Paris addresses five pathologies which arise as result from the liberalisation strategy in a post conflict state. These are bad civil society, ethnic entrepreneurs, elections, autocratic leaders and rapid mercerisation. Bad civil society is caused by supporting the growth of civil society organisations without focusing on the quality of these organisations. Some of them preach intolerance and hatred and therefore “spread prejudice, insularity, and extremism” (Paris 160). Although historians argue that without exception civil society organisation perform an educative role in the society, Paris argues that bad civil society in war-shattered states has destabilising effects (Paris 160).


 Ethnic entrepreneurs gain mass support by appealing to their ethnic group and promising protection of their ethnic group’s rights. Societies in the early stage of liberalisation and in the immediate aftermath of war where ethnic identity is stronger than democratic tradition are “particularly vulnerable to such mobilisation strategies” (Paris 163). This form of nationalism is exclusive. Other ethnic groups are seen as opponents and it is difficult for the international community to build a multi ethnic state and to promote coexistence. Democratic elections in states that emerge from civil strife can have a polarising effect. The electorate is divided among ethnic lines because ethnic entrepreneurs continue to secure territorial gains on paper. The security dilemma forces the electorate to vote for the politicians who promise protection to their specific ethnic group. An ethnically divided society is not beneficial to the development of democracy.


The fourth pathology is due to autocratic leaders. Fragile democracies offer an opportunity for authoritarian rule in the name of democracy. The authoritarian leaders manipulate the people to cover up their repressive regime. The final pathology is rapid marketisation. Although marketisation is not inevitably a destabilising factor, there is an association between “disintegration of democratic governments” and “high levels of income inequality” (Paris 168). There are no institutions which can damper the social tensions which arise as a consequence of privatisation and capitalist competence.


The central focus of IBL is creating effective governmental structures and institutions before “promoting political and economic competition” (Paris 187). According to Paris, the international community should limit “political and economic freedoms” in the short run in order to create less tumultuous transition to market democracy in the long run (Paris 188). The first element of the IBL strategy is to postpone elections until conditions are met for a vote that is conducted according to democratic standards but also furthers the democratic development. Paris states that elections, although free and fair, should take place after moderate political parties have been established in order to benefit the democratic development. 


Second element of the strategy is to design “electoral rules that reward moderation instead of extremism” (Paris 188). The Bosnian constitution provided that the electorate could only cast votes for the presidential candidate who corresponds to their ethnic group.
 The nationalists “appealed to the ethnic nationalists sentiments in their respective constituency” and logically came to power. Bosnian’s polarised society in which the security dilemma is the decision making factor, reassures the election of nationalists. The elected presidential candidates came into office aiming at protection of their ethnic group’s interests. To maintain power, members of the presidency were bound to defend the rights of their ethnic group and therefore there was no need to compromise.


The third element is the promotion of good civil society. The international community could be “more assertive in regulating the conduct of groups and individuals” and should proscribe the creation of antidemocratic organisations in post conflict states (Paris 196). The peace-building actors should furthermore diminish propaganda that promotes hatred and intolerance. According to Paris, the international community should establish “codes of conduct for print and broadcast media” (Paris 198). Incentives to spread hatred or violence should be punished by sanctions. In 1997, NATO closed a Bosnian Serb radio station that spread “inflammatory propaganda” (Paris 198). Codes of conduct for media were adopted in Kosovo and proved to be successful (Paris 198).  


Promotion of economic reforms that moderate social tensions is the fifth element of Paris’ IBL strategy. Distribution of financial aid should be redirected to education, health care, micro credits and other programmes for creation of jobs in poorer areas (Paris 205). Finally, the international community is obliged to rebuild effective state institutions which will further and protect democratic development. The international administration should create “competent, professional, law-abiding bureaucracy” and staff the institutions with international personnel (Paris 206). Gradually, the locals who have been trained to take the responsibility over should replace the international officials.


Conclusion


The failed peace-building missions are according to Paris result of insufficient involvement to create conditions for a stable transition to democracy. Since the strategy of liberalisation is the only possible path towards liberal market democracy, the international community should offer adequate guidance to overcome the pathologies of liberalisation. The creation of institutions and governmental structures should according to Paris in the first stage be in the hands of the international community. After establishment of an effective government, the local people can take the task over.


Paris addresses a number of possible critiques towards his IBL strategy and one of these is Chandler’s view on the pathologies of the liberalisation strategy. Paris states that Chandler’s analyses of the problems arising during the process of democratisation fundamentally challenge the IBL strategy (Paris 209). However, Paris concludes that Chandler’s analysis does not offer an alternative to manage the “destabilising effects of political and economic liberalisation in the short run” (Paris 209). Moreover, according to Paris, Chandler ignores the necessity to build effective governmental institutions which will regulate the mechanisms of liberalisation of political and economic sectors. Chandler and other scholars of the liberal peace thesis have taken the existence of these institutions for granted (Paris 209). Without these institutions, rapid political and economic liberalisation creates pathologies which harm the democratic development. Paris argues further that the IBL strategy offers the possibility to extensively involve the local people in the international administration. 


Contrary to Paris’ view on the cause of the liberalisation pathologies, Chandler argues that failures to create stable democracies are a consequence of the excessive involvement of the international community in the domestic affaires of the host states. According to Chandler the international authorities have “limited the development of indigenous democracy” and have removed all responsibility and capability from the “local capacities for self-government” (Paris 209). Therefore, the peace-building actors should decrease their influence in managing the domestic affairs in host states. This way the international community will have the possibility to exit the country leaving the local authority capable of governing their own country. 


The following chapters will discuss the reform processes in Bosnia and the distribution of power and responsibility between the international actors and the local politicians. The second chapter will outline the power distribution among the local and international actors in the transition process towards democracy. Moreover, the focus will be on the methods of the international community to impose reforms against the wishes of the local political leaders. This will clarify how the process of democracy building in Bosnia has been influenced by the strategy of the international actors and where the main problems have emerged. Reform of the defence, the subject of the third chapter, has been set by the EU as a condition to start the SAA talks. Although the RS government initially refused to agree to the reform, extensive pressure from the international community made the RS politicians to sign the defence reform. The question remains whether the international community should have listened to the objections made by the RS government keeping in mind that they will be responsible for the implementation of the reform.


CHAPTER 2  


DEMOCRATISATION STRATEGY IN BOSNIA HERZEGOVINA 

§ 1. Introduction

The second chapter will start by a short history overview of Bosnia. As the war was fought between the three largest ethnic groups, it is necessary to explain the historic background of the ethnic composition the Bosnian society. The 1992-1995 war was fought between the three largest ethnic groups in Bosnia, Serbs, Croats and Bosniacs, and the present political situation is based upon and dependent of this ethnic composition. Although the DPA and the policy of the international community aim at reconstructing a multi ethnic state, ethnic segregation remains the prominent characteristic of Bosnia’s society. 
After a short introduction into the history of Bosnia, the following paragraph will focus on the war in Bosnia that took place from 1992 to 1995. It is significant to understand why the war was fought and the positions of the three ethnic groups in order to understand the positions of these groups after the war ended. Moreover, it will clarify possible solutions to the problems the society is facing presently. 

The third paragraph will describe the DPA, the political structures of the Bosnian state, the international community’s policy in Bosnia and the interaction between the local authorities and the international community. Moreover, this section will focus on Paddy Ashdown’s mandate as the HR in Bosnia. Ashdown has been criticized as being the HR who most extensively intervened into the domestic politics of Bosnia. This is convenient for both Chandler and Paris’ argumentations. Ashdown possibly had removed all responsibility form the local political leaders but the effort of the OHR could have been, as Paris explains, limited as well. It is interesting to take a look at this. 

The analysis of the political structures, stipulated by the DPA, will explain the influence of the DPA on the present political situation. Answers will be given to the question what was positive about the peace agreement and how did it negatively effect the political organization of the country. The implementation of the DPA and reforms necessary to improve the state’s efficiency and meet EU and NATO conditions has met with major difficulties as the local politicians have hindered both processes. The political leaders in Bosnia have shown unwillingness and incapability to take the lead in the democratisation process. 

In order to understand the difficulties faced by the international community to build a self-sustainable and democratic state, the distribution of power between the OHR and the local authorities will be described. The third paragraph will answer the question whether the international community indeed has assumed all responsibility as Chandler has been arguing. In addition, a number of interventions by the OHR will be discussed to explain precisely what the result had been of these. This will help to understand what Paris has been arguing. 

Defense reform, dealt with in the last chapter of the thesis, will provide a case study on how the process of enforcement by the international community takes place. Reform of the Defense system has been a condition set by NATO and the EU aiming at improving the efficiency of the defense and depolitising this sector. The political leaders in RS have objected to full compliance and it took the international community two years to enforce agreement from the RS government. The third chapter will describe the methods used by the OHR and the international community to enforce the agreement on defense reform. Finally, this will clarify whether the RS politicians have been irresponsible and what the deficiency has been within the process towards the final agreement on defense reform.  
 

§ 2. Short History

 Due to Bosnia’s complex history, its people’s ethnic background is strongly mixed. Slavic tribes arrived around 9th century on the territory of Bosnia and brought with them a tribal social structure. This tradition gave way to feudalism and around this time the Slavic tribes were Christianised. During the 9th and 10th centuries, the kingdoms of Serbia and Croatia shared control over Bosnia. Later, during the 11th and the 12th century the Kingdom of Hungary and the Byzantine Empire contested the area and in the late 12th century, Bosnia emerged as an independent state under the rule of local bans.
  Bosnian kingdom grew in both size and power and became an independent kingdom in 1377.  After the death in 1391 of Bosnia’s last ban, Turk Kotromanić, the decline of the empire began (European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity). 

In the end of the 15th century the medieval Bosnian Kingdom lost its sovereignity to the Turkish Empire for 500 years. During the Turkish rule, many inhabitants converted to Islam, thereby creating a new ethnic group. The orthodox Serbs and catholic Croats continued to live in Bosnia since conversion to Islam mainly happened on voluntarily basis. Islam converts were predominantly adherents of the Bosnian Church,
 regarded as heretical by the Pope and by Byzantium (European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity). 
In 1878 the Austrian-Hungarian Empire took over rule and after the First World War Bosnia became an administrative unit in Yugoslavia, although in different constitutional arrangements. During the Second World War, the western part of Bosnia became part of the Fascist Independent State of Croatia and the eastern part of the country remained in the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, partly collaborating with the fascist regime. The People’s Liberation Movement led by Tito’s Communist Party was the main force fighting the fascist regime. On 25 November 1943 the movement formed the People’s Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. After the Second World War, the People’s Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina became one of the six republics that formed the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) (European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity).

After the collapse of the Communist Party of Yugoslavia in 1989, Yugoslav Prime Minister Ante Markovic’s reform oriented government started the transitional processes. Although there were attempts to save the Yugoslav Federation, in 1990 and 1991 national feelings prevented this. The new national leaders in the six republics were unable to agree on a common future and in 1991 Slovenia and Croatia declared independence (European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity).

At the elections in 1990 in Bosnia, three nationalist parties won the support of the electorate. The Bosniac national party, the Party of Democratic Action (SDA), the Serb Democratic Party (SDS) and the Croat Democratic Union (HDZ) formed the government. At the referendum on the 1st of March in 1992 on Bosnia’s independence, sixty five percent voted in favour of independence. Although the SDS delegates in the parliament had not approved the referendum, as they rejected Bosnia’s sovereignty, the Bosniak and Croat representatives in the parliament declared the republic's independence on 5th of April in 1992. On 7th of April in 1992 the Serb parliamentarians declared their own state Republika Srpska (RS) on the territory of Bosnia (Kaldor). 
At the same time as Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia ambitiously looked for independence, Serbia’s President Slobodan Milosevic’s nationalistic rhetoric gained immense popularity. The rise of nationalism in Serbia spread over the territory of former Yugoslavia resulting in wars in Croatia and Bosnia. The wars were fought between the three largest ethnic groups, the Serbs, the Croats and the Bosniacs and were characterised by gross human rights suffering and a high number of civilian deaths.


§  3. The 1992 – 1995 War

The war in Bosnia started in 1992 when the Yugoslav National Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija (JNA)) and paramilitary groups, led by the Serbs in Serbia, in Croatia and in Bosnia, occupied several Bosnian towns. The government of the self proclaimed Republika Srpska, headed by Radovan Karadžić announced its aim to establish state borders separating the Serbian people from the other two ethnic communities. The Assembly of RS appointed Ratko Mladić the commander of both the Army of Republika Srpska (Vojska Republike Srpske (VRS)) and of the Second Military District of the Yugoslav Federal Army (Kaldor 54).


           Of the six republics that were part of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia, Bosnia Herzegovina was the most ethnically mixed one. According to the 1991 census, 43, 7 percent of the population was Bosniac, 31, 4 percent Serb and 17, 3 percent Croat (Kaldor 54). The remainder included Yugoslavs, Jews and Roma. The main difference between the ethnic groups is religion. The differences in language are “often determined more by the people’s region of origin than by their ethnic background” (Skrbić). In urban areas a secular culture thrived and many citizens were intermarried (RFERLa). The Bosniacs are Islamic, the Serbs are Orthodox and the Croats are Catholic. There were no ethnically homogeneous communities in Bosnia, although Serbs, Croats or Bosniacs predominantly populated some of them. Consequently, massive refugee flows took place when the war started. In combination with ethnic cleansing, the demographic composition of the Bosnian society completely changed. Present Bosnia is ethnically segregated which is decisive for the democratic development of the country and its socioeconomic situation.
The migration of Serbs, Croats and Bosnians began as the war started. The JNA, VRS and Serb paramilitary troops attacked towns and villages and by 1994, seventy percent of Bosnian territory was under Serb control. Initially, Croats and Bosniaks fought together against Serb troops but in 1993 a conflict arose between them as well (Woodward 139). According to the latest figures, close to 100 000 people died during the war in Bosnia, of which were nearly 70 percent Bosniacs, 25 percent Serbs and 5 percent Croats. The number of raped women exceeds 25 000 and many more men were imprisoned and tortured in concentration camps. More than two million inhabitants left their homes of which more than one million left the country (Research and Documentation Center Sarajevo). 

Today, according to estimates, on the territory of Republika Srpska live 88, 4 percent of Serbs, 10, 4 percent of Bosniacs and 0, 9 percent of Croats. Before the war, 48 percent of Serbs, 33 percent of Bosniacs and 12 percent of Croats inhibited this territory. The rest included Yugoslavs and others (Prašo 3). Today, 900 000 people live in Republika Srpska, instead of a projected population of approximately 1, 7 million. Federation is home to approximately sixty percent of the country’s population of which are 72, 9 percent of Bosniaks, 21, 8 percent of Croats and 4, 4 percent of Serbs, followed by one percent of others (European Commission).
 

The displacement of people during the war in Bosnia continues to have decisive influence on the situation in the country. Refugee return, one of the main goals of the democratisation strategy remains unsuccessful since the political stuctures have reinforced ethnic homogenisation. The nationalist politicians remain in power as they claim to be the protectionists of the “vital interests” of their ethnic group. As a result, the democratisation process is continously slowed down as the interests of the collectivities are given higher priority instead of prioratising the improvement of the circumstances for all citizens equally.


§ 4. The Dayton Pease Agreement (DPA)

On 21st of November 1995 the Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) was signed to end the war in Bosnia. The negotiators from the United States, led by Richard Holbrooke, who at this point put much effort into pressuring the warring parties to sign the agreement had drafted the DPA. Bosnian Serbs put Slobodan Milosević, former president of Yugoslavia and Serbia, forward to sign the agreement on their behalf and Franjo Tudjman, the former president of Croatia, negotiated on the side of the Bosnian Croats. Alija Izetbegović, the Bosnian Muslim leader represented Bosnia. This awkward representation of the three main ethnic groups in Bosnia reflected the political situation in Bosnia during war and was to reflect it after the signing of the DPA. The Croats and Serbs in Bosnia relate to the Croats in Croatia and Serbs in Serbia, respectively. Although their only common denominator is religion, Bosnian Croats during war came to see Croatia as their fatherland and Bosnian Serbs consider Serbia as their fatherland (Puhalo and Jelaćić). Nationalists have extruded minor differences in culture or language to emphasise the distinctiveness between the ethnic groups (Hedges). In Croatia new word had been invented as Tudjman campaigned for a “pure” Croatian language. The Bosniacs welcomed Arabic words and the Serbs stressed the use of the Cyrillic alphabet. The separation of the three ethnic communities has strengthened the differences.

For the sake of Bosnia’s sovereignty, the country was divided into two constitutional entities. Republika Srpska was assigned to the Serbs and stretched over 49 percent of the territory of Bosnia. The Federation, assigned to the Bosniacs and the Croats, controlled 51 percent of the territory. Furthermore, the Federation was carved into ten cantons. This division was established to meet the wishes of Croats who also strived at self-rule. Decentralization of the Federation aimed at ensuring higher levels of self-rule. The political structures as arranged in the DPA seemed to project ethnic segregation as they legally divided the country along ethnic lines. 

The DPA stipulated the political structures that would take effect after the war ended. The constitution of the state and the two entities was also drafted within the framework of the DPA. All aspects, varying from elections to refugee return were decided on in the peace agreement. Moreover, the agreement specifically referred to the obligations and responsibilities assigned to the international organizations that bear responsibility for all sectors (see box 2). The following paragraphs will discuss the political structures of the state and the democratization policy of the international community. Mainly, the policy pursued by Ashdown as Bosnia’s fourth HR will receive attention.

Box 2. Dayton Peace Agreement (DPA) Annexes

Annex


Area of Authority


International Body



1-A

Military Aspects 


NATO (IFOR/SFOR)

1-B

Regional Stabilization

OSCE

2 


Inter-Entity Boundary Line 

NATO (IFOR/SFOR)

and Related Issues

3 


Elections



OSCE

4 


Constitution



UN HR

Article IV
Constitutional Court


European Court of Human                                               




Rights
Article VII
Central Bank



IMF

5 


Arbitration





6


Human Rights



OSCE / Council of Europe

7


Refugees and Displaced 

European Court of Human 

Persons



Rights



8 Commission To Preserve 

UNESCO

National Monument

9 Establishment of Bosnia and

European Bank for  

Herzegovina Public Corporations 
Reconstruction and Development

10 Civilian Implementation

UN HR 

11 International Police Task Force
UN



Source: Office of the High Representative (OHR),  www.ohr.int



§ 4.1 Political structures of the state 

The compromise that resulted in the DPA brought a federalisation of the former centralist Socialist Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The price for the legal continuation of the state was the constitutional recognition of the two entities, Republika Srpska (RS) and the Federation. Moreover, the Federation was divided in ten cantons (see map 1.). Bosnia’ s political system is organised according to the consociational power-sharing approach. Staffing of the political functions and state institutions takes place in accordance with the ethnic key. 


Map 1. Bosnia Herzegovina 

[image: image1.emf]
Cantons:

1. Una - Sana Canton



6. Central Bosnia Canton 
2. Posavina Canton



7. Herzegovina - Neretva Canton
3. Tuzla Canton



8. West Herzegovina Canton
4. Zenica - Doboj Canton


9. Canton Sarajevo 
5. Bosnian Podrinje Canton 


10. West Bosnia Canton


The Bosnian state is a consociational conferderation. As already discussed in the first chapter, democratic form of government based upon the notion of power sharing is defined as consociational democracy. Decisions on state level are taken according to the system of consensus. In addition, the constitution provides that representation of the constitutional peoples is secured by the ethnic key system. Decentralisation of power aims at resolving the security dilemma. The two entities, and the cantonal divisions of the Federation function as confederations. Each political unit has its own parliamentary assembly, its government and its constitution. In addition, they are the dominant layers within the political structures of the state.  Republika Srpska is radically searching for autonomy and in the Federation most competencies are transferred to the cantons. As a result ethnic segregation is supported as each ethnic group governs its own confederational unit. The primary manifestation of the DPA is ethno-territorial autonomy (Bose 20).

The border between the two entities (Inter Entity Boundary Line (IEBL)) did not follow any historical, sociological, economical, cultural nor natural lines and represents the status quo in the war front lines on the 21st of November 1995 with minor changes. The entities’ borders are only administrative. As a result, Coats and Bosniacs would like to see the borders, i.e. entities dissolved. The three main ethnic groups, the Bosniacs, the Croats and the Serbs, are recognised as the constitutional peoples. Bosnian, Croatian and Serbian are the three official languages. 

The aim of the democratisation strategy is to reconstruct a multi ethnic state that is considered by the international community as the key to preserve peace in the region. Protection of the vital interests of each constituent people is crucial within the political structures and it is ensured that not one of the ethnic groups can outvote the other(s). For example, in Jajce, a small town predominantly populated by Croats and Bosniacs, the director of the local hospital needs to be a Croat or a Bosniac. A Croat director needs to be succeeded by a Bosniac and vice versa.

Bosnia has a State Presidency consisting of one Bosniac, one Serb and one Croat member (see box 3.). The chair rotates each eight months. The Serb member is elected in Republika Srpska whereas the two other co-presidents are elected in the Federation. Citizens in RS are only allowed to vote only for the Serb candidate. On the other hand, in the Federation it is only possible to vote for a Bosniac or a Croat candidate. The Venice Commission that has advised constitutional changes in order to allow complete vote’s sovereignty has considered these regulations as discriminatory. Each citizen must be able to cast a vote without any restrictions.

The Presidency is obliged to adopt all decision by consensus. If consensus is not reached, the dissenting member can declare a Presidency decision destructive of the vital interest of the Entity from which the member is elected. In this case, the decision is referred to the National Assembly of RS (NARS) or the House of Peoples in the Federation’s Parliament. If the declaration is confirmed by two-thirds vote, the decision cannot take effect. Next to the power sharing approach, the efficient functioning of the presidency is hindered by its complexity. (Chandler 67,68)

The Presidency nominates the Chair of the Council of Ministers and the chair nominates ministers and deputy ministers who are approved by the House of Representatives. Two thirds of Ministers are appointed from the Federation and the rest from RS. The deputy ministers cannot be from the same ethnic group as their Ministers. The chair of the Council of Ministers has two co-chairmen who are also from different ethnic groups. Consensual decision-making was also introduced to the functioning of ministries (Chandler 68).

Box 3. Political structures at state level

	   Bosnia Herzegovina (state level)


Parliamentary assembly





Presidency

	House of Peoples:

15 Delegates

· 5 Croats and 5 Bosniacs selected 

by the delegates of 

the House of Peoples of the Federation
· 5 Serbs selected by the 

Republika Srpska National Assembly 

House of Representatives:

42 delegates

· 28 elected from the territory of the Federation

· 14 elected from the territory of Republika Srpska
	Directly elected three partite         presidency:

    (rotation each eight months)

1 Croat

1 Bosniac

1 Serb







   Bosnia Herzegovina (entity level)  


	Federation (51 % territory)
	Republika Srpska (49 % territory)

	
House of Representatives (98 Delegates)

House of Peoples (58 Delegates)

· 17 Delegates representing the three main  ethnic groups and 7 representing other minorities



	
National Assembly of RS (83 Delegates)

The Council of Peoples (28 Delegates)




The Parliamentary Assembly of the state consists of two chambers: the House of Peoples and the House of Representatives. The House of Peoples is comprised of 15 delegates, five representing each ethnic group. The House of Peoples of the Federation selects the Bosniac and the Croat delegates and the Serb delegates are selected by the NARS (Chandler 69). Party affiliation is still not an issue.

The House of Representatives consists of 42 elected members. Two thirds are elected from the territory of the Federation and one third from the territory of RS. All legislation requires the approval of both chambers. If a majority of Croat, Bosniac or Serb delegates in the House of Peoples declares a Parliamentary decision destructive of a vital interest, then its final approval has to have the support of the majority of all three of the delegations. If it is impossible to have the majority of each delegation supporting the decision, a Joint Commission of three delegates, one from each group, is established to resolve the issue. In case the Joint commission does not resolve the issue, the case is referred to the Constitutional Court (Chandler 69) .

The Federation followed the same model as the state, which secured ethnic balance and protection of vital, interests, in this case the vital interest of the Croats and the Bosniacs. The presidency of the Federations is composed of a President and a Vice President, one Bosniac and a Croat. A Serb cannot be a President or Vice-President, which prevents the establishment of a multiethnic Federation. 

The Federation’s parliament is also constituted from two houses, namely the House of Representatives and the House of Peoples. The first is composed of 82 directly elected members and the second is composed of thirty Bosniacs, thirty Croats and 15 others. The members of the House of Peoples are selected by the Cantonal Assemblies. The Federation is comprised of 10 cantons (see map 1.). The DPA provided the division of the Federation in 10 cantons in order to satisfy the Croats who wished a high degree of self-rule (Bose 20). Decentralisation resulted in higher level of self-rule and ethnically homogeneous communities. Five of the ten cantons are predominantly populated by Bosniacs, Croats are in majority in three cantons and two are ethnically mixed. The establishment of cantons furthered the ethnic segregation on the territory of Bosnia’s larger entity. The nationalist parties in power in the Federation, SDA and HDZ, are eager to maintain the ethnic segregation since it secures their rule. 
           In RS the President has two Vice-Presidents who are member of the two other ethnic groups. Next to the Prime Minister who head s the government, the NASR, selects two deputy prime ministers from among the ministers from different constituent peoples on the recommendation of the prime minister. The law requires that eight ministers are elected from the Serb ethnic group and, five from the Bosniac and five three from the Croat ones. 

The complex political structures of the Bosnian state have thus resulted in an inefficient decision-making process that slows down the process of reforms. currently, there are more than 700 elected officials in Bosnia and more than 140 ministers. Consequently, the state administration costs over 60 percent of the state annual budget. (European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity). Furthermore, the decentralisation process has strengthened ethnic segregation because the nationalist political leaders have made advantage of the situation and have appealed to nationalistic feelings. Nationalist parties in power have contributed to ethnic segregation. Only one year after peace was forced upon the parties at war, elections were held as a first step towards rebuilding the country. Naturally, those at war took over the power and continued the war through politics. It was believed by the international community that a consociational and confederal form of government would eventually bring democracy to Bosnia and create a multiethnic society. 


§ 4.2 International community’s presence

Eleven years after the signing of the DPA, Bosnia cannot be described as belonging to the category of an ownership society. The political leaders in Bosnia have not shown ability nor willingness to strengthen Bosnia’s democratic development (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 1). The following paragraph will explore why this is the case. Therefore, the main focus will be the interaction between the local authorities and the international community to improve the efficiency of the state institutions and to implement the peace agreement. In order to answer the question why Bosnia can not function as a self-sustainable state, the methods to initiate and complete reforms will be analysed. 

The international community in Bosnia has established a Board of Principals which is chaired by the HR and which is the main coordinating body of the international community’s activities. Member organisations of the board are European Union Police Mission (EUMP), UNHCR, World Bank, UNDP, EU, EUFR, OSCE BiH and the International Monetary Fond. The EUPM is responsible for training and education of Bosnian police officers. UNHCR is tasked with the protection of refugees and improvement of their living circumstances. The World Bank monitors the economic development in Bosnia, aiming at its economic development by advising on economic challenges of the country. In addition, the World Bank finances projects to improve the education, health and social services system. The UNDP aims at effective distribution of aid. The EU aims at preparing Bosnia for EU membership through reform programmes and financial aid. The OSCE develops projects in the field of democratisation, education, human rights and security-cooperation. The IMF looks after the fiscal stability of the country and the Central Bank of Bosnia, led by a foreign expert, maintains strict fiscal disciple (OHRa). 

First step towards establishing and reorganising the state institutions was organising elections. The DPA provided that during the first year the Office for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) would supervise the elections and the establishment of two types of institutions. The political institutions would involve elected representatives and would be directly accountable to the people. The judicial, economic and human rights institutions were to be supervised by representatives from international institutions for a period of five to six years (Chandler 44). The annexes to the DPA gave essential power over the state institutions to the institutions of the international community. 

NATO received complete control over the military activity within Bosnia. The Implementation Force (IFOR), led by NATO, was tasked with the implementation of the military aspects of the peace agreement after the transfer of authority from UNPROFOR (NATOa). 
 The IFOR troops were responsible for disarmament of former warring troops, establishing a zone of separation but also helping to rebuild the infrastructure and securing a safe environment for the elections in 1996 to take place (NATOb). The peaceful conduct of the elections in 1996 testified of a successful implementation of the military aspects of the peace settlement.  Therefore, the Stabilisation Force (SFOR) which was tasked with the civilian part of the agreement and which aimed at stabilising the political environment replaced IFOR (NATOc). In order to help secure a stable society, SFOR was cooperating with other institutions that have incorporated the same aim. These are the Office of the High Representative (OHR), the European Union Police Mission (EUPM), the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), and the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY). 

The OSCE was given power to prepare and supervise the elections. A Provisional Election Commission was established which had “the power of final decision” (Chandler 46). This commission was entitled to “adopt electoral rules and regulations regarding the registration of political parties, the eligibility of candidates and voters, the role of election observers and the nature of electoral campaigning” (Chandler 46). The commission allowed, in the spirit of democracy, the nationalist parties to compete for electoral seats. Karadzic’s Serbian Democratic Party (SDS) continued to exist. The two other nationalist parties, Party of Democratic Action (SDA) and Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ), together with the SDS sweepingly won the electorate’s support.

  The OHR was tasked with implementing the civilian part of the peace agreement, hereby acting as a coordinating body and embodiment of the international community in Bosnia. Annex 10 of the DPA outlined the obligations and the rights enjoyed by the HR to implement the civilian part of the peace agreement. The civilian part included all judicial, economic and other reforms that would stabilise and further the democratic development of Bosnia as set out in the peace agreement. The annex provided that “[T] he High Representative is the final authority in theatre regarding interpretation of this Agreement on the civilian implementation of the peace settlement” (OHRb). Moreover, the HR obtained “such legal capacity as may be necessary for the exercise of his or her functions, including the capacity to contract and to acquire and dispose of real and personal property” (OHRb). The parties that signed the document agreed to cooperate with the HR and other international agencies mentioned in the DPA.

The powers of the international community have been amended at several PIC meetings and were extended in their composition and prolonged indefinitely (OHRc). 
 In 1996 the international involvement in the democratisation process was extended to one year of transition and two years of consolidation. The role of the HR was extended to making public his interpretation of certain developments and advising the local politicians. In 1997 new measures were taken to ensure cooperation between the OHR and the local authorities by giving the HR powers to “pursue deadlines announced by the PIC and enact measures in the case of non-compliance” (Chandler 54). The PIC meeting in Bonn in 1997 allowed the HR to impose economic sanctions to suspend media programmes, to restrict visa for politicians who obstructed the implementation of the peace agreement,  “to enact interim measures” in case the Bosnian representatives on state and entity level did not agree to OHR policy (Chandler 54). At the Bonn meeting on 10 December 1997 the Council decided that it is necessary for the HR to take an active role within the reforms process. Therefore the PIC gave the HR the mandate to “make binding decisions, as he judges necessary” in the following cases: 

a) timing, location and chairmanship of meetings of the common institutions;

b) interim measures when parties are unable to reach agreement, which will remain in force until the Presidency or Council of Ministers has adopted a decision consistent with the Peace Agreement on the issue concerned.

c) other measures to ensure implementation of the Peace Agreement throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina and its Entities, as well as the smooth running of the common institutions. Such measures may include actions against persons holding public office or officials who are absent from meetings without good cause or who are found by the High Representative to be in violation of legal commitments made under the Peace Agreement or the terms for its implementation.

Before the Bonn-powers were installed, the HR was mandated to:

a) monitor the implementation of the DPA

b) maintain close contacts with the parties to promote their full compliance with all civilian aspects of the peace settlement

c) coordinating the activities of the civilian organisations and agencies to ensure the efficient implementation of the peace agreement. 

d) participate in meetings of donor organisations

e) report periodically on progress in implementation of the peace settlement (Boykov 53).

The OHR has taken the lead in initiating the necessary reforms that will lead Bosnia to Euro-Atlantic integration. The political leaders in Bosnia have relied on this initiative and act as bystanders. The OHR personifies the entire international activity and responsibility in Bosnia and has until the year 2006 passed more than 200 decisions varying from constitutional matters to economic and judicial reforms, down to media regulations and property matters (see box 4.). 

Box 4. Decisions of the High Representative (HR)
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Disappointment of the slow reforms process in Bosnia and the “lack of political progress” have led to the establishment of the Bonn powers. The introduction of the extended powers provided to the HR in the beginning of 1998 introduced the beginning of the development of a semi-protectorate (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 2). Paddy Ashdown’s mandate in office as the HR has been characterised by mist extensive interventions in the domestic affairs of the state.  
Paddy Ashdown, Bosnia’s fourth High Representative

Paddy Ashdown came into office in May 2002 and became Bosnia’s fourth HR. Although Ashdown had announced the establishment of an open relationship between the OHR and the local institutions, based on equality in decision-making process, his strategy was a different one. Ashdown extensively made use of his powers as the HR thereby removing all responsibility from the local political leaders. Secondly, Ashdown was giving particular attention to the ethnic communities instead of focussing on the interests of Bosnia as a state and a society (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 8). 

Ashdown’s strategy of accelerated pace of reforms unable for the state institutions to cope with. Ashdown announced in 2002 the need for rapid reforms which will bring Bosnia on the path to the EU (see also box 4). Instead of focussing on the quality of reforms, the international community in Bosnia drew satisfaction from establishing reforms on paper only. The OHR ignored the need for the reforms to fully become implemented and therefore the process of consultation and cooperation between the international community and the local authorities had been totally abandoned. The lack of success of reforms was not considered as a tool to analyse the ability of the local institutions to resume responsibility (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 9).  An illusion has been created that the quantity instead of quality of reforms measured the success of democratisation.

The EC has been analysing the reform process within the sixteen areas addressed in the Feasibility Study. Unfortunately the EC failed to recognise the fact that the local institutions are too weak to resume responsibility and fully implement the reforms. For example, the report speaks of satisfaction on the “significant progress in the implementation of the Law on the Council of Ministers” and the “staffing which is progressing in compliance with law” (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 10). The reality is unfortunately that ministries function without a working programme and under their capacities, producing no results. The phase of ownership is therefore impossible as long as the local authorities have not resumed responsibility. Moreover, the transfer of responsibilities can only take place when institutional capacities have been developed (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 10). 

In addition, Ashdown was led by the idea that ethnic identities should not be eliminated as “different peoples are the pillars that support the state” (qtd. in Kulundžić et al. 2005, 8). As the nationalist parties won the elections in 2002, Ashdown branded them reformists and protectionists of Bosnia’s constituent peoples. This conviction led to a polity which dissolved the interest of Bosnia’s society into the interests of the three ethnic communities separately. Ashdown failed to focus on the state as a whole and instead allowed the three ethnic communities to exist separately. From this view the conviction followed that nationalist parties represent the respective ethnic groups.

Interaction between the local authorities and the international community

Bosnia’s political structures stipulated by the DPA and the international community’s democratisation strategy have resulted in an inefficient administrative structures and an ethnically divided society. The introduction of the Bonn powers in 1997 saw the beginning of a stage of semi-protectorate that meant imposing a system that would later become self-sustainable. This led to the establishment of the principle of partnership between the international community and the local authorities. One of the principal characteristic of this period was the decrease of interventions in the preparations and adoption of laws by the HR. 

Carl Bildt was Bosnia’s first HR. The period from 1995 to 1997 is considered as the most successful one because durable peace was established. The primary aim in the immediate period after the war ended, was achieved. Carlos Westendorp was Bosnia’s second HR in office from 1997 to 1999. During his mandate the powers of the HR were amended and the cooperation between the local authorities and the international community was initiated. The amended powers aimed at creating a system that would “later become self-sustainable” under the lead of the local partners (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 2). However, the beginning of a “semi-protectorate” was initiated (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 2).  

Wolfgang Petrisch, Bosnia’s HR from 2000 to 2003, reached for his powers only in cases of blatant violations of the Dayton agreement or to make the work of the local authorities easier. The arrival of the new HR resulted in the change of strategy. Paddy Ashdown’s arrival introduced a period of haste and numerous reforms, unable for the local authorities to cope with. 

The Bulldozer Initiative, launched by Ashdown, aimed at adoption of new laws and establishment of new institutions (Kovać). The new approach was promoted as the formula for meeting European standards. The formula did not leave room for developing a strategy and dividing the tasks and did not anticipate any negative consequences of the reforms imposed to the local authorities. The principle of partnership was slowly abandoned by the OHR. The domestic institutions were unable to follow pace of the reforms and gradually left the initiative to the OHR. As a result, the OHR took over all responsibility and became a “substitute for the failing state institutions” (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 2).

   
Both the local authorities and the international community in Bosnia agree that under the Dayton Constitution Bosnia will not be able to continue self-sustaining development. However, the Serb political leaders refuse to accept changes which will devolve the powers of the entities to the state (Stegić). Initially the Serb political leaders were against the implementation of the DPA, as they considered it as something imposed on them. Gradually, they prefer RS to exist under the DPA than to accept a unified state under Bosniac control. Therefore, politicians from RS object to all reforms that will strengthen the state at central level and devolve the powers from entity to state level.

For example, during Ashdown’s mandate defence, judicial and fiscal reforms and the introduction of the Value Added Tax (VAT) were initiated. The better-equipped public relation services of the international organisations in Bosnia have more successfully promoted the reforms. This has strengthened the impression that the domestic institutions play a minor role in the reform process. The public has come to see the international community as the only force able to change the living circumstances in Bosnia. Only after intervention from the international community is economic, social or democratic improvement seen as possible. As a result, elections are not seen as an opportunity to install new governing parties that could possibly bring in changes. The percentage of cast votes was at the former elections fell below fifty percent. To the question whether politician can change the economic perspective of the country, only 22 percent answers affirmative (Kulundžić et al. 2006, 2). According to some surveys, the trust in politicians that they can bring change is the HR is selected as the most popular politician in Bosnia.

From the point of view of the local institutions, they are in a consolidation period and further development. The adoption of the Law on the Council of Ministers, initiated and imposed by the HR, created new institutions which were tasked with leading the key reforms, i.e. justice, education, security, defence. These new institutions were created in the year 2003 and have been operating mainly on paper (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 9). The state ministries are staffed on an average of fifty five percent. In some ministries civilian staffing is less than thirty percent (Kulundžić et al. 12).  This concerns the Ministry of Security, the Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Justice and the Ministry of Civil Affairs. In addition, the process of placing individuals on position can take over one year of time (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 12). For example, the ethnic key, according to which a Serb has to take the place of director or any other function, hampers the process. It happens that there are no Serbs available with qualification for a certain position. In addition of being understaffed, some ministries lack adequate premises. In some cases, the budgets of the newly created ministries do not provide and funds for any rental of premises (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 12).

In conclusion, the state administration in unprepared to resume responsibility. The international community refused to change any provision as stipulated in the construction of the DPA. Continuous insistence on ethnic balance and ethnic consensus has “numbed the wheels of the bureaucratic machinery” (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 13). The construct of the DPA, which aimed at protection of all ethnic groups through ethnic representation, has resulted in the abuse of the ethnic key. According to Kulundžić “the criterion of ethnic representation is translated into the imperative of technocratic, and often nationalistic affiliation” (13). This created a new “caste of Bosniacs, Croats and Serbs suitable for key position in the civil service” (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 13). Meeting the necessary criteria for the function became of secondary importance. Often, former prominent members of the communist party are now prominent members of the nationalist party that represents one of the three largest ethnic groups. This led to the necessity for all political parties that are putting a candidate forward for any position, to prior consult the OHR. The result of this ethnic key principle led to public discussions on appointments of individuals on key positions and certain positions remained vacant for up to a year. For example, the leading parties in the Bosnian parliament were unable to decide on who to appoint as the director of the State Informational and Protection Agency (SIPA) and consequently it was Paddy Ashdown who took the decision (OHRd).

The second reason for the dysfunctional state administration in Bosnia is the high number of institutions whose competencies overlap each other and which are not devised well. In addition, institutions are not interconnected adequately, which prevents them from close cooperation. This prevents them from adapting their policies mutually and delivering all necessary reforms and strategies that will enable them to resume responsibility (Kulundžić et al. 2005, 14).  

Conclusion 
The political structures provided by the DPA have created an ineffective state administration. Its goal was to create consociational and confederative political structures that would enhance self-determination of the three ethnic groups and guarantee protection of their vital interest.
 However, the strategy created ethnically homogenous communities which made restoration of the pre-war multi-ethnic society difficult or impossible to realize. The nationalist political leaders misused the system of consensus and ethnic key and have added to ethnic segregation. Moreover, they blocked the reforms that aimed at enhancing the state’s efficiency. Instead they strengthened the federative units in which their ethnic group forms the majority.  

Secondly, the international community assumed all responsibility to establish an efficient legal system, efficient state institutions and prepare Bosnia to EU membership. The HR is authorized to take all measure necessary to implement the DPA or to initiate reform, to create laws or to dismiss those officials who oppose his policy.  As a result, reforms are imposed top-down as mainly the politicians in RS oppose the wishes of the international community and thus HR’s policy. It is to be expected that the implementation of the enforced reforms is rather unsuccessful as the executants initially objected to the reform. In the following chapter, the methods to enforce reforms will be explored and simultaneously it will become clear how successful enforced reforms can get. 

CHAPTER 3 
PROCESS TOWARD DEFENCE REFORM


           § 1. Introduction
           Ethnic segregation of Bosnia, institutionalised in the political structures of the state, hampered the state strengthening reforms. Lack of responsibility and unwillingness among the political leaders to strengthen the state met with great resistance. Defence reform was initiated in 2003, but full compliance from the RS government was only reached in 2005. The case study of this thesis is the process toward defence reform in Bosnia. As one of the conditions set by the EU and NATO, Bosnia’s politicians had to agree on reorganising the defence. The politicians in RS rejected to meet the three principles according to which the defence needs to be organised. They refused to decrease the powers of the entity by devolving them to the state.  The international community aimed at putting Bosnia on the track to EU and NATO integration by the end of Ashdown’s mandate and exerted pressure on the political leaders from RS to accept the three principles. 

This chapter will start with a description of initial reforms to which there was no objection. It is interesting to explain why there was no obstruction in the first period and what the motive for the obstructionist policy became. The following paragraphs will provide an analysis of the methods which enforced cooperation and agreement from RS officials. These include offering Euro Atlantic integration to Bosnia in exchange for reforms, dismissing obstructionist officials and sanctioning non-cooperative parties. An analysis of the methods to enforce reforms will clarify whether responsibility was removed from the local politicians and to which degree was the international community involved in the reform process. 

 § 2. Post Dayton defence structures

The Dayton Peace Agreement stipulated that Bosnia would entail two separate armies, representing the two entities. The situation was further complicated by the division of the army in the Federation into two components based on Croat and Bosniac ethnic lines. The BiH Presidency had supreme command authority over the Armed Forces in Bosnia (AFBiH), but each entity maintained control over its armed force component through the Ministries of Defence on entity level. In the immediate period after the war, the combined forces maintained 46.000 professional soldiers and were equipped with a large amount of heavy weapons (DRC). Immense costs of the defence system and the complexity of having two command structures led to the need to reform the defence. The EC took over advice from NATO and both set defence reform as a condition to start respectively the SAA talks and the PfP programme. 


Initial reforms

Following the absence of imposed arms control measures, the Office for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) encouraged voluntarily measures of arms control through the Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBM) (OSCEa). The political leaders in Bosnia and the AFBiH agreed on modest arms control measures and only in 1998 did the entity governments agree to demobilise nearly 13.000 of their armies’ forces over a period from 1999 to 2001. By the end of 2001, the AFBiH consisted of approximately 33.000 professional soldiers. In the same year the entity governments agreed to downscale their combined forces to 20.000 professional soldiers by the year 2005. Countries with populations of around 4 million inhabitants maintain armed forces of 10 000 soldiers (DRC). 

Transparency of the defence budgets and parliamentary oversight of the armed forces activities was pointed out as a necessity within the framework of the CSBM programme, which aimed at increasing mutual trust between the ethnic groups. The international community financed the realisation of a Defence Expenditure Review which outlined the resources and the expenditures of the armies. At a presentation of its findings in 2002, the review confirmed that the AFBiH’ resources were disproportional with its allocations (NATOd). The ministries did not pay full salaries, social contributions and maintained a system of selective payment of bills. The audit concluded that without drastic changes, the armies in the Federation and in RS would spend their entire budget respectively by May and by August of the same year. 

Furthermore, the review confirmed that both entities could afford only around 13.000 soldiers. The international community in Bosnia urged the entities’ governments to demobilise a large number of its forces, offering support and claiming that intervention was necessary (NATOd). Already in April 2002, the Federation parliament decided to reduce its forces by 10.000 soldiers. Those who left the army voluntarily received severance pay. In RS, demobilisation started by retirement of officers and later severance was offered to those who left voluntarily. By the end of 2002 Bosnia achieved a total number of 20.000 soldiers (DRC). At the same time the debate was opened on further professionalizing the armed forces in Bosnia, as well as simplifying the command structures. 

In 2003 HR Ashdown established the Defence Reform Commission (DRC). After a period of intense negotiation and consensus building, unanimous agreement was reached and guidelines for further reforms were set.
 The commission was tasked with examining legal measures necessary to reform the defence and establishing democratic control and oversight over the army. During the first year of its mandate the DRC established a State-level Law on Defence which put civilian command of the AFBiH in hands of the Presidency of Bosnia through a state-level Ministry of Defence. The law was enacted by the end of 2003. The commission’s mandate was extended for one more year and the DRC continued to operate aiming at further developing effective “tools for the State of Bosnia and Herzegovina to exercise full and effective Command and Control of the Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina” and to meet the NATO conditions (OHRe). In addition, Bosnian officials agreed to reduce the armed forces by forty percent to a total of 12.000 soldiers, to reduce the reserves and the intake of conscripts. The DRC continued to operate in 2004 to assist the implementation of the agreed reforms. It must be pointed out that the entity Defence Ministries continued to exist, exercising power over training, manning and equipping of the entity armies. Consequently, the functioning of the state-level Ministry of Defence and the enacted laws on state level remained inactive and further reform was required before Bosnia could sign the PfP and start the negotiations on the SAA.

Bosnia’s aspirations to join the PfP programme and eventually become a NATO member state required meeting the conditions set by NATO (PfP).  These included a single civilian led command over the armed forces including a state-level Defence Ministry, parliamentary oversight and control of the forces, transparency in defence budgets, development of a security policy and full cooperation with the ICTY (NATOd).


§ 3. Methods to impose defence reforms

EU membership and integration into NATO structures have been offered in exchange for full implementation of the Dayton peace agreement or implementation of reforms. As both the nationalists and non-nationalists parties aspire Euro Atlantic integration of Bosnia, this strategy has become a successful one. Initial reforms aimed at reducing the number of professional soldiers and weaponry, establishing transparency of the defence budgets and transferring the command to the state Presidency. However, the EU and NATO announced that further reform was necessary to include Bosnia into the Euro Atlantic structures. Further reforms included abolition of the entities’ Ministries of Defence, one command structure and a state level budget. These conditions were unacceptable to the RS government. 
The RS government refused to accept the new conditions as it opposed changes which aimed at strengthening the state at the expense of the entities’ powers. In the Federation, both Croats and Bosniacs support reforms which centralise the state structures. The Croat nationalist political leaders realised that they would not receive a federal unit and therefore oppose one for the Serbs as well. The Bosniacs prefer a civil democracy and a centralised state. 

The obstructionist politicians and parties were blamed for holding off Bosnia’s political and economic development and consequently its prosperous future in Euro Atlantic structures.  In October 2003, the President of RS, Dragan Cavic, called on the parliamentarians in his entity to accept the amendments to the constitution of RS which will transfer the command over the armed forces from the entity’s President to Bosnia’s three partite Presidium (Lajšić). He asked the National Assembly of RS not to allow the smaller entity to become the culprit for Bosnia’s failure to become a NATO partner country (Lajšić). In the same news report, the chairman of the DRC James Locker announced that this is a historical chance for Bosnia, pointing at the beneficiaries of a PfP programme. On 23rd of September 2003, SFOR commander general William Ward stated that if Bosnian politicians want to bring prosperity and peace to Bosnia, they must accept the defence reforms. Ward elaborated further by saying that the presented reforms contain all the necessary elements for Bosnia to sign the Partnership for Peace (Filipović). Ashdown said that the decision of the NARS on defence reform is decisive for Bosnia’s future. If RS accepts the defence reform, NATO will open its door to Bosnia; otherwise NATO’s membership will remain a “dream” for Bosnia (Zukić). “If we [Bosnians] say no to NATO, why Europe would say yes to us,” Ashdown asked (Zukić). “Bosnian leaders have two options: to lead Bosnia toward Europe or to make Bosnia a black whole in the Balkans (Zukić).” Ashdown implies that if defence reform is acceptable to the Bosnian politicians, they will show that they are capable of leading Bosnia towards Euro Atlantic integration. After the RS Assembly denounced to accept the presented reforms on 27th of September 2003, Ashdown claimed that Bosnian citizens have become hostages of the RS politicians who have endangered the future and security of the country (RFERLb).  

In November 2003, former NATO Secretary General George Robertson visited Sarajevo and used the opportunity to express critics towards RS politicians who refused to accept defence reforms. Robertson criticised Bosnia’s defence system and said that NATO “requires from Bosnia’s governments to start behaving seriously (Zukić).” Just as Ashdown, Robertson criticised the RS politicians by saying that they have endangered Bosnia’s future by the decision not to accept defence reform and warned the politicians that they will “pay a high price because of the dirty politics and parties’ games on such an important issue such as defence reform (Zukić).” Robertson called on the RS politicians to “accept the defence reform in order for Bosnia not to become the only country in Europe which will not sign the Partnership for Peace Framework Document (Zukić).” 

At NATO’s summit in Istanbul in June 2004 Bosnia was not accepted into the PfP programme due to RS’ lack of cooperation with the ICTY and further defence reform (Prienda). As a consequence, the HR punished the RS’ government by a series of dismissals of those who according to him prevented Bosnia to reform its defence to meet the conditions and to cooperate with the ICTY (Katana). On 30th of June 2004, Paddy Ashdown sacked 59 high ranking officials (Katana). He removed Dragan Kalinic, speaker of the National Assembly of RS and the leader of the Serb Democratic Party (SDS), and the Interior Minister of RS Dragan Djeric. They were dismissed from their position for respectively supporting Radovan Karadzic evading justice and failure of the police in RS to arrest war crimes suspects. According to the Institute for War and Peace Reporting, it was the “biggest ever political purge the RS has seen.” (Katana). Of the 59 officials who were removed from their position, 12 were permanently barred from political activity. Others were said to be allowed to return to politics when Karadzic is arrested. According to Julian Braithwite, OHR’s director of communications, “[T]he SDS has been given a decisive opportunity to break with the past” and “[B]oth the RS and the state of Bosnia are being hostage by Karadzic” (Katana).

As a consequence of Bosnia’s failure to fulfil the conditions set to start the PfP programme in June 2004, in December of the same year HR sanctioned the institutions of RS blocking all bank accounts held by the SDS or in the name of the SDS (OHRf). Ashdown demanded from the SDS to create one bank account and announced that 
“[F]ailure to comply with this Decision by the director of a bank, by any individual on behalf of a bank or by any employee thereof may hereafter be treated as participation in a transaction contrary to the provisions of the Entity Laws on Banking Agencies and Entity Laws on Banks and may lead to penalties which can include, in the case of individuals, financial penalties and, in the case of a bank, the revocation of the licence of that Bank” (OHRf).
The US greeted Ashdown’s actions and issued a unilateral visa ban for members of the SDS and the PDP (Cai). This was particularly inconvenient for Bosnia’s Minister of Defence Mladen Ivanić. As a result of the sanctions initiated by the US government, Ivanic and other prominent members of the SDS and the PDP resigned. Among theme were Borislav Paravac, the Serb member of the Presidency and Dragan Mikerevic, President of RS. 

Accusations for holding off Bosnia’s integration in EU and NATO structures remained the most significant instrument to enforce agreement from the RS politicians to accept full compliance with the conditions as set by the international community. In August 2005 NATO’s commander in Sarajevo, Steven Shook, called on the parliamentarians in RS to accept the presented reform saying that this will be the most significant step on its path towards NATO’s membership (Gurović). Upon Ashdown’s dismissal of a number of RS officials, NATO and EUFOR representatives greeted his decision. According to them “the process of defence reform cannot be ended” in case Bosnia wants to become a NATO partner country (Agović). 
           On 30th of August 2006 the RS parliament agreed to close down the entities’ Ministries of Defence and to transfer complete defence powers to the state level (Katana). On 2nd of September 2005, the EU foreign ministers announced their satisfaction saying that this is a major step towards Bosnia’ integration into the EU (Katana). According to a political analyst from RS, Ostoja Barasin, President Cavic’s party accepted the abolition of Defence Ministries on entity level because they had the option between staying in function or to be dismissed because, “defence reforms was bound to happen (Karlaš).” Barasin explains that earlier reforms have paved the way for complete restructuring of the defence system. RS has no resources to finance its armed forces and therefore it is necessary to transfer the administrative matters to state level as well (Karlaš). In an interview in August of 2005, Cavic acknowledged that nobody can oppose further defence reforms at this point. All parties involved in the negotiations on defence reform are aware of the fact that other organisational structure if the defence are not an option (Karlaš). Leading politicians from RS and mainly from SDS were forced to resign or to accept the reforms (Karlaš). 

           Conclusion
           The analysis of the process toward defence reform illustrates that the accordance to meet the conditions is achieved by dismissing those officials who oppose reforms and by sanctioning all parties, financially or otherwise, who are responsible for blocking the reform process. Initial reforms, undertaken in 2003 and 2004, allowed the continuation of the entities’ Ministries of Defence. The entities governments continued to decide on the budget of their armies and were the responsible one for manning, equipping and training of their forces. The new principles required from the entities governments to devolve their responsibilities to the state Ministry of Defence. 
The political leaders in Bosnia consider integration into the EU and NATO as the chance to overcome its past and to build a prosperous future. Representatives of the EU and NATO, as well as the HR, use Bosnia’s EU and Atlantic integration as a means to foster reforms. Without meeting the conditions set by the international community, Bosnia will continue isolated from Euro Atlantic structures. The fact that the politicians in Bosnia from any ethnic background wish to integrate Bosnia into the EU and NATO, makes this strategy rather successful. This is further supported by the fact that the HR is in power and capable to establish commissions which correctly point at failures within the established systems. Consequently, it is for the local politicians difficult to substantially argue against the presented reforms, especially as the HR has the ultimate power to dismiss those who oppose the reforms. The process toward defence reform illustrates this development very well. The path towards the agreement on unifying the Bosnian armies is characterised by continued pressure from the international actors and dismissal of those who opposed the reform. 


CONCLUSION



The thesis started with a discussion on the theories of Chandler and Paris who claim that the level of involvement in the domestic affairs of states has been decisive for the success to establish democratic form of governance. The second chapter addressed the strategy of building democracy in Bosnia. It focussed on the cooperation between the local politicians and the international organisations in Bosnia and the distribution of power between these two actors. The second chapter discussed the deficiency within the strategy pursued by the international community to build democracy in Bosnia. Namely, Bosnia’s society continues to be ethnically divided, blocking further reform and democratic development. The third chapter explored the defence reform. It focussed on the cooperation between the local politicians and the international community in this sector. The thesis answered the question why RS politicians objected to reform and what were the methods to enforce agreement from them. In order to answer the question, an analysis was given of the distribution of power between the international community and the local authorities and their responsibility to govern Bosnia. 
The democratization in Bosnia started by organizing elections one year after the war ended. As a result, parties that led the war continued to secure the position of their ethnic group in the political structures of the state. The democratization strategy and the DPA which stipulated the political structure of the state, contributed to the ethnic division of the country that remained in effect after the war ended. Eleven years later, the Bosnian state is politically, economically and socially divided according to ethnic lines. This ethnic division blocks the reforms process which aims at strengthening the state and improving the work of the state institutions. As a result, the process of Bosnia’s Euro Atlantic integration is slowed down. 


The democratization process in Bosnia has been led by the OHR. Although initially the OHR was tasked with monitoring the implementation of the civilian part of the DPA, the influence of the OHR on the domestic affairs increased. Due to the slow implementation of the DPA, in 1997 the PIC board gave the HR the mandate to take measures if implementation of the peace agreement was obstructed. These measures included sanctioning the obstructionist parties, dismissing officials and making “binding decisions, as he judges necessary” (Boykov, 53). Whereas the first phase of the democratization process is considered as successful, because it ended the violent conflict, further engagement to build democracy failed to create a self sustainable sate and to reconstruct Bosnia’s multi ethnic society. 


The DPA confirmed the ethnic segregation in Bosnia that had resulted from the war fought between the Croats, the Bosniacs and the Serbs. Considering the fact that aggression was conducted by Serbian troops who aimed to establish an ethnically clean Republika Srpska, the peace agreement was unjust. Namely, it awarded the Serbian nationalist political leaders by appointing to them 49 percent of the territory.  As a result of the migration during the war, all three ethnic groups had become the majority in their own regional parts of Bosnia. Through the system of decentralization of power, their dominance in these parts was legally confirmed by the peace agreement. Out of fear for their own existence, the war was ended without a clear winner, the people in Bosnia relied on the nationalist to secure their basic human rights.  In their turn, the nationalist eagerly accepted their task and objected to the creation of a centralized Bosnian state. To secure their position, they  stimulated further ethnic segregation and did not support the restoration of the pre-war multi ethnic society. 

             The democratisation strategy in Bosnia is based upon decentralisation of power and power sharing. The international community believed that reconstruction of a self-viable multi ethnic society would emerge after full implementation of the peace settlement. The high level of self rule had been offered to the three largest ethnic groups which war at war between 1992 and 1995. Although successes have been achieved, the strategy showed deficiencies. Ethnic segregation remains one of the most significant problems in Bosnia’s society. The nationalist parties’ rule is secured as long as ethnic division continues and therefore they oppose all reforms that aim at strengthening the state administration at state level. The international community did not focus on Bosnia as a whole and its peoples as the citizens of a country. Instead, Bosnia’s citizens became to be considered as members of an ethnic group. As a result, ethnicity continues to dominate all layers of the society. 
            The enormous state administration that resulted from decentralizing the political structures needs to be reconsidered and simplified. However, the political leaders, who have devolved their responsibility to the HR refuse to accept this fact. Therefore, Chandler rightly points out that the democratization strategy has failed in this aspect. The involvement of the OHR into the domestic affairs of the country, removed all responsibility from the local politicians to resume governance. 
              Chandler argues that the international community’s strategy, embodied in the OHR, has removed all responsibility from the local politicians who are enabled to focus solely on issues of ethnic concern, who stimulate ethnic segregation  and thrive on it. Roland Paris disagrees with Chandler and argues that the international community is not firm enough in taking over the governing of a failed state. Consequently, the reform process can not take place adequately as there are obstructionist forces and officials who are incapable to take over the responsibility. Enforcing reforms irrespective to the whishes and capabilities of the local authorities can not further democratic development. The local political leaders need to realize that they are responsible for the living circumstances of the citizens in their country.    

Contrary to Chandler’s view on the democratization process in Bosnia, Paris implies that  lack of firm guidance to build state institutions and introduce democracy has created a weak and ethnically divided state. Paris proposes the IBL strategy. According to him, the international community should take over the administration of a post-war state in the immediate period after conflict. This is essential in order to build institutions which will be able to address the problems resulting from liberalization of economic and political sectors. According to Paris, all institution should be staffed with international administrators who will train the local officials to resume the task. However, the international community has already been following this strategy. It did create new institutions, such as the Ministry of Defense, but without public support for certain reforms and policies, these newly created institutions can not operate successfully. The local political leaders refuse to take decisions which will, according to them, harm their ethnic groups’ vital interests. Instead they let the HR take initiative as they stay unaffected by the policy. Successful democratization can take place only when the international community cooperates with and consults the country’s citizens on the policies in their country.
In addition, next to removing all responsibility, there is simply no financial or physical capacity to fully take over governance of a country. In this case, all institution would be staffed by international representatives. 

Paris justly argues that the policy was not firm enough. The HR created a Ministry of Defense in Bosnia, without abolishing the entities’ Ministries of Defense. It sacked the obstructionist SDS politicians but without any clear result. As a result, the process toward full agreement on defense reform lasted more than two year. This is a short period for a country’s defense system to fully reform and it can be marked as a success. Therefore, the international community should have been more careful with creating inefficient ministries or sacking officials and it should have used a strategy that made reform essential. The OHR in Bosnia should have maintained good relations with politicians in RS in order to convince them that reform benefits all. Instead, sacking officials and creating ministries created a feeling of revolt against the OHR and hampered a successful reform process. 

During Ashdown’s mandate, in October 2005, Bosnia started the talks on the Stabilization and Association Agreement (SAA). Start of the negotiations on the SAA required the fulfillment of the conditions set by the European Commission (EC) in 2003. Defense reform, according to the principles as set by the EC and NATO, was one of the conditions and was achieved only after pressure from the international community. The RS government refused to abolish the entities’ Ministries of Defense and to devolve the powers to state level. The international community blamed the RS politicians for holding off Bosnia’s Euro Atlantic integration, it warned for further sanctions and the RS government yielded to the pressure. The RS government signed the agreement to reform the defense but it remains to be seen how successful the implementation of the will be. The local institutions who opposed the reform can continue to hamper the process or prolong its full implementation. 

Serbs, Croats and Bosniacs through centuries never lived in ethnically homogeneous communities. Although there was need for a consociational form of government, the confederative units have complicated the state administration and reduced its efficiency. Therefore, the democratization strategy needs to be tailor-made for each country separately. As Carothers notes, the promoters of democracy should focus on the “key political patterns” of each separate country “without reference to already determined forms of governance” (Carothers 18-19). The international community, in the spirit of preserving Bosnia’s multi ethnic character, should have promoted a state without federative units and cantons that have become the dominant layers in the political structures of Bosnia. 
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� Hereafter Bosnia


� Peacekeeping operations are military operations undertaken with the consent of all major parties to a conflict, intended to facilitate the implementation of a cease fire or peace agreement, and to support political efforts to reach long term solution. See Ramsbotham and Woodhouse.


� The Economic Freedom Network is sponsored by sixty eight economic institutions in sixty eight countries. It annually rates the economic freedom in most countries in the world. 


� State building refers to establishing effective governance structures.


� Banja Luka is largest town in Republika Srpska. Gorazde and Tuzla are in the Federation.


� The Bosnian constitution provides a three partite rotation presidency including a Serb, a Croat and a Bosniac as member.  


� A Bosnian monarch between the 12th and 15th Century was called “ban”.


� The Bosnian Church is historically considered to be an indigenous branch of the Bogomils which existed in Bosnia during in the Middle Ages. Only a few records exist on the Bosnian Church and therefore little is known about the church's organisation and beliefs.





� Both Ratko Mladic and Radovan Karadzic are war crimes suspects and are accused of genocide. See United Nations.


� It must be noted that all percentages are estimates due to the fact that there are no official census figures yet.


� United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) had its troops deployed during war in Bosnia. See NATO. 


� Peace Implementation Council (PIC) was established in 1995. It is an informal body consisting of fifty five states and international organisations that direct the peace implementation process. The Steering Board of the PIC nominates the High Representative. The United Nations Security Council then endorses the nomination. See OHR.


� Of vital interest are issues that harm or protect the basic human rights of an ethnic group, such as language, religion etc.


� Partnership for Peace (PfP) is a programme of bilateral cooperation between NATO and partner countries. This cooperation allows countries to build individual relationship with NATO and its aim is to strengthen security across Europe, to satisfy own security requirements, support democratic development and modernise armed forces.  





� “This report included draft changes to the two entity constitutions, three entity-level laws and two state-level laws, as well as proposals for two new laws, including a state-level defence law. Constitutional and other legal changes approved by the state and entity governments made the state of Bosnia and Herzegovina supreme in defence, established civilian control over the military and created a new state-level Defence Ministry, Joint Staff and Operational Command. New laws set out the roles and functions of key officials, establish operational and administrative chains of command, and create new procedures for planning and coordinating defence budgets. Entity armies were made part of a single military establishment – the Armed Forces of Bosnia and Herzegovina – commanded by a single operational chain of command. The Bosnian Parliament created a Joint Commission on Security and Defence to oversee these new state-level institutions, officials, and procedures. Entity Defence Ministries retained responsibility for administrative matters, such as manning, training and equipping the entity armies” (NATOd).  








PAGE  
75
July 2006


_1215248770

