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Ambiguity can be useful. It may further the readiness to sign a peace agreement, prevent the 

collapse of love affairs, and enable to integrate many papers into one panel. In the field of 

conflict studies, however, ambiguity compels authors to start with a series of definitions. The 

most fundamental definition deals with the notion of conflict. At least two understandings 

dominate the discussion. The first definition sees conflict as violent struggle between collec-

tive actors. Here, conflict means armed conflict or war. The term post-conflict peace-building 

makes sense only when one applies this definition. The alternative understanding talks about 

conflict when parties actively pursue antagonistic or incompatible positions. This notion 

seems much broader as it includes a soccer match, the peaceful competition between political 

parties, and civil war. According to this approach, the term post-conflict peace-building is 

misleading, since the conflict does not disappear only because a peace agreement has been 

signed. I prefer the broader definition of conflict. 

The real confusion begins when one includes the notions that stand next to conflict: manage-

ment, settlement, regulation, resolution, and transformation (cf. Reimann 2004: 2). What 

some authors define as conflict settlement, others regard as conflict resolution. In some texts 

the mentioned notions are overlapping, while opposing papers see some notions as subcate-

gory of others. ‘Conflict transformation’ is not understood unequivocally. Thus, I do no harm 

through applying an understanding that may deviate from that of other authors.  

In the use of Martina Fischer and Norbert Ropers (2004: 13) conflict transformation means a 

catch-all concept because it covers ‘all activities which influence inter-group conflicts with 

the aim of promoting sustainable peace and social justice.’ For Hugh Miall (2004: 17) conflict 

transformation addresses ‘a range of dimensions (micro- to macro-issues, local to global lev-

els, grassroots to elite actors, short-term to long-term timescales).’1 Christopher Mitchell 

(2002: 15) underlines that conflict transformation ‘clearly assumes that major structural 

changes will always be necessary conditions for any successful effort’. Additionally, 

‘[r]elationships have to be replaced and rebuilt’. According to Cordula Reimann (2004: 10), 

conflict transformation efforts ‘aim to truly overcome revealed forms of direct, cultural and 

structural violence.’ Looking at Johan Galtung’s understanding of these types of violence 
                                                            
Thanks to the German Academic Exchange Service for support of research in Bosnia and Herzegovina and to 
Ute Möntnich for constructive comments. 
 
 1 Many authors in the field of conflict studies demand to target the root causes of a conflict (Fischer/Ropers 

2004: 11). Unfortunately, it often remains unclear what ‘root cause’ means. A root cause may be the mere ex-
istence of a conflict object and of conflict parties that see themselves as original actors. Is it the readiness or 
the actor’s capability to use violent means which constitutes a root cause? If we want to address the root 
cause of the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, what do we regard as the object of our efforts: The struggle over the 
question whether Bosnia-Herzegovina should be an independent but undivided state? The fact that Bosniacs, 
Serbs, and Croats perceive each other as adversaries? The readiness of their leaderships to use violent means? 
Their control over armed forces that enabled them to wage war? All these aspects? 
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(Galtung 1975: 9-13; Galtung 1998: 17-8, 66), conflict transformation turns out as a trip to 

utopia.  

Besides the understanding of conflict transformation as a prescriptive concept, the notion is as 

well applied for detecting and assessing changes in conflicts. Both approaches, however, 

share the assumption that it is important not only to be interested in the mere absence of war. 

Thomas Diez, Stephan Stetter, and Mathias Albert (2006: 567-9), for instance, relate conflict 

transformation to movements to a conflict stage characterised by a decreased intensity and 

societal reach of securitisation. Elaborating on a typology of Raimo Vayrynen (1991: 4-7), 

Miall (2004: 9-10) distinguishes between context transformation, structure transformation, 

actor transformation, issue transformation, and personal/elite transformation. These categories 

inspired my understanding of conflict transformation.  

I am interested in the efforts of creating a self-sustaining peace in post- war Bosnia and Her-

zegovina. A new war did not break out, but this is not sufficient to label the peace-building 

efforts as success. In order to evaluate the progress of peace consolidation2 one should also 

consider how much the conflict that had previously escalated to war has been transformed. 

For that purpose, one may look at different aspects of a conflict: 

• the object of the conflict, 

• the conflict parties, 

• the way the conflict parties pursue their antagonistic positions. 

With regard to the conflict object we can ask whether the issue the war was about is still the 

only or dominant one. Did the conflict parties modify their position towards that object? Have 

other cleavages with different constellations of actors appeared or gained importance? 

A transformation of the conflict parties should be found in changes of the main actors within 

each side. Have they dissolved themselves or changed their self-definition, program, leader-

ship, or membership? How much are they supported by the members of the groups they claim 

to represent? Have other organisations won relevance? 

In order to detect changes in the way the conflict parties pursue their positions we should as-

sess how much the adversaries act inside or outside the institutions prescribed by the peace 

agreement. Is there a decline in politically motivated violence? How do the main actors react 

on current violent deeds committed by members of their own group? Have the conflict parties 

moved from legitimising, denying or playing down war crimes committed by their side to-

wards recognising, condemning, and punishing them? Do they show that norms which should 

                                                            
 2 On that assessment: Downs/Stedman 2002: 43-7; Doyle/Johnstone/Orr 1997: 369-70; Hampson 1996: 9 
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be shared with the adversary are more important than an unlimited and unconditioned solidar-

ity with members of the own group? 

This paper serves to shed light on the relationship between the conflict transformation in Bos-

nia and Herzegovina and the perspective of joining the European Union. It analyses how the 

perspective of integration influenced post-settlement peace-building. 

Firstly, I provide a brief overview over the war and the Dayton Peace Agreement. Secondly, 

the paper outlines possible impacts of the association process and the integration perspective. 

Thirdly, I demonstrate that until spring 1999 the European integration was a non-issue in Bos-

nia and Herzegovina. Reacting to crises in the country and in the region EU actors offered the 

possibility of membership. The fourth section shows that in the following three years the inte-

gration perspective had at best a minor impact on the conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Only since spring 2002, this perspective has started to effect politics substantially, as the fifth 

section describes. Sixthly, I analyse the positive impacts, seventhly, I investigate the negative 

consequences by the integration perspective since then. 

 

1. The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Dayton Peace Agreement 

 

Most of the Muslims or Bosniacs (44% of the population in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1991), 

and the Croats (17%) wanted to secede from Yugoslavia. Most of the Serbs (31%), however, 

opposed this desire for independence. After Bosnia-Herzegovina had won international re-

cognition as a sovereign state under the name ‘Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina’ in spring 

1992, radical Serbs later followed by radical Croats fought for secession (Burg/Shoup 1999; 

Silber/Little 1997; Woodward 1995). About 100,000 people were killed during the war 

(Nezavisne novine 22 June 2007). 

The General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (1995), signed in 

December 1995, prescribed that the contested state continued to exist in its internationally 

recognised borders as ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina.’ It consisted of two federate states or ‘enti-

ties’: Republika Srpska (Serb Republic) on 49% of the territory and the Federation of Bosnia 

and Herzegovina (in the following only ‘Federation’) on the remaining 51%. The Federation 

resulted from the Washington-Agreement (1994), signed in March 1994, which had estab-

lished a separate peace between Bosniacs and Croats. 

According to the Dayton Peace Agreement, the state level institutions possessed competencies 

only for foreign policy, foreign trade, customs, monetary policy, emigration, countrywide 
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traffic, and communication, whereas the two entities had to be regarded as real power centres. 

Despite their weakness power-sharing was foreseen for the ‘institutions of Bosnia and Herze-

govina.’ Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats were directly or indirectly guaranteed representation in 

both chambers of the state parliament (the House of Representatives and the House of Peo-

ples) and in the two executive bodies (the tri-partite Presidency and the Council of Ministers) 

and possessed far reaching veto-rights. While Republika Srpska was a centralised entity, the 

Federation got a consociational system (Lijphart 1977: 25-47) and was composed of ten can-

tons. 

The Dayton Peace Agreement demanded democratisation and co-operation with the Interna-

tional Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, established the right of return for all refu-

gees and displaced persons, and mandated a comprehensive peace mission.3 An OSCE mis-

sion had to organise elections, multinational peacekeeping forces guaranteed security to all 

parties to the conflict, the Office of the High Representative (OHR) co-ordinated the efforts to 

implement the ‘civilian’ parts of the Dayton Agreement. 

A European Union special negotiator and representatives of the EU member countries Ger-

many, United Kingdom, and France participated at the peace talks in Dayton. Nevertheless, 

the peace agreement did not envision that Bosnia and Herzegovina joins the European Union. 

 

2. Possible impacts of the integration perspective on the conflict in  
Bosnia and Herzegovina 

 

Diez, Stetter, and Albert (2006: 572-4) distinguish between four pathways of impact: The 

compulsory impact means that the use of carrots and sticks brings about a change in the con-

flict parties’ policy. These changes can simply reflect strategic reaction but, in the long run, 

also can result in socialisation effects. An enabling impact is given when local actors legiti-

mate their demands through referring to the legal or normative framework of the EU. The 

connective impact establishes contacts between the conflict parties that may lead to changed 

identities. The constructive impact shall change the way the conflict parties construct and ex-

press their identities. This typology captivates as it is both comprehensive and parsimonious 

but it did not prevent my brainstorming on possible effects. The following overview is based 

on my understanding of conflict transformation and tries to outline also negative impacts. 

                                                            
 3 I will use the short, but not very precise term ‘peace mission’ although many state agencies, international 

organisations, and non-governmental associations with different and even contradicting approaches took part 
in consolidating the peace (cf. Bliesemann de Guevara 2005: 8).  
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Table 1: Potential effects of the association process and the integration perspective 

 
 On the main 

conflict object 
On the antagonism be-

tween the conflict parties 
in general 

On the constella-
tion of conflict 

parties 

On the con-
flict actor’s 
behaviour 

Positive 
effects 

Question of the common 
state, its borders and 
structures loses impor-
tance when integration 
becomes a realistic option 

Certain positions towards 
the conflict object are re-
warded (acceptance of the 
common state), others 
punished (rejection of the 
common state). That re-
lates to local actors in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 
and to close external ac-
tors (Croatia, Serbia) 

The association and integra-
tion process reveals com-
mon interests of the con-
flict parties towards the 
EU and thereby reduces 
the weight of the contes-
ted object 

 

The goal of integration 
creates a common vision 
and shows that there is 
not only antagonism 

Due to more frequent con-
tacts with EU actors the 
conflict parties discover 
new perspectives, norms, 
and concepts that may 
weaken their antagonism 

 

Development or 
strengthening of 
alternative poli-
tical parties and 
NGOs 

Intensified ex-
change with ac-
tors from the EU 
demonstrates 
common proper-
ties of the ethnic 
groups and de-
creases ethnic 
polarisation 

Intensified con-
tacts with actors 
from the EU 
create an over-
arching Euro-
pean identity 
and reduce the 
importance of 
exclusive ethnic 
identities 

Incentive to act 
democrati-
cally and 
non-violently 
(input of re-
sources, pro-
mise of sta-
bility due to 
association 
and integra-
tion). Other-
wise with-
hold of those 
carrots 

More frequent 
contacts with 
actors from 
the EU rein-
force norms 
of democ-
racy, co-ope-
ration and 
non-violence 

No 
effects 

Conflict parties do not wish to join the EU 
Integration seems too distant 

Negative 
effects 

Demands by the EU support 
one side’s position to-
wards the conflict object 
and are to the disadvan-
tage of the other. Thus, 
the question of integra-
tions turns out as another 
aspect of the conflict 

Controversy about the pol-
icy towards the EU puts 
additional energy into the 
conflict over the common 
state 

Deepens the antagonism 
when one side charges 
the other with blocking 
or delaying the integra-
tion 

The conflict parties refer to 
examples in EU member 
countries in order to le-
gitimate why they do not 
compromise 

The input of resources 
changes the balance of 
power between the con-
flict parties or these ac-
tors believe that this is 
the case. Consequently, 
at least one side sticks to 
intransigent positions 

The war cleavage 
is deepened by 
the new issue 
pro-EU or anti-
EU 

More contacts 
with actors from 
the EU support 
the impression 
that one’s own 
identity is en-
dangered 

Provokes resis-
tance by ac-
tors who be-
nefit from 
deficits in 
democracy, 
rule of law, 
and from iso-
lation 

Conflict parties 
leave process 
when they 
face again 
and again 
new de-
mands  

 

 

3. Crises as a cause for the integration perspective 

 

Immediately after the signing of the peace agreement, Bosnia and Herzegovina consisted of 

three ‘warrior states’ as Carl Bildt (1998: 249), the first High Representative (December 
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1995–June 1997), labelled them. The ethno-nationalist Serb Democratic Party (SDS) almost 

possessed a monopoly of power in Republika Srpska, the warrior state recognised in Dayton 

as an entity. The ethno-nationalist Croat Democratic Community (HDZ) had an even tighter 

grip on its warrior state Herceg Bosna. The ethno-nationalist (Bosniac) Party of Democratic 

Action (SDA) dominated the institutions of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. In these 

statelets the respective ethno-nationalist party controlled nearly all spheres of society: the 

armed forces, militias, police, secret services, courts, the most important media, the distribu-

tion of humanitarian aid and flats, the economy including the payment system, and the black 

market (European Stability Initiative 1999 and 2000; Kurspahić 2003). 

The Dayton Peace Agreement did not prescribe the immediate dissolution of these separate 

statelets. It implied that the new common institutions of Bosnia and Herzegovina should only 

be established after the first post-war elections. But even following these elections to the state 

level and entities’ institutions in September 1996, SDS, HDZ, and SDA maintained the au-

thoritarian power structures they had built within their warrior states. SDS and HDZ oriented 

their activities at ethnic segregation. The HDZ upheld Herceg Bosna more or less openly and 

sabotaged the functioning of the Federation in which the Croats should share power with the 

Bosniacs. The SDS presented Republika Srpska as an independent state and the Federation as 

a foreign country (Monitoring Report 12 September 1996: 2). ‘We want the unification of all 

Serbs in one state, which will be called Serbia’, Biljana Plavšić, president of Republika 

Srpska, said during the election campaign (Monitoring Report 28 August 1996: 3-5). Al-

though the SDA propagated the reintegration of Bosnia and Herzegovina, it preferred unlim-

ited, uncontrolled rule to sharing power with Croats and Serbs. Since the conflict parties quar-

relled about the integration of the different parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina, the integration of 

that country into the European Union was no question. If the integration perspective had been 

on the agenda, the ethno-nationalist parties would have rejected and blocked it. The structural 

reforms needed for that perspective would have undermined the power, wealth, and status of 

the leading persons in SDS, HDZ, and SDA as well as of their cronies.  

In the first months after the end of the war, the peace mission did not bring in the integration 

perspective for Bosnia and Herzegovina, either. It concentrated its efforts on the mere imple-

mentation of the Dayton Peace Agreement, i.e. on keeping the peace, demobilising combat-

ants, and holding quick elections in order to establish the Dayton institutions. Since the USA 

announced the peace mission would stay one year only (Daalder 2000: 149), there was no 

room for a long-term concept that included an association with the European Union or even 

the integration. In December 1996, however, looking at the difficulties of peace implementa-
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tion, the peace mission extended its presence. While the Peace Implementation Conference in 

London (1996: para. 1) saw Bosnia and Herzegovina’s future lying ‘in participation in a Euro-

pean family of nations committed to democratic principles’, it did not point to the possibility 

that this country one day could join the European Union.  

According to the reports of the High Representative4, the implementation of the peace agree-

ment faced resistance by the conflict parties as well in the following months (High Represen-

tative 1997). Nevertheless, in April 1997, the Council of the European Union proclaimed 

conditions for the ‘development of bilateral relations in the fields of trade, of financial assis-

tance and economic cooperation as well as of contractual relations’ (Bulletin EU 4-1997). 

This announcement did not react to breakthroughs of peace-building in Bosnia and Herzego-

vina but aimed at furthering conflict transformation. However, the incentive of infusing addi-

tional resources and the vague prospect of contractual relations could not balance the ethno-

nationalists’ interest in maintaining separate, ethnic exclusive power structures. 

The ongoing problems in peace implementation were reflected by the decisions of the peace 

mission in December 1997. The Peace Implementation Council (PIC), an ad hoc body of 

states and international organisations interested in Bosnia and Herzegovina, in Bonn ex-

panded the mandate of the High Representative. He was given the competency (‘Bonn Pow-

ers’) to remove elected politicians and other officials and to impose legislation (PIC 1997: 

para. XI). Between December 1997 and June 2007, the High Representative dismissed 190 

politicians and other officials; in total he made more than 830 decisions using these powers.5 

In April 1998, the High Representative reported that the politicians in the common democratic 

institutions lacked the political will to make them functioning. He perceived hints that the 

illegal structures of Herceg Bosna and the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina persisted 

(High Representative 9 April 1998: para. 17 and 53). Although in April 1997 the EU had de-

manded the ‘dismantling of all structures the OHR judges contrary to the spirit and letter’ of 

the peace agreement (Bulletin EU 4-1997), it stated in June 1998 that Bosnia and Herzegovina 

‘has started on a path leading to closer integration with Europe and European structures’ (Bul-

letin EU 6-1998: para. 1). It suggested building with Bosnia and Herzegovina a joint Consul-

tative Task Force with the aim of assisting that country ‘to prepare for possible contractual 

relations with the EU in the future’ (Bulletin EU 6-1998: para. 19). Despite the problems of 

implementing the peace agreement the EU pointed to the perspective of association.  

                                                            
 4  These reports are available at: www.ohr.int/other-doc/hr-reports/archive.asp?sa=on 
 5 Data compiled using the information at: www.ohr.int/decisions/archive.asp. I do not count the High Repre-

sentative’s decision on 23 March 2007 to nullify the appointment of the Federation’s government by the en-
tity’s House of Representative as dismissals. 
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In spring 1999, the NATO intervened into the armed conflict between Serbia’s government 

and the Kosovo Liberation Army and waged war against Milošević’s security forces. The 

Kosovo crisis resulted in a big step forward for Bosnia and Herzegovina on its way to an inte-

gration perspective. In March 1999, the Council of Ministers started an initiative that Bosnia 

and Herzegovina should approximate to the European Union. In May, as a part of the efforts 

to terminate the war over Kosovo, the EU offered full membership to Serbia and Montenegro, 

Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, and Albania. In August 1999, the Parliamen-

tary Assembly of Bosnia and Herzegovina expressed its commitment to the European path 

(Hadžikadunić 2005: 58 and 99-100). At that time, SDA and HDZ were still the dominant 

parties within their ethnic groups. The SDS, by contrast, had lost much ground due to an in-

ternal split.  

 

4. On a Road Map to nowhere? 

 

In June 1999, Bosnia and Herzegovina received its perspective of joining the European Un-

ion. This date, however, still did not mark a turning-point. The following months revealed that 

the integration perspective did not boost conflict transformation. A book by Wolfgang 

Petritsch, High Representative from August 1999 to May 2002, indicates that at least until 

2000 the integration perspective in best case played a minor role. Petritsch demanded to ac-

celerate the approximation to the EU’s ‘structures’ but his rationale for this did not refer di-

rectly to changing the course of the conflict over the common state. Instead, the High Repre-

sentative argued that Bosnia and Herzegovina would become less attractive for investors 

(Petritsch 2001: 197). Nevertheless, Petritsch used one of the various crises in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina’s Council of Ministers to expand that body. In April 2000, a Ministry for Euro-

pean Integration and two further new ministries were established (Petritsch 2001: 159). Since 

then, the structure of state level institutions reflected the perspective of integration. 

In March 2000, the EU presented a Road Map that sketched out 18 steps to be taken by Bos-

nia and Herzegovina to qualify for a Feasibility Study for a Stabilisation and Association 

Agreement. The EU demands were not in an equal distance to the positions of the conflict 

parties. The Serb and Croat parties tried to keep the state level institutions as weak as possi-

ble, whereas the Bosniac and multi-ethnic parties wanted to reintegrate the country and to 

concentrate competencies at the state level. Many required steps of the Road Map would have 

resulted in strengthening the state level: the state Presidency should establish a permanent 
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secretariat, the Parliamentary Assembly adopt single passport and allocate sufficient funding 

for the Constitutional Court. The authorities of Bosnia and Herzegovina were told to ensure 

funding for the State Border Service that had been established earlier that year. All trade bar-

riers between the entities should be removed, a state treasury and a National Institute for 

Standards established. Moreover, the EU demanded more efforts to create conditions for sus-

tainable returns of refugees and displaced persons and the abolition of the payment bureaux 

(EU Road Map 2000). Their closure violated the interests of all ruling parties in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina since they controlled these ethnically separated institutions. All private or busi-

ness transactions of more than about 50 € had to be carried out by the payment bureaux. As 

they also collected taxes the payment bureaux were deemed as ultimate control over the allo-

cation of resources and as a means to further or to hinder companies depending on their po-

litical affiliation (European Stability Initiative 1999: 5; Vuković 2001; Zaum 2005: 351).  

The EU expected that the conditions set by the Road Map would be fulfilled within six 

months. The competent institutions in Bosnia and Herzegovina, however, did not decide to 

take all the necessary steps (Hadžikadunić 2005: 100-1). This deadlock cannot be explained 

only by the ruling parties’ resistance against the dissolution of the payment bureaux. These 

agencies ceased to exist in 2001, but the obstruction against the other demands continued. 

One may conclude that the conflict parties did not transform their basic positions towards the 

conflict object. The Road Map could not weaken the struggle over the common state and its 

structure. While this positive impact failed to appear, its negative counterpart stayed away, 

either. The integration still remained too distant to put additional energy into the dominating 

conflict.  

The election campaign in 2000 provided a chance to assess the influence of the integration 

perspective on the conflict. I see no hints that the integration perspective inspired the major 

political parties to think about alternative norms or concepts. An overarching European iden-

tity could not be detected, either. The election campaign remained polarised along ethnic 

lines. The Bosniac SDA recommended ‘Vote for your people.’ In order to motivate the Bos-

niac voters it claimed an ethnic mobilisation of the Serbs and Croats: ‘Everyone has chosen 

his nation. What’s about you?’ (International Crisis Group 2000: 3; Lipmann 2000). In Re-

publika Srpska, Milorad Dodik (Party of Independent Social Democrats (SNSD)), was the 

entity’s Prime Minister. He had profited from the split of the SDS and, after extra-ordinary 

elections, built a majority against Karadžić’s party in 1998. The SNSD placated: ‘For the 

benefit of [Republika] Srpska.’ A TV spot by the HDZ showed Muslim horsemen riding into 

battle (Lipmann 2000). Moreover, this party organised a referendum of the Croat citizens on 
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establishing a Croat entity (Bieber 2001: 8). On billboards the HDZ stated ‘determination or 

annihilation’ (OHR BiH TV News Summary 2000). The multi-ethnic oriented Social Democ-

ratic Party (SDP) made use of the European context. ‘SDP started in 1999 with the slogan 

"Social Democrats rule in Europe, why not in BiH?" (…) We introduced Europe as a topic’, 

Davor Vuletić (2005), member of the SDP’s main board and secretary for international rela-

tions, claimed.  

In the elections to the state level House of Representatives the SDP almost doubled its share 

of votes; in the elections to the Federation’s parliaments it increased its result from 16.1% to 

26.1%. Together with various other parties the SDP formed a majority of 22 seats against 20 

seats held by SDA, SDS, HDZ, and a small Bosniac regional party in the state level House of 

Representatives. This alliance also built the government in the Federation, although it re-

mained short of an absolute majority. These turn-overs in 2000 demonstrated the loss of sup-

port for those political parties that had ruled the country during the war and in the first years 

after Dayton. The ethnic polarisation had been weakened to a degree that it could no longer 

guarantee triumphs for SDA, SDS, and HDZ. Alternative actors as the Social Democratic 

Party (SDP) and the Party of Independent Social Democrats (SNSD) possessed much more 

relevance than immediately after the war. Only Europhorian observers, however, attribute that 

actors-related conflict transformation mainly to the impact of the integration perspective or 

the SDP’s pro-European campaigning. The Social Democrats had been the peace mission’s 

favourite since several years. Already in 1997, the Peace Implementation Council had recog-

nised ‘the need to support the establishment of new multi-ethnic parties and to strengthen the 

existing ones’ (Peace Implementation Council 1997: para. VI.4). Since 1998, the peace mis-

sion had used his powers to weaken SDS, HDZ, and SDA. 

The external peace-builders hoped that the SDP-led governments at the state level and in the 

Federation would bring about a breakthrough. In fact, the Parliamentary Assembly of Bosnia 

and Herzegovina increased the number of adopted laws and decisions (Parlamentarna 

skupština 2002: 34-59). In May 2002, the High Representative attested the full functioning of 

the state Presidency and the Council of Ministers (High Representative 14 May 2002: para. 5 

and 11). Nevertheless, a breakthrough did not happen. The majority consisted of too many 

parties with antagonistic agendas. Additionally, in the second chamber of the Parliamentary 

Assembly, the House of Peoples, the SDP-led alliance did not possess a majority among the 

Serb delegates (Peace Implementation Council 2001; International Crisis Group 2001: 4). Due 

to the consociational character of the state level institutions, a majority of the Serb delegates 

(as well as a majority of Bosniac or Croat delegates) could block the adoption of a decision. 
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In August 2002, the International Crisis Group (2002: 22) reported: ‘While most Bosnian 

politicians – and all those in the Alliance – nowadays proclaim themselves keen on joining the 

European Union, progress has been halting in fulfilling the eighteen conditions on the “road 

map” (…).’ Notwithstanding, some days before the elections in October 2000, the EU as-

sessed those steps as ‘substantially completed’ (Commission of the European Communities 

2003: 5; High Representative 23 December 2002, section ‘BiH and the European rapproche-

ment process’). Probably, it intended to provide the SDP-led alliance with a success the latter 

could present to the voters. The fact that the High Representative had imposed many of the 

necessary decisions retrenched this putative success (Hadžikadunić 2005: 101). 

 

5. Towards the feasibility of talks on further association 

 

In May 2002, Paddy Ashdown became High Representative (until January 2006) and took 

over the newly established office of the EU Special Representative. The Europeanisation of 

the peace mission went on as the EU Police Mission replaced the UN International Police 

Task Force in 2003. In December 2004, the EU Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUFOR) 

substituted the NATO-led Stabilisation Force.  

In his inaugural speech Ashdown outlined the aim ‘to work with the people of Bosnia and 

Herzegovina to put this country irreversibly onto the road to statehood and membership of 

Europe’ (High Representative 27 May 2002).6 The perspective of the European integration 

turned out as Ashdown’s mantra. Again and again he framed demanded reforms as necessary 

steps in order to come closer to the goal the Bosnian and Herzegovinian politicians claimed to 

share – to join the European Union one day (cf. Recchia 2007: 35). The High Representative 

tried to commit the local politicians to their alleged confession that the EU is the country’s 

destination.  

In November 2003, the EU presented its Feasibility Study that ascertained: ‘[T]he "push" of 

the Bonn powers is gradually being replaced by the "pull" of European (and Euro-Atlantic) 

institutions.’ It demanded significant progress in 16 priorities for actions before it would open 

negotiations on a Stabilisation and Association Agreement. Some requests should further the 
                                                            
 6 The notion ‘road to membership of Europe’ implied that Bosnia and Herzegovina did not belong to Europe. 

Even today members of the peace mission utter that view, exclude the Balkans from Europe and thereby dis-
please many people: ‘It is humiliating when it is said that Bosnia and Herzegovina is not a part of Europe and 
still has to come to Europe. We cannot run away from what happened here. [...] However, we are no unique, 
the history of Europe is a history of war’, Beriz Belkić (2005), head of the club of the Party for Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in the state level House of Representative, said. On exclusion through ‘European-ness’: Coles 
2007 



 
13 

implementation of the Dayton Agreement: The Feasibility Study reiterated the necessity to 

fully co-operate with the International Criminal Court for the Former Yugoslavia, demanded 

more effective institutions at the state level, and the adoption and bringing into force of legis-

lation supporting refugee return. Some priorities exceeded the peace agreement and desired a 

single economic space in Bosnia and Herzegovina, reforms of the customs and tax system as 

well as a structural reform of the police, and measures to ensure the viability of a state-wide 

public-broadcasting system (Commission of the European Communities 2003: 11 and 40-2). 

Although the EU hoped that sufficient progress could be achieved in 2004, only in autumn 

2005 it assessed its conditions as fulfilled. The police reform proved to be the highest hurdle. 

The High Representative had frequently urged and admonished the parliaments and govern-

ments to fulfil the demands of the Feasibility Study. He had announced that he would not use 

the Bonn Powers to set through the requested reforms (Ebner 2004: 145). Stefano Recchia 

(2007: 25-6) claims that Ashdown in fact had largely restrained from impositions and used the 

Bonn Powers only regarding details. Nevertheless, the High Representative had pressured the 

representatives of Republika Srpska to accept a blueprint for the police reform. For the case 

they do not comply, their entity would be isolated (High Representative 22 September 2005). 

The then president of Republika Srpska, Dragan Čavić (SDS), explained that the entity’s par-

liament consent to the police reform preserved Republika Srpska from fundamental changes 

of the Dayton Agreement (OHR BiH Media Round-up 12 October 2005). In November 2005, 

the talks on a Stabilisation and Association Agreement started. In June 2007, the Peace Im-

plementation Council complained that ‘[s]ince April 2006, there has been a near total dead-

lock in peace implementation and the delivery of reforms required for a Stabilisation and As-

sociation Agreement’ (PIC 19 June 2007). Two months later, the ongoing conflict over the 

police reform still made the headlines. As previously, the next step on the road to the mem-

bership in the European Union needs more time than expected. 

 

6. Positive impacts of the integration perspective 

 

6.1 On the main conflict object 

 

According to one assumption, the question of the common state, its borders, and internal 

structure loses importance, the more the integration into the European Union becomes a real-
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istic perspective. The integration into an established zone of peace, democracy, and prosperity 

may reduce the meaning both of international and intra-state borders. When Bosnia and Her-

zegovina takes over the acquis communautaire and delegates some competencies to Brussels, 

its intra-state politics and struggles forfeit a part of their relevance. The secretary-general of 

the Alliance of Independent Social Democrats (SNSD), Igor Radojičić (2005), sketched out: 

‘In Republika Srpska there is a feeling that it would be much better or much easier to transfer 

some responsibilities to Brussels than to Sarajevo.’ Many conditions defined by the EU, how-

ever, commanded to strengthen the state level institutions. Only a more powerful Sarajevo 

opened a passage to Brussels. Thus, the positive impact of the integration perspective is di-

minished in its influence because the Serb and Croat parties had and still have to make con-

cessions in advance. The Serb parties, for instance, had to compromise on their interest in a 

weak state level and render competencies of Republika Srpska to the capital. At that time, 

however, they could not be certain whether one day Sarajevo transfers responsibilities to 

Brussels in return and Bosnia and Herzegovina joins the EU. 

The conflict parties had to accept the common state in order to get the carrots generated by the 

integration perspective. The Serb and Croat parties in the country as well as Serbia and Croa-

tia were promised rewards for adapting their positions towards Bosnia and Herzegovina. In 

2005, both the ethno-nationalists themselves and their rivals said that SDS and HDZ accepted 

the common state more than ten years before. ‘It is rather obvious that SDS and HDZ now 

include the reality into their programs. They feel that Bosnia and Herzegovina is a fact’, said 

Beriz Belkić (Party for Bosnia and Herzegovina (SBiH)), a former member of the state Presi-

dency (2005). Mirsad Ćeman (2005), member of the state level House of Representatives, 

stated: ‘I am a member of the SDA and have to say that HDZ, SDS, and the other Serb parties 

increasingly consider Bosnia and Herzegovina as their country.’ Josip Merdžo (HDZ) stressed 

(2005): ‘Is it not a question for us whether this is as state or whether it should be disassem-

bled.’ Borislav Bojić (2005), head of the SDS club in the parliament of Republika Srpska, 

said that his party builds on Bosnia and Herzegovina. However, the election campaign in 

2006 reinforced the ethnic polarisation and threw back the acceptance of the common state. 

On the Bosniac side, the SDA and even more the SBiH demanded to abolish Republika 

Srpska. The Prime Minister of that entity, Milorad Dodik (SNSD), threatened to organise a 

referendum on its independence (Gromes 2006: 520-1). 

Despite this setback due to the election campaign one can conclude that the political elites in 

2007 accepted the common state much more than the elites in 1996. Opinion polls can reveal 

the attitudes of all citizens towards Bosnia and Herzegovina. Unfortunately, the reported 
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numbers are not based on research posing the same questions. According to findings of the 

US Information Agency in 1996/97, 94% of the Serbs stated that the Serb territories in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina should be a part of Serbia. 79% of the Croats wanted Croat areas to join 

Croatia, whereas 99% of the Bosniacs supported a united Bosnia and Herzegovina (US Gen-

eral Accounting Office 1997: 50). In May 2005, the research agency ‘Prizma’ investigated 

which state the citizens perceived as their home. ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina’, answered 99% of 

the queried Bosniacs, about 60% of the Croats but only 46% of the Serbs (Nezavisne novine 

24 May 2005). In June 2007, ‘Strategic Marketing’ wanted to know which option the citizens 

of Republika Srpska assessed as best. 46% preferred remaining in Bosnia and Herzegovina, 

28% favoured the unification of the entity with Serbia, and 23% demanded an independent 

Republika Srpska (Nezavisne novine 19 July 2007).  

The acceptance of Bosnia and Herzegovina as a common state of Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats 

has increased. This development was mainly caused by the peace mission that attacked the 

illegal and ethnic exclusive power structures of SDS, HDZ, and SDA and blocked the option 

of the country’s partition. Thereby, the institutions prescribed by the Dayton Agreement 

gained relevance and the conflict parties had to recognise that ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina is a 

fact.’ The integration perspective contributed to this conflict transformation because the Serb 

and Croat politicians in Bosnia and Herzegovina had to realise that only the acceptance of the 

common state would pave the way to the membership in the European Union. The then presi-

dent of Republika Srpska, Dragan Čavić (SDS), said in 2004 that the entity has to reach the 

EU via Bosnia and Herzegovina (OHR BiH Media Round-up 19 January 2004).  

Through opening the integration perspective as well for Croatia and Serbia7 the EU gave these 

countries an incentive to put up with the territorial integrity of Bosnia and Herzegovina. After 

the HDZ in Croatia had lost power in the elections 2000, the new government changed the 

policy towards Bosnia and Herzegovina. It criticised, for instance, the HDZ in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina for boycotting the common institutions and proclaiming a Croat self-rule in 

2001. As the reformed HDZ took over Croatia’s government again, it maintained the more 

constructive approach towards Bosnia and Herzegovina (Kasch 2002; Staničić 2005). Serbia 

after Slobodan Milošević did not act as unequivocally as Croatia after Franjo Tuđman. Boris 

Tadić, in 2007 president of Serbia, repeatedly affirmed Bosnia and Herzegovina’s integrity, 

whereas Prime Minister Vojislav Koštunica frequently said that Serbia and Republika Srpska 

were only temporarily separated from each other. 

                                                            
 7 On the EU's role in the Balkans: Cameron 2006  
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A third stipulated positive impact was that the integration perspective reveals common inter-

ests of the conflict parties and thereby decreases the relevance of the main conflict object. In 

Bosnia and Herzegovina the association process created a common interest in financial trans-

fers by the EU which partly compensated for the decreasing reconstruction relief. Addition-

ally, politicians in all conflict parties campaigned for an eased entry into EU member coun-

tries. This common ground of Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats, however, has not substantially 

reduced the weight of the conflict object. As the election campaign in 2006 demonstrated, the 

structure of Bosnia and Herzegovina was still the dominating question that superimposed al-

most all other issues. 

 

6.2 On the antagonism between the conflict parties in general 

 

In 2007, the political parties dissented over the institutional fabric of Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Bosniac parties demanded to strengthen the state level, to retrench or to remove its consocia-

tional character or to abolish the entities. Serb parties defended the status of Republika Srpska 

with as many competencies as possible. Croat parties requested a third entity or the country’s 

regionalisation. The multi-ethnic oriented but mainly Bosniac-based Social Democratic Party 

favoured a decentralised state consisting of regions defined by functional, non-ethnic criteria. 

In the European and Euro-Atlantic integration, however, the conflict parties found a common 

vision for Bosnia and Herzegovina (cf. Kapetanović 2005: 27). In 2004, all political parties 

represented in the state level parliament promised to take the necessary steps for the Euro-

Atlantic integration (High Representative 3 November 2004, section ‘political develop-

ments’). ‘No one campaigns against the accession to the EU, perhaps except for Šešelj’s radi-

cals’, said Munib Jusufović (2005), secretary-general of the Party for Bosnia and Herzegovina 

(SBiH). ‘It is a consent among all constituent peoples [Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats, ThG] to 

become a member of the European Union’, confirmed Josip Merdžo (2005), a high-ranked 

member of the HDZ. ‘We are too small not to be part of something undisputable. This part of 

Europe definitely needs to be part of the EU’, Merdžo explained. The enlargements of the 

European Union during the last years enhanced that motivation. Consequently, Ashdown 

(High Representative 21 April 2005) warned Bosnia and Herzegovina of isolation and of be-



 
17 

coming a ‘black hole.’8 Perhaps it was also the conflict parties’ common sorrow of being left 

behind that fed the common vision of integration into the European Union. Anyway, this con-

sensus demonstrated that their antagonism was not unlimited. 

Owing to the association process the political elite in Bosnia and Herzegovina frequently met 

representatives of the EU or its members. Thereby, it faced different norms and new concepts 

or at least alternative understandings of the same norms and ideas. Unfortunately, I have no 

data to assess whether the antagonism between the conflict parties has been weakened by that. 

 

6.3 On the constellation of conflict parties 

 

I assumed that the integration perspective may contribute to the development or strengthening 

of alternative political parties and new NGOs. I classify those parties as alternative that were 

not ruling or existing immediately after the war. 

Following the elections 2000, the Social Democratic Party (SDP) was the biggest party in the 

government at the state level and of the Federation. In the election campaign 2002, the SDP 

tried to present itself as driving force towards EU membership. Its billboards, for instance, 

showed its president, Zlatko Lagumdžija, in front of the European flag. The SDP, however, 

did not benefit from its pro-integration stance but suffered a drastic defeat and lost five of its 

nine seats in the state level House of Representatives. The integration perspective did not 

work as a kingmaker. The (Serb) Party of Democratic Progress (PDP), founded in 2000, ran 

with the slogan ‘Becoming European, remaining Serb’ but also obtained worse results than 

before. The Pro-European People’s Party (ProENS) won less than one percent (Gromes forth-

coming: 282-9). 

In July 2005, an opinion poll asked which political party is most actively working on bringing 

Bosnia and Herzegovina ‘closer to Europe’ (European Commission’s Delegation to Bosnia & 

Herzegovina 2005). The SDP received the best grade and the SNSD followed almost at the 

even level. With some distance SDA and SBiH were on the third and fourth rank. In the elec-

tion to the state level parliament, however, the SNSD won 260,000 votes, the SDA 238,000, 

and the SBiH 219,000. Although it had been perceived as the most pro-European party, the 

SDP obtained only 143,000 votes.9 

                                                            
 8 The metaphor ‘black hole’ contradicts the notion of isolation. If Bosnia and Herzegovina turns out as black 

hole, it has not to come to the European Union since the members of the EU are swallowed by Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

 9 Results at: www.izbori.ba 
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While one can survey the entire spectrum of political parties, it is impossible to overview the 

several thousand NGOs (Mapping Study, Final Report: 18-9) in Bosnia and Herzegovina. An 

annex of the Mapping Study (Mapping Study, Annex III) lists 274 non-state actors but only a 

single name points to Europe or the European integration: It is the European Culture Centre in 

Zavidovići I co-operated with during my field work. The integration perspective inspired the 

establishment of that Centre as a counterpart to the numerous ethnic exclusive Bosnian (read 

Bosniac), Croat or Serb Culture Centres throughout the country. The European Culture Centre 

initiated the founding of the European Movement in Bosnia and Herzegovina as a lobby 

group in favour of integration.10 The president of the European Culture Centre, Predrag 

Praštalo, did not see a strong European identity in Bosnia and Herzegovina that supplemented 

or qualified the ethnic identity: ‘They feel as Europeans in a geographic sense only’ (Praštalo 

2007). A quantitative study on collective identities of persons between 14 and 30 years, how-

ever, found out that the identification with the ethnic group, the state, and Europe did not ex-

clude each other but existed side by side (Čekrlija 2005: 23; Puhalo 2005: 51-53). 

The mentioned election campaign in 2006 indicated the persistence of a strong polarisation 

between ethnic groups. But opinion polls demonstrated that the ‘ethnic distance’ between 

Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats could be reduced from 2003 to 2007.  

 

Table 2: Ethnic distance between Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats 
 200311 200712 
 Accept that someone of another ethnic 

group…  
Accept entirely or basically that someone of 
another ethnic group… 

 lives in the 
same country 

is my boss marries my 
sister or 
brother 

lives in the 
same country 

is my boss marries a 
family mem-
ber 

Bosniacs on 
Serbs 

73% 40% 27% 92% 87% 34% 

Bosniacs on 
Croats 

78% 45% 33% 94% 90% 36% 

Serbs on 
Bosniacs 

58% 26% 16% 65% 52% 26% 

Serbs on 
Croats 

61% 28% 20% 68% 56% 32% 

Croats on 
Bosniacs 

– – – 79% 70% 27% 

Croats on 
Serbs 

68% 35% 34% 78% 56% 32% 

 

                                                            
 10  S. www.eminbh.org 
 11 Data provided by Puhalo 2003: 147-52. The reported answers by Bosniacs and Croats were given in the Fed-

eration. The information as announced as given by Serbs was actually given by queried citizens of Republika 
Srpska. 95% of them were Serbs. 

 12 UNDP Bosnia and Herzegovina 2007: 101-2. The reported numbers refer to members of the respective ma-
jority in areas with a Bosniac, Serb or Croat majority. 
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Since the procedures that provided the data were not exactly the same, one has to interpret the 

table cautiously. Nevertheless, the general trend of a growing acceptance is striking. From 

2003 to 2007, the acceptance reported in ten cells has increased by at least ten percent, in four 

cells by less than ten percent. Only one cell shows a slight deterioration. This decrease in eth-

nic polarisation coincided with the accelerating Europeanisation of political discourse in Bos-

nia and Herzegovina. 

 

6.4 On the conflict actor’s behaviour 

 

One may hope that the integration perspective sets an incentive to act democratically and to 

refrain from violence. Moreover, it can trigger that the conflict parties internalise the underly-

ing norms of the corresponding behaviour.  

With respect to SDS, HDZ, and SDA Gojko Berić (2005), columnist for the daily Oslo-

bođenje, said that ‘they no longer use weapons but sit in the parliament wearing ties.’ Indeed, 

the way the conflict parties pursue their antagonistic positions has changed. Immediately after 

the war, Bosnia and Herzegovina consisted of three autocratically ruled statelets controlled by 

the dominating ethno-nationalist parties. In 2002 and 2006, no major political party com-

plained about undemocratic limitations by its rivals. In 2000, the SDA accepted to leave the 

government, at the latest in 2006 the SDS did the same. The HDZ, by contrast, still has to 

prove that it is willing to hand-over power democratically. After the elections 2000, the only 

time it was excluded from government, it reacted by boycotting the common institutions. 

Although reliable and precise data were not available, it should be correct to say that politi-

cally motivated violence has declined. The last outbreak of large-scaled politically motivated 

violence happened in May 2001 when Serb extremists prevented the reconstruction of 

mosques. In 2007, the political leaders are more willing to condemn violence committed by 

members of their own ethnic groups than some years ago. Another progress occurred regard-

ing the recognition and damnation of war crimes committed by members of the own ethnic 

group (Gromes forthcoming: 299-302, 338-340). 

The dismissals and impositions by the High Representative and the punishing power of the 

elections commissions had a more direct and thus more powerful influence on the conflict 

parties’ activities than the incentive of the integration perspective. Perhaps the latter affirmed 

and reinforced the decision to refrain from anti-democratic and violent behaviour. Moreover, 

it might have contributed to internalising the norms of democracy and non-violence since it 
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replaced a negative motivation for abiding by these norms (‘otherwise we will be punished’) 

by a positive one (‘we Europeans do like this’). 

 

7. Negative impacts 

 

7.1 On the main conflict object 

 

The demanded reforms in the course of integration can serve the interests of one conflict party 

more than those of its adversary. This asymmetry of benefit maintains or deepens the conflict.  

In Bosnia and Herzegovina all major political parties consented over the aim of integration. 

Notwithstanding, the reforms requested by the European Union seemed closer to the Bosniac 

agenda of centralisation than to the Croat preference for regionalisation and to the Serb inter-

est in preserving the competencies of Republika Srpska.  

The SDA, the Party for Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the Social Democratic Party hoped to 

cut the entities’ power and to strengthen the state level institutions via the association with the 

EU. ‘For us, for the SDA, everything demanded by the European Commission is acceptable. 

That is what we want. [...] The problem is that we have to achieve that aim [membership in 

EU, ThG] together with two other [peoples or conflict parties, ThG]. Due to some reasons 

they are not willing to do that and slow down the process’, Seada Palavrić (2005), head of the 

party’s club in the House of Representatives of the state level parliament, said. Supposed par-

allels between the programs of SDA and SBiH and the demands by the EU enhanced the Serb 

parties’ reservations against the requested steps. Igor Radojičić (2005), Alliance of Independ-

ent Social Democrats, saw a ‘strange connection between some ideas of OHR and SDA.’ Cer-

tainly, the OHR was not the European Union, but since 2002 the High Representative has also 

been the EU Special Representative. Nevenka Trifković (2005), head of the Party of Democ-

ratic Progress’ club in Republika Srpska’s National Assembly, explained that the political 

parties associate different aims with the integration perspective. ‘Many parties use the goal of 

European integration in order to fight their rivals.’ Still in opposition Milorad Dodik (SNSD) 

underlined in September 2005 that in the case the Serbs have to choose between EU member-

ship and the persistence of Republika Srpska they would decide in favour of the entity (OHR 

BiH Media Round-up 29 September 2005). As Prime Minister of Republika Srpska he stated 

that the maintenance of his entity’s police is more important than the European integration 
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(Nezavisne novine 2 August 2007). Dodik’s statement issues a warning that the EU should be 

careful not to overstretch its demands towards the Serbs and Croats. If the European Union is 

perceived too much as an ally of the Bosniac side, the integration perspective loses its trans-

formative power and can even reinforce the conflict between Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats. 

Fortunately, this point has not been reached until August 2007. But opinion polls indicate that 

such a point exists. In April 2007, joining the European Union was supported by 76% of the 

queried persons in areas with a Bosniac majority, by 46% in those with a Croat majority but 

only by 24% in territories with a Serb majority (UNDP 2007: 47). In June 2007, no trust in 

the EU had 18% of the interrogated persons in the Federation but 43% in Republika Srpska 

(Nezavisne novine 22 July 2007).  

 

7.2 On the antagonism between the conflict parties in general 

 

Charges by one side that the other is blocking or delaying the integration can maintain or 

deepen the antagonism. The quoted statement by Seada Palavrić revealed the existence of 

such accuses. After failed talks on reforming the police or the public broadcasting system 

Bosniac politicians criticised Serbs and Croats representatives of obstructing further associa-

tion with the European Union. Polarising statements as ‘we support, they block the integra-

tion’, however, are not very prominent in the conflict between Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats. In 

order to deny the legitimacy of Republika Srpska Bosniac politicians first and foremost argue 

that it is a product of genocide and ethnic cleansing (Dnevni avaz 3 April 2007; Nezavisne 

novine 17 March 2007). If they attack Republika Srpska by charges that it is blocking the in-

tegration, they provoke the resistance of Serb politicians against further association with the 

European Union and risk the transformative potential of the common goal of EU membership. 

Perhaps the leading Bosniac representatives are smart enough to recognise this danger. Never-

theless, the frequent delays of the integration process are perceived by them as confirmation 

that the entities should lose power or have to be abolished.  

The conflict parties justified their antagonistic positions through referring to examples in EU 

member countries. ‘We stride for standards that are valid in the European Union or democ-

ratic countries as Canada where the question of national relations has been solved in good 

way. Canada, Switzerland, and Belgium are good examples. These are the models that can be 

used when we want to reorganise BH. Nobody understands us when we talk about these mod-

els: example public broadcasting. They reject our demands for a Croat channel. Separate 
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channels are ordinary in democratic European countries’, said Velimir Jukić (2005), a high-

ranked politician of the HDZ. A minister of Republika Srpska wondered in the anonymous 

part of the interview (2005) why the Bosnians and Herzegovinians are told that the European 

standards imply the centralisation of the police while Germany’s federate state have power 

over police forces.  

In the elections 2006, SDA, SNSD, and HDZ turned out as the strongest political party within 

their ethnic group. It is striking that their platforms or declarations stressed the desire for EU 

membership. It is likewise striking how they substantiated their conflicting demands by point-

ing to ‘European standards’ (HDZ 2006 and 2007; SDA 2006; SNSD 2006). Of course, these 

references alone did not mean a negative impact of the integration perspective. However, they 

lead to the conclusion that the EU should not demand reforms by the argument ‘there is no 

alternative’ when some of its member countries prove the opposite. This approach would un-

dermine the credibility of EU actors and thereby the potential positive impacts on the conflict 

in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

Table 1 stipulated that the input of resources due to the association process may change the 

balance of power between the conflict parties resulting in intransigence by at least one side. I 

have no data supporting this sorrow. From 1996 to 2006, the EU has given Bosnia and Herze-

govina via different programs almost two billions € financial assistance (European Commis-

sion Delegation to BIH 2007). I lack information that this aid aggravated the relative position 

of one conflict party and worsened the antagonism between the adversaries.  

 

7.3 On the constellation of conflict parties 

 

As negative impact the integration perspective can deepen a given cleavage, if one side wants 

the integration, whereas the other conflict party rejects it. This has not been the case in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina. Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats as well as all major political parties expressed 

their desire for joining the European Union. Their preferences for EU membership, however, 

differed in their intensity and partly resulted from dissimilar and even antagonistic interests. 

According to another assumption, the conflict parties fear for their ethnic identity due to more 

contacts with actors from the EU. I did not find evidence for this negative impact. 
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7.4 On the conflict actor's behaviour 

 

War criminals, war profiteers, ordinary criminals or local strongmen benefit from a lack of 

democracy, from deficits in the rule of law, and from international isolation. The process of 

association addresses these structures and thereby produces losers of the integration perspec-

tive who may react by undemocratic and violent means. 

In 2007, politically motivated violence in Bosnia and Herzegovina was at a lower level than 

during the years when the integration perspective did not exist. In 2002 and 2006 smooth 

turn-overs happened. Democratisation has progressed since the EU presented its Road Map. 

Obviously, open and anti-constitutional resistance against the integration perspective could be 

marginalised. This resulted from the incentives set by the EU and from the punishing power 

of the High Representative and the election commissions. Nevertheless, the association proc-

ess was obstructed – but mainly from inside the institutions prescribed by the Dayton Peace 

Agreement. The constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina created many opportunities to delay 

and to block decisions and thus steps towards joining the European Union. Numerous politi-

cians who officially supported the integration perspective had private interests that contra-

dicted their public statements. They profited from opaque, ambiguous, non-existing or non-

implemented regulations of the economic sphere, from local or regional monopolies in certain 

sectors or from criminal activities and deficits in the rule of law. Predrag Praštalo (2007), a 

pro-integration activist, complained: ‘In public they are in favour of the integration due to the 

OHR and the international financial assistance. In private conversations, however, they reject 

the integration perspective. [...] Many are not interested in the integration because they fear 

for their profit.’  

Milan Baštinac (2007), Dodik’s advisor for European integration, traced the delays and dead-

locks in the association process (Hadžikadunić 2005, 2006; International Crisis Group 2007: 

19-25) to political controversies. He did not attribute them to the resistance by potential losers 

of integration. ‘They are adapting to changing circumstances. They have the resources to do 

that. A confiscation of their illegally acquired property would be a real threat. But this will not 

happen. Everything is legal today and the courts support it. The EU member countries give 

many examples that dubious property is not touched.’ 

A leading member of the OHR doubted in an anonymous interview the ethno-nationalist par-

ties’ desire for association and integration. According to him, these parties had to present 

themselves as supporters of the integration because the voters demanded approximation to-

wards the European Union. Democratic feedback loops between the citizens and the govern-
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ments (which indicate a progress in conflict transformation) have compelled the politicians to 

avoid the total collapse of the association process. 

Another theoretical assumption on negative impacts existed in the concern that a conflict 

party leaves the association and integration process, if it is confronted repeatedly with new 

demands. In Bosnia and Herzegovina the conflict parties were told to make the steps sketched 

out in the Road Map, then to achieve substantial progress in priorities defined by the Feasibil-

ity Study. A Stabilisation and Association Agreement and the rest of the way towards mem-

bership in the European Union depend on fulfilling further requirements. Until August 2007, 

no conflict party has left the process. Perhaps the dispute on the police reform will cause a 

break or break-off of the association process. Nevertheless, in contrast to the theoretical ar-

gument, one can conclude that only the gradualism of new steps at each new stage kept the 

momentum. If the conflict parties had been confronted in 2000 with demands forwarded dur-

ing the talks on a Stabilisation and Association Agreement or even with more far-reaching 

requests, they likely would not have agreed on as many reforms as they did. 

 

8. Conclusion 

 

Peace missions search for an exit strategy. In Bosnia and Herzegovina an entry shall open the 

exit, the perspective of accessing the European Union is deemed to enable the closure of the 

OHR, Brussels is to replace Dayton (cf. Hadžikadunić 2005:15-6, High Representative 12 

May 2004).  

This paper analysed the impact of the perspective of being integrated into the European Union 

on the conflict transformation in post-war Bosnia and Herzegovina. Conflict transformation is 

understood as a change to the better that relates to the conflict object, the conflict parties, the 

way they pursue their antagonistic interests or to all these aspects. 

Only in spring 1999, more than three years after the end of the war, Bosnia and Herzegovina 

has been offered the possibility for joining the EU one day. Although a certain degree of con-

flict transformation was given at that time, the integration perspective did not mean a reward 

for that. Rather, the EU ignored some demands it had brought forward earlier and reacted to 

the ongoing problems of peace implementation in Bosnia and Herzegovina and to the crisis in 

Kosovo. Until spring 2002, the integration perspective led at best to minor progresses in con-

flict transformation. Since then, the association and integration process has constituted one of 

the most prominent topics on the political agenda and contributed to positive changes.  
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Despite all delays, deadlocks, and setbacks Bosnia and Herzegovina in August 2007 was a 

better place than in 2000 or 1996. This paper pointed to the grown acceptance of the common 

state, the higher level of democratisation, the rise of new political actors, the decline of those 

dominating during the war, and the decrease in politically motivated violence. The conflict 

parties’ attitudes towards the Dayton Agreement marked the degree of conflict transforma-

tion: In the first post-war years, the Bosniac parties demanded the implementation of the 

peace agreement, whereas the ethno-nationalist parties of the Serbs and Croats tried to ob-

struct such steps. In 2007, the Serb parties defended and insisted on the prescriptions of the 

Dayton Agreement, while their Bosniac counterparts demanded to overcome the institutional 

fabric defined by the peace accords.  

The integration perspective furthered that the conflict parties changed their stance on the main 

conflict object, i.e. on the common state and its structure. As only Bosnia and Herzegovina 

and not ethnic exclusive statelets can access the European Union, the Serb and Croat ethno-

nationalists more and more put up with the common state as a lasting fact. The integration 

perspective for Serbia and Croatia contributed to a more constructive approach towards Bos-

nia and Herzegovina. This seconded the growing acceptance of Bosnia and Herzegovina by 

the Serbs and Croats within that country. 

The conflict parties dissented over almost all issues. Becoming an EU member country, how-

ever, was the most important goal they shared. This common vision underlined that their an-

tagonism was not unlimited. 

The integration perspective encouraged political parties to include European issues and sym-

bols into their campaigning. The attribution of pro-integration skills, however, did not decide 

over defeat or triumph. Parallel to the Europeanisation of the political discourse in Bosnia and 

Herzegovina the ethnic distance between Bosniacs, Serbs, and Croats has decreased. 

The process towards association with the European Union set an additional incentive to re-

frain from undemocratic moves and violent acts. Thereby, it contributed to democratisation 

and post-settlement peace-building. 

Until August 2007, the assumed negative impacts of the integration perspective on the con-

flict did not appear. The efforts for closer association did not provoke open resistance by los-

ers of the integration perspective. No conflict party left the process, no relevant anti-

integration movement emerged. The political parties frequently legitimised their conflicting 

positions by pointing to examples in EU member countries. On one hand, this may complicate 

to compromise, on the other hand, such references provide the chance to commit the adversar-

ies to the democratic ands regulated mode of conflict given in these states. 
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Despite this positive record one should not overestimate the constructive impact of the inte-

gration perspective on the conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina. To a great extent the positive 

influence of the integration perspective depended on the OHR. According to Elizabeth Pond 

(2006: 276), ‘[i]n the Balkans the EU operates only as a magnet, not as a hammer.’ In Bosnia 

and Herzegovina, however, the peace mission at first had to use the High Representative’s 

hammer of impositions and dismissals to smash the autocratic power structures of SDS, HDZ, 

and SDA in order to pave the way for democratisation. The democratic feedback loops en-

forced the politicians to respect the citizen’s wishes and to support the vision of accessing the 

European Union. In that sense, a certain level of conflict transformation had to be given be-

fore the EU could operate as magnet. The punishing power of the OHR reduced the likelihood 

of open resistance against the process of association and integration. On the flip side, the inte-

gration perspective backed the work of the High Representative and of the other parts of the 

peace mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina. 

The integration perspective encouraged or even enabled many reforms. Many of them, how-

ever, were limited in their effect: ‘Reforms were done for the eyes of the PIC and the Euro-

pean Union. We have a too beautiful picture of the reforms and the situation in the country. 

Key reforms do not really work until today’, Dragan Ivanović, a SDP delegate in the House of 

Peoples of the Federation’s parliament, complained (2005).13 

All steps on the road towards closer association and EU membership took much longer than 

the European Union had expected. This indicated that the integration perspective could not do 

magic on the conflict. 

The EU must recognise that the integration perspective cannot upset the fundamental interests 

of the conflict parties. Until summer 2007, the association process has not prompted the Serbs 

and Croats to put away their fear of domination by the Bosniac majority. The Serb and Croat 

parties saw that the demands by the EU supported the Bosniac agenda of strengthening the 

state level. The more the EU backs the Bosniacs’ interests and neglects those of the other con-

flict parties, the more it approximates the point at which the Serbs’ and Croats’ positions tip 

over and turn to an anti-integration stance. Then, the integration perspective stops having a 

positive impact on the conflict, since such an influence depends on the conflict parties’ con-

sensus over Bosnia and Herzegovina’s future within the European Union. Instead, the integra-

tion perspective would deepen the antagonism. 

In order to avoid this annoying scenario the EU should mind that their demands keep a mini-

mal balance between the interests of the conflict parties. This applies both to the substance 

                                                            
 13 Cf. Working Group – Political Analysis 2005: 9-12 
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and the packing of the requested reforms. When the EU promotes centralising steps, it should 

underline the distance to the Bosniacs’ positions. As further centralising reforms seem un-

avoidable in the course of further association and integration, the EU has to reassure the Serbs 

and Croats that it will not touch the concept of comprehensive power-sharing in the state level 

institutions. 

Milan Baštinac, the advisor of Republika Srpska’s Prime Minister, said (2007): ‘The EU sees 

that its agenda is closer to the Bosniacs’ interests but it does not care about that.’ In order to 

follow my recommendations the EU at first has to abandon this attitude. Ignorance can be 

useful. In this case, however, it harms. 
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