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Preface 
 
 
It is nearly ten years since the Dayton peace accords brought an end to the 
war in Bosnia, yet public opinion – both domestic and foreign – about the 
merits of international assistance to this war-torn country is still very much 
divided. “Has Dayton failed?” is a question that is often asked and usually 
receives a variety of replies ranging from a pessimistic “yes” to a convinced 
“no”.  
Obviously, it is first and foremost for the citizens of Bosnia to determine 
whether this largest-ever international intervention based on humanitarian 
grounds has indeed failed or succeeded. It is for the returnees to Kozarac, 
Drvar, or Bijeljina to determine, or the citizens of the many other communi-
ties ravaged by war; for those who have rebuilt their lives and recovered their 
property; and of course also for those who have been unable to return to their 
original homes. 
The international community, on the other hand, will have to ask itself 
whether Dayton was the best possible deal under the circumstances. What are 
the lessons that can be drawn, what can we learn for future similar endeav-
ours? 
It is incontestable that Dayton ended the war, but it was already clear back 
then that the accords must not be considered a blueprint for a viable state. 
This fact, however, does not in any way diminish the historic achievement of 
bringing peace to Bosnia.  
Whether the glass is considered half full or half empty is to a large extent an 
academic discussion. It is ultimately irrelevant whether Tim Judah is right in 
stating that “Bosnia has changed beyond recognition” or those academic 
critics – including some of the contributions to this volume – who argue the 
opposite position. The fact is that ten years after the killing and ethnic cleans-
ing was stopped from outside, life in Bosnia – though still extraordinarily 
burdensome for too many – is slowly but steadily inching towards normalisa-
tion. While Bosnia’s problems are still primarily problems of development 
rather than of straightforward transition, more and more of the pressing issues 
are the same as those in neighbouring states: unemployment, corruption, 
organised crime, a lack of prospects for the young. In short, the real trans-
formation to a viable and democratic European country is still very much an 
unfinished business – but progress is ongoing. 
The first post-war years were dominated by international efforts to secure the 
mere survival of the devastated country through humanitarian assistance, 
refugee return, and the reconstruction of basic infrastructure. The interna-
tional military presence was the dominant factor on the ground. In the course 
of 1997, the international community’s focus expanded to include broader 
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issues of human security, freedom of movement, and basic aspects of gov-
ernance. Frequent elections, instead of creating “instant democracy” as en-
visaged by the architects of Dayton, reproduced ethno-nationalist political 
patterns on virtually all of the too many levels of government. Changes, al-
though happening, came to Bosnia too slowly. 
The introduction of the so-called “Bonn Powers” in December 1997 shifted 
the equation of the international presence in favour of the civilian implemen-
tation efforts and brought Bosnia closer to a protectorate-like status. While 
some criticise the inherent contradiction between democracy-building and the 
High Representative’s role as an “enlightened despot”, others see the practi-
cal necessity to move things faster and more decisively towards consolida-
tion, viability, and self-sufficiency. Eight years after their introduction, the 
jury is still out on the “Bonn Powers”. 
The death of President Franjo Tuđman of Croatia and the deposition of his 
Yugoslav counterpart Slobodan Milošević – the two main culprits in Bosnia’s 
tragedy – had a positive impact on the political environment in the region. 
Refugees and the internally displaced began to return en masse into previ-
ously off-limits areas of the country. Human Rights Watch in its 2000 report 
termed this development a “breakthrough”. 
The success of Bosnia’s heterogeneous “Alliance for Change” in the 2000 
elections, along with a strong emphasis by the international administration on 
local ownership – or samoodgovornost – brought about a decisive paradigm 
shift. Clear indications of the considerable progress achieved are the eco-
nomic reforms that were expressly endorsed by the Brussels PIC Ministerial 
of May 2000; the systematic strengthening of state-level institutions, includ-
ing the expansion of the state government, the imposition of the State Border 
Service, the single passport and ID card, central registration, etc.; and finally 
the 2002 constitutional changes embodied in the “Mrakovica-Sarajevo 
Agreement”. With the subsequent accession to the Council of Europe and the 
initiation of the EU Road Map, Bosnia in 2002 seemed firmly – though not 
yet irreversibly – on its way “from Dayton to Europe”. 
Recent successes in institution-building, such as the establishment of a state-
level defence ministry and a state-level intelligence service and the robust 
continuation of judicial reform, including the establishment of the state court, 
should not distract from the fact that much remains to be done. The imple-
mentation of new legislation clearly lags behind its adoption. There is wide-
spread agreement that economic take-off – “jobs” in the parlance of the pres-
ent international administration – is still elusive and must regain centre stage. 
That, however, needs to be urgently accompanied by renewed efforts to re-
make the country’s constitutional structure. With the help of the international 
community – in what is arguably its most crucial task before the completion 
of the hand-over – Bosnia has to transform itself into a pragmatic and afford-
able political model. To lock in the Dayton acquis (that is, the positive 
achievements of the GFAP), to rid the system of its many dysfunctional fea-
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tures (especially its countless levels of government), and to resolutely move 
closer to the EU model of governance – these are the key elements that ought 
to dominate the agenda for 2005. By then, one can hopefully assume that 
Bosnia will be in the midst of negotiating the Stabilisation and Association 
Agreement (SAA) with Brussels and will have joined the Partnership for 
Peace (PfP). The fact that the new European Commission has transferred 
responsibility for Bosnia from its External Relations Directorate to the Direc-
torate for Enlargement is a clear indication that Brussels has upgraded its 
Western Balkans dossier. 
For Bosnia to actually negotiate and eventually sign the SAA, a bare mini-
mum of functional and operational state institutions needs to be in place. The 
country thus needs to continue to improve its local executive capacity. 
Moreover: The absence of a “Bosnian identity”, this necessary sense of 
common purpose and civic responsibility – most difficult to achieve after this 
“uncivil war” – has not just prevented the country from joining the PfP at the 
June 2004 NATO summit in Istanbul. It is also hampering the pressing con-
tinuation of constitutional reform. State-building in Bosnia will ultimately 
fail unless a much leaner and more efficient system of governance is estab-
lished. This, however, cannot be imposed from above – or indeed outside. 
What is needed is a civil society-inspired grass roots-movement, a broad 
domestic coalition of the likeminded – the stakeholders of Bosnia’s future – 
who genuinely strive for a place in modern Europe.  
But to achieve this, a new generation of responsible leaders needs to come to 
the fore. The leadership issue, at the core of any governance discourse, is of 
particular sensitivity in this multiethnic country. Voter apathy, a generalised 
passivity, and the tendency of elites to defer to the international community 
wherever opportune, all need to be decisively replaced by local initiatives. 
Europe, in turn, must offer genuine partnership. Let us make the “European 
perspective” real and commit to a long-term relationship, based on mutual 
rights and obligations alike. To be sure, Europe is the most convincing “pull 
factor” for accepting and actively supporting change. Yet, the massive obsta-
cles that prevent Bosnia – in so many ways a “special case” – from swift 
normalisation cannot be overcome easily. Perseverance and a longer-term 
perspective are thus essential.  
This reminds me of an episode involving Lakhdar Brahimi and Colin Powell. 
When the Secretary of State expressed impatience about the process of re-
construction in Afghanistan – “The message is speed, speed, speed” – Mr 
Brahimi’s response was, “it has to be slow, slow, slow”. Now, Bosnia is not 
Afghanistan. Time is an important factor in achieving the ultimate objective. 
In the case of Bosnia, the objective is to embark on an irreversible course of 
Euro-Atlantic integration.  
What really matters, therefore, is the process. Many interim steps and painful 
measures are indeed still necessary for the eventual realisation of a stable 
Bosnia that has found its place in the world. These steps and measures need 
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to be defined and structured in such a way that their significance in the over-
all normalisation process is understood and appreciated. Nevertheless, in 
spite of the realisation that there are no quick and easy solutions in post-
conflict state-building, in Bosnia time is of the essence.  
For Bosnia and the international community, the year 2005 will not just offer 
an opportunity to take stock. 2005 is also the year of Kosovo and of the 
Union of Serbia and Montenegro. It is to be expected that the Kosovo issue 
will preoccupy the European agenda in the Balkans. It will therefore be even 
more important for Bosnia and the friends of Bosnia to vigorously pursue the 
road to Europe. The Association Bosnia and Herzegovina 2005 offers itself 
as a platform and support structure for local initiatives that take the call for 
samoodgovornost to heart. 
In the end it will be those local stakeholders, the citizens of Bosnia and Her-
zegovina, who will determine when the proverbial glass is full indeed. They 
deserve our full support. 
 
Geneva, 7 September 2004 


