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ABSTRACT

The Dayton Accords of 1995 ended the Bosnian War and halted the violent conflict taking place in this former-Yugoslavian republic. While the peace agreement succeeded in ending the immediate fighting, it set up an ethnically and territorially divided state that has limited Bosnia Herzegovina’s progression. Political scientists have dissected the structural and political shortcomings of the Bosnian system in order to explain the current stalled state of the country. However, there is a substantial gap in the discussion regarding other factors, such as history, culture, and the presence of internationals, that is needed in order to fully understand the scope of the problems. Through briefings, meetings, and informal interactions with a variety of international organizations over a span of a few months in Bosnia Herzegovina, I use my first hand experience to analyze the situation from an anthropological perspective. In addition to the muddled and inconclusive end to the Bosnian War, as well as Bosnia’s unique ethnic make-up, the international organizations themselves have played a role in the outcome of the country through inconsistent messaging and useless actions. I take an anthropological stance in examining the nature of the international organizations themselves in Bosnia in order to provide a deeper perspective on the situation that will be useful in the formation of more targeted and successful strategies in post- conflict Bosnia Herzegovina.


INTRODUCTION
I. Introduction to Bosnia Herzegovina
News sources all over the country, all over the world, proclaimed this was it. The “Baby Revolution” was the beginning of change in Bosnia Herzegovina. Unable to agree on how to issue identification numbers, essentially social security numbers, to newborn children, Bosnia Herzegovina went three months without issuing identification numbers to babies. In the meantime a baby girl needed surgery in Germany but was unable to leave the country without an identification number, and died. I along with many others residing in the capital city of Sarajevo expected riots in the streets, outrage, and pressure on the government to finally work as a coherent unit. Instead, the “protests” that occurred resembled a orderly gathering of slightly agitated individuals who all happened to find themselves hanging out in the street on a Wednesday afternoon. Observing the hundreds of people passively milling around the town square I realized that maybe the problem wasn’t that the people of Bosnia didn’t want change--maybe they just didn’t know how to push for change within a country mired in international constraints and agendas.
 In order to understand this permeating fear and hesitation towards insubordination, inexperience with overt remonstration, and the frustration on the part of outsiders who see this inaction as apathy, we have to peel back the layers of a long, sorted history of violence and sadness that has plagued the country for hundreds of years and shaped Bosnia into what it is today.
Set in the mountainous region of southeastern Europe, nestled between Croatia and Serbia, Bosnia Herzegovina, commonly referred to Bosnia or BiH in the shorthand, has begun to fade from the public eye as years pass since the bloody conflict in the 1990s. Though the memories of the violence may be waning for the rest of the world, internally BiH seems to be frozen in time, unable to progress from its status at the end of the war in 1995. Though people are no longer dying in droves, the situation in the country needs immediate attention. Current unemployment is upwards of forty percent, the government is in perpetual gridlock, foreign investment is almost nonexistent, active mines scattered across the countryside pose a growing threat, ethnic division and conflict are becoming even more pronounced, and a nearly twenty-year stalled EU application process are just a few of the problems that now exist. As the rest of the former Yugoslavia begins to make slow progress towards recovering from the tragedies that took place a couple decades ago, the rebuilding process in Bosnia Herzegovina remains exceptionally stagnant, with little indication towards forward movement. Using my knowledge gained from hands-on fieldwork I conducted in BiH, I take an anthropological look at the complexities and unique aspects of Bosnia Herzegovina that have befuddled political scientists and made Bosnia Herzegovina an anomaly in the Balkan region. 
Existing literature on the region and the foundation of the current problems puts a heavy focus on the structural and policy-related shortcomings of the country. The constitutional, political, and economic structure of the country clearly has negative impacts and plays a major role in the problems the country is currently dealing with.  However, the grounded, human dimension of the situation is a major contributor to the specific manifestation of the political structures in Bosnia and the subsequent results. Ignoring the unique culture and history of the Bosnian people leaves half of the story untold. This incomplete view of the situation explains why much of the current literature fails to provide a clear explanation of why Bosnia is politically, economically, and socially failing and any feasible recommendations for remedying it. 
My research delves in the human perspective of Bosnia and the interaction between people and policy.  There are a number of political and organizational frameworks, such as federalism and power sharing, which are regularly utilized in situations of ethnic conflict. Using a standardized approach, the same organizations are charged with implementing these stock solutions, regardless of the location, context of the situation, or specific cultural or historical differences. This thesis will show how individual interpretation and contextual implementation of these universally applied structures results in vastly different outcomes. Through my experiences with international organizations in Bosnia, the humanistic element of IOs themselves will also be explored along with the impact of day-to-day relationships and interpersonal interactions. Grounding the analysis of the Bosnian dilemma fills in gaps in the current literature.
This introduction will give a brief historical overview of Yugoslavia and the ethnic preconditions of the region. I will then provide a description of the peace agreement and end to the Bosnian War of the 1990s that created the current Bosnia Herzegovina. A brief discussion of a “frozen conflicts,” a topic particularly applicable to BiH, will lead into a comprehensive literature review in the chapter to follow.  


II. Yugoslavia Background
 In order to fully understand and place into context the complexities of the current turmoil in Bosnia Herzegovina, a brief historical overview is needed. The three pertinent ethnic groups that make up the current state of Bosnia Herzegovina, the Bosnian Muslims (Bosniaks), the Croats, and the Serbs, started to form almost one thousand years ago in the region. At different points in the last few centuries different world powers occupied various parts of the southeastern area of Europe. In addition, they employed different types of rule and allowed varying levels of local, political, and geographic autonomy that fluctuated greatly. Indeed, this legacy of political and geographic fragmentation is how the region came to be know as the “Balkans,” which derives its name from the Balkan Mountain range that physically divided territories and geographically isolated ethnic groups over the last few hundred years.  Yugoslavia scholar John Lampe points out that “by 1800 the territories that later became Yugoslavia had suffered even more warfare and forced migration, foreign intervention, and internal division than had their Mediterranean or central European neighbors” (Lampe 2000, p. 9).  The lasting, entrenched, and hostile ethnic histories play a role in explaining the current difficulty in overcoming these group differences.  
Until the recent declaration of independence in 1995, the current territory of Bosnia Herzegovina has been subject to a history of subjugation and outside rule.  This unique lack of statehood experience over the course of history contributes to the dysfunctional political and social situation that the country currently faces and the lack of established norms and methods of governance. 
Dating back to the 1500s, and all the way through the mid-19th century, the entire southeastern European region was controlled by the Ottoman Empire. Following the Russo-Turkish war in the 1870s, Bosnia became a de facto part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Resistance and uprisings to this regime change resulted in the flight of many Bosnian Muslims to neighboring areas within the Ottoman Empire, which gave the Serbs a plurality in the region. This ethnic demographic shift had lasting effects that are particularly relevant to the situation today. The formation and maintainace of different ethnicities and identities evolved over centuries of rule but were suppressed on the surface by the current ruling power in the region. Because these differences were never tied to real electoral, territorial, or political power, they did not become overtly problematic until Bosnia Herzegovina became an independent nation. This first, post- Russo Turkish War ethnic uprising in the late 19th century foreshadowed a future of ethnic divisiveness and violence conflict that would continue for the next century and beyond  (Lampe 2000, p. 66). Despite ethnic sub-group differences, the independent Slavic groups throughout the Balkan region banded together to overthrow Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman rule resulting in the Balkan Wars of 1912 and 1913 (Lampe 2000, p. 65-70). Serbian success in these wars impacted BiH the most, intensifying the already strained relationship between the Serbs, Croats and Bosniaks. The Balkan Wars led directly to the outbreak of WWI with the assignation of Arch Duke Franz Ferdinand, and out of WWI emerged the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (Vejvoda 1996, p.11). This evolved into the Kingdom of Yugoslavia; a haphazardly constructed territory unified through political necessity and a common goal of independence, not homogeneity of demographics, culture, history, or vision. This shaky, non-traditional union all but predicted the inevitable conflict when the dust settled and the weak ties holding the region together disappeared. 
WWII, which included attacks and occupation by both the Nazi and Soviet forces, caused the demise of the first Yugoslavia (Lampe 2000, p. 200). It was reborn after WWII under the leadership of Josip Broz Tito, the communist wartime hero who helped the Soviets defeat the Nazis in Yugoslavia during the war (Vejvoda 1996, p. 12).  He gained control of the country under the Partisan party after the end of the war in 1945, but formally created the People’s Republic of Yugoslavia with the constitution of 1953.
The People’s Republic of Yugoslavia was officially made up of six republics, Bosnia Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Slovenia, and Serbia, and two provinces, Kosovo and Vojvodina. Tito’s approach to communism and style of ruling defied both Western Capitalism and Soviet Communism. Coined the “3rd way,” Tito maintained a strong authoritarian, collectivist rule while allowing limited local autonomy and limited self-rule among the republics, of which BiH was one. The relative success of this system has been largely attributed to Tito’s successful ruling style and the universal admiration and respect for him as a war hero. During this time, ethnicity was institutionalized, through mechanisms such as a national census, for the first time in the history of the Balkans. While most of the republics, such as Slovenia and Croatia, were fairly ethnically homogenous, the three distinct divisions and lack of a distinct ethnic majority in BiH became readily apparent and further entrenched (Siani-Davies 2003, p. 20-24). In a way, Bosnia Herzegovina was a microcosm of the problematic ethnic divisions that comprised greater Yugoslavia. 
After Tito’s death in 1980, the precariously constructed union began to crumble. The result was that “the second Yugoslavia ended up internally atomised, fragmented, and thus utterly unprepared and disabled in the face of the challenge of the end of communism” (Vejvoda 1996, p. 13). By 1990 Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic had gained much of the national control of Yugoslavia and was busily asserting his influence and political agenda. Unhappy with Serbian encroachment, Slovenia and Croatia declared independence, signaling the beginning of the Yugoslav Wars.  
Soon after, BiH declared independence and violence ensued almost immediately. However, because of the lack of unification and homogeneity within the territory that other countries (such as Croatia and Serbia) had within Yugoslavia, fighting broke out between all three ethnic groups in Bosnia Herzegovina. The Serbs wanted to stay in (the now Serbian run) Yugoslavia while the Bosniaks and Croats wanted to separate. Violence between Bosniaks and Croats over territorial jurisdiction broke out as well. The violence was further fueled by the nationalistic propaganda being fed to the Croats and Serbians from their home countries of Croatia and Serbia. The violence escalated and horrific instances of ethnic cleansing and other occurrences of exceedingly violent fighting lead to the near self-destruction of the country. At the end of the day almost a quarter of a million people out of 4.4 million perished and around half of the country had been displaced (Lampe 2000, p. 373).
III. Dayton Accords and the Creation of Bosnia Herzegovina
Desperate to see an end to the shockingly brutal warfare, the international community, led informally by the U.S. and Russia, intervened to try to create peace. In August of 1995, frustrated with the failed European Union (EU), United Nations (UN) and diplomatic NATO attempts at peace, NATO undertook a bombing campaign against the Bosnian Serb forces. This aggressive action by a historically peace-making organization ultimately forced the three sides to come to the table to negotiate in addition to redefining their own role in international conflict. 
The Dayton Peace Accords of 1995 ended the Bosnian War and halted the violent conflict in this former-Yugoslavian republic. Mediated by foreign states like the U.S., this peace agreement succeeded in ending the day-to-day fighting, but created a constitution and subsequent government that has proven to be problematic long-term. The structural weaknesses and vague language of the peace agreement, that left much up to interpretation, account for many of the current problems. This thesis explores how the historical complexities of the region and the convoluted peace agreement that ended the Bosnian War cumulate in the exceedingly divided, complex, and ineffective jurisdictional and governmental system present in the country today.  The effects of the “winner-less” peace agreement of 1995 are central to the current issues that face and even influence how outside parties, such as international organizations, form and conduct themselves, and what they can accomplish.
The Dayton Agreement can be broken down into a few key components. The constitutional component of the Dayton Peace Accords was the most contested part of the agreement. Territorially it divided the country into two separate entities, the Republika Srpska, which made up 49 percent of the territory and the Federation of Bosnia Herzegovina, which received 51 percent of the territory.  The Republika Srpska was established as the Serb territory while the Federation was broken up into 10 separate cantons, most of which are either exclusively Bosniak or Croat. The establishment of the two entities formally recognized the ethnic basis of the territorial arrangement and devolved significant powers to the entities, while failing to provide any significant powers at the national level. Any powers not explicitly given to the state remained in the hands of the entities. 
These territorially divisions remain the same in the country today. Militarily, 60,00 NATO troops were placed in the country, a temporary arms ban was imposed, and a UN led international police task force helped handle internal security. Though the Accords meticulously outlined the military protection and commitment to mitigating violence in the area, few substantial ideas were put forth about how to reintegrate the almost two million displaced persons. 
The key issue revolves around the legal and permanent institution of these desperate, short-term, less-than-ideal wartime compromises, and agreements that prevent the development of a sustainable, successful state and government. In addition to formalizing the ethnicity-based geographic territories, engaging in de-facto ethnic segregation, the constitution of 1995 took institutionalized ethnicity one step further. It established the three ethnic groups, the Bosniacs, the Croats, and the Serbs as the three “constituent peoples” of the country. Even though these three groups had historically been the three main ethnicities, no official or legal document had even given any teeth and rigidity to these divisions until the constitution of 1995. This action formally institutionalized ethnicities while simultaneously alienating any other sub- population of ethnic identity within the state. The European Court of Human Rights declared the requirement to identify as one of the three constituent peoples in order to gain political office a human rights violation in the landmark Sejdić-Finci case ruling (International Crisis Group 2012, p.1). Though the inclusion of the three constituent peoples was meant to ensure ethnic equality within government institutions, it inadvertently excluded a large percentage of the population from participation in government, creating legal, systematic discrimination based on ethnicity.
 In terms of the way this ethnic division looks in practice, the executive branch of the government of Bosnia Herzegovina, all the way down to the municipal level, is formally divided between the three main ethnic groups, the Bosniaks, Serbs, and Croats.  Every layer of government, from the three-person shared presidency to parliamentary assembly, to the entity level positions, is “determined on the basis of a strict ethnic calculus” (Caplan 2000, p. 7).  Even traditionally apolitical institutions such as schools, utilities, bus lines, and hospitals are ethnically based. Not only does the passage of any measure require a majority, which is difficult enough in a country split three ways, but the verbiage of the constitution is such that if any proposed legislation violates the “vital national interest” of one of the constituent peoples, it can be immediately vetoed without question (International Crisis Group 2012, p. 7). 
The original intention of the constitution was to protect each of these constituent groups while also trying to create peace as quickly as possible. However, made apparent by the high unemployment rates, lack of foreign investment, stalled EU application process, and increased ethnic rifts, the current government is both inefficient and ineffective. This provides a brief glimpse into why the government of Bosnia Herzegovina cannot function effectively and helps explains why the country seems to be perpetually stuck in the current socio-political impasse. Though the poorly designed constitutional arrangement drives many of the problems Bosnia faces, it fails to account for all of the difficulties the country presently struggles with. I take a more in depth and unique approach to the analysis of the problems in Bosnia through an anthropological evaluation of the international organizations there that are working to create a better, more self-sufficient state. Through my analysis we can begin to see the gap between what the international community expects to happen in terms of fixing the flawed policies, laws, and procedures and why the specific history and culture of Bosnia is creating a different, frustrating reality.  Ignoring the human dimension and the context-specific manifestation of equivalent policies and approaches that have tried to solve post-conflict issues in the past has lead to ineffective interventions and efforts that effectively keep intact the status quo.
IV. Frozen Conflicts
The previously discussed complex political framework is saturated with overlapping and unclear jurisdictions, contradictions, and compensations.  This structure impedes the country’s attempt to accomplish anything and prolongs unresolved issues from the war. This type of unsettled outcome of a war is often referred to as a frozen conflict. 
“Stable instability” where “peace is improbable [and] war unlikely” encapsulates the essence of frozen conflicts (Rutland 2007, p.1-12). As Peter Rutland, an expert on nationalism and ethnic conflict in Eastern Europe, puts it “frozen peace [conflict] is preferable to an unfrozen war, but the status quo is still the second or third best solution for all involved” (Rutland 2007, p.1). 
	A number of characteristics distinguish frozen conflicts from both active conflicts and the post-conflict rebuilding stage. Unlike in active conflicts, the majority of the violence and fighting has ceased or decreased dramatically in frozen conflicts. Traditional methods of mitigating conflict and keeping ethnic hostilities at bay, such as federalism and power-sharing, which will be explained in more detail in the following chapter, are exceeding difficult to implement in areas characterized as frozen conflicts. In addition, the political “status quo” is primarily undemocratic as well as an ongoing interplay between exogenous and endogenous factors. A common thread among frozen conflicts is the “state’s inability and/or lack of political will to alter the status quo” (Clancy 2009, p. 14). 
This definition may be applied to this situation in Bosnia. The country is in a perpetual state of balancing internal ethno-political concerns as well as additional pressures and concerns from IOs and external states. However, it is arguable whether the political capacity or will to get out of this frozen state, from the top government offices down to the civilian level, presently exists. Another characteristic that the INCORE report points out is that outside players, which can be interpreted as the prominent international organizations in Bosnia, “have played a key role in preventing the transformation and/or resolution of frozen conflicts ” (Clancy 2009, p. 15). Though the extent to which this is true is highly debated in BiH at present, an argument can be made that IOs are actually prolonging the frozen conflict and keeping the country from moving forward. The way in which many exogenous actors deal with secessionist, ethnically charged situations foreign to them is through a variety of “conflict management” approaches that do nothing to solve the underlying problems and instead mollify the situation in the interim. 
A specific conflict management strategy explicitly called “Europeanization,” relies heavily on conditionality coercing the target country to alter their behavior according to EU influenced cost- benefit calculations (Clancy 2009, p. 15). The EU utilizes a powerful, incentive-based method of implementing their Europeanization strategy.  What this body of literature depends upon is the universal applicability of the conditions and predictable response by target countries. Bosnia highlights this assumption in the literature and serves a counter example in this regard. In BiH the EU conditions are not as effective as anticipated, altering the expected result of the cost- benefit analysis that should result in movement towards Europeanization.
An important characteristic of frozen conflicts is that they are not so dire that daily life ceases to exist. The danger with this it that the media, NGOs, academics, policy makers, and international powers slowly begin to lose interest in the situation and do not stay as actively invested in actually fixing the problems. During such conflicts, temporary, often poorly designed political and economic institutions form.  Unsustainable and often illegal political and economic practices are adopted, eventually becoming the norm and corruption and bribery are often endemic.
The establishment of these political and economic institutions under less than ideal conditions makes changing the situation that much more difficult, arguably more challenging than if the country continued to exist in a state of violent conflict. In the case of post-conflict reconstruction, the main task is the establishment of stable, functioning institutions. With frozen conflicts, the additional task of dismantling or altering the imperfect framework that arose adds immense complexity, work, and degree of difficulty to the task (Rutland 2007, p.2).
But what is the end result for frozen conflicts? The body of literature on frozen conflicts is fairly recent, mostly revolving around post-Cold War conflicts that are still unresolved. However, the few frozen conflicts that have run their course, such as in Georgia, tell us a lot about the common outcomes of frozen conflicts. We learned from the case in Georgia, what might be more accurately referred to as a “frozen transition,” is that years of being stuck in a half-peace/ half-conflict can cumulate in the resumption of the active conflict or morphing of the old conflict into a new violent struggle. Certain conditions that premeditate the resumption of violent activity and the “unfreezing” of the conflict include multiethnic divisions, weak participatory institutions, and “artificially unified political landscapes.” (Aphrasidze 2010, p. 133). The shell government of BiH resonates strongly with this description. Bosnia Herzegovina is a country in name only; no one there refers to himself or herself as “Bosnian.” Citizens of Bosnia Herzegovina identify as Croat, Muslim, Serb or “other.” A EUFOR captain I spoke with actually said that referring to oneself as “Bosnian” is a sign of protest at the regime, not even a real identity.  The weakness of and true lack of a unified central government is apparent in the failure to make any statewide decision. Eventually these “hybrid, semi-functional state apparatuses” either fail to keep the country afloat at all or the public finally becomes fed up with this perpetual state of transition and demands real political and state institutions (Aphrasidze 2010, p. 122).
In summary, the Georgian case study warns that, “frozen conflicts can thaw out and escalate into wars” (Aphrasidze 2010, p. 122). Not only do the day-to-day realities of seemingly permanent “frozen conflicts” prove problematic but the eventual outcomes of these dysfunctional states do not bode well either. Not addressing the underlying problems that keep a country in a frozen state does not necessarily guarantee its status as such in perpetuity. The potential negative outcomes of trying to maintain this status can outweigh the difficulties of attempting to actually solve the issues at hand.
V. Frozen International Organizations
The behavior and rhetoric of international organizations, both in Bosnia Herzegovina and in other areas of conflict, mirrors this frozen situation. Actions by IOs that seem to undermine their stated goals and thwart the very progress they profess to be pushing for warrants research into this peculiar pattern. The question remains in Bosnia whether the non-committal behavior of IOs and failure to create substantial change is the result of the frozen conflict in BiH or if it is actually contributing towards its maintainace. International organizations are in a constant state of hedging their bets, wanting to help, but not take responsibility, talking about change, but not making concrete efforts to do so. Like the domestic authorities and attitudes, the frozen state of the country is not acceptable but is being accepted and no one wants to take the risk to change it. Most IO attempts to create change or better the situation are disingenuous, not followed through on, or only address “cosmetic” issues and not the systemic problems. The situation is functional enough to not warrant immediate, drastic action. The lack of coordination between international organizations themselves and clear directive for how to achieve the goal of EU integration of Bosnia also helps sustain the frozen environment. 
There are also certain characteristics common to all large organizations that make them susceptible to getting caught in the bureaucracy of operating in various locations and environments while trying to maintain the reputation and goals of the overarching organization. The large size and myriad of institutional commitments can inhibit flexibility and adaptability to some degree and can bring positive momentum to a grinding halt. 
Anthropologist Peter Redfield addresses the issue of temporality in regard to large organizations with impermanent roles and missions. Using Doctors without Borders as the subject of his anthropological research, Redfield demonstrates how the impermanent nature of organizations such as Doctors without Borders struggle with adapting to local conditions and mesh local and new international staff (Redfield 2013, 125- 150). The organization is also forced to ensure that each intervention coheres with their macro-institutional model of healthcare, despite being implemented in vastly different circumstances and situations. This often results in cultural mismatches and suboptimal care (Redfield 2013, p. 1-2). The same logic follows for impermanent international organizations, such as NATO and OSCE, in dealing with organizational pressures. These global organizations exist on a mission-by-mission basis and must balance finding a contextually appropriate strategy to better a dangerous situation with their overarching institutional goals and platforms. 
VI. Need for Research
A variety of factors pertinent to the case of Bosnia Herzegovina warrant further studies on the situation. First and foremost, the country was created as the product of forced international intervention and mediation versus the outcome of a clearly won civil war. A well-defined outcome of a war facilitates a clear, concrete peace agreement when one side has obvious leverage over the other. The inconclusive end to the “Bosnian Civil War” (as it is often referred to) as well as the distinctive, existing ethnic make-up, resulted in a government that attempted to offend no one and ended up paralyzing itself in the process. The role of internationals during and after the Bosnian War is particularly noteworthy as well. Not only did international bodies play a major role every step of the way, but during this time and through decisions made in Bosnia Herzegovina the very nature and role of international organizations permanently changed. International organizations underwent a shift in the prominence, power, and expectations during the 1990s and 2000s as the situation in BiH played out. 
 The history and demographic make up of the country tests political science frameworks for post-conflict resolution, democracy, divided societies, and institution building.  While there is substantial literature on BiH from a political science perspective, very little exists on the grounded, human dimension of the situation. While a political science basis is necessary for understanding the basic constructs of the BiH political and governance systems, new insights on the situation are revealed when it is analyzed from an anthropological point of view. A holistic perspective, grounded in an anthropological, cultural and historical approach, reveals presumptions and theoretical gaps not addressed or accounted for in traditional political theory and literature that have directly impacted the current situation. In addition, most of the research on the country occurred during the 1990s and early 2000s. There is a substantial decade or two gap between the majority of research and the situation today. This thesis will explore the changes, or lack there of, in the interim, and the motivations behind the results found.
VII. Research Overview
My time in Bosnia Herzegovina was part of a six week UNC Burch Field Research Seminar in the summer of 2013. This was a part research, part classroom hybrid study abroad program. The program included fifteen other students, a UNC professor and a graduate assistant. The first week consisted of intensive classroom work in Dubrovnik, Croatia. For the subsequent three weeks we conducted field research in various locations in Bosnia Herzegovina. Each day we met with multiple international organizations, often referred to as “IOs,” and received 2-4 hour briefings from top-level representatives. In addition to the formal briefings I was able to asking direct questions of the representatives and speak informally, off the record, on multiple occasions. Another week was spent conducting field research in Kosovo and the final two weeks consisted of intensive class and writing at the Diplomatic Academy in Vienna, Austria. Here we also spent time at the headquarters of many of the international organizations, such as the UN and OSCE. These representatives provided slightly different perspectives from those of the representatives in the field offices in Bosnia, focusing more on the overarching goals of the organization as a whole. 
Though officially defined as “an organization established by a treaty or other instrument governed by international law and possessing its own international legal personality,” international organizations can take on a variety of different forms (Report of the International Law Commission, p. 52). Individual countries are usually the members of international organizations, but certain IOs allow organizations and entities to become members. The IOs I interacted with included NATO (North Atlantic Trade Organization), the UN (United Nations), OSCE (Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe), ICTY (International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia), Council of Europe, OHR (Office of the High Representative), USAID, EUFOR (European Union Force), and the United States Embassy. They took place in three specific cities in BiH- Sarajevo, Mostar, and Banja Luka. Each city has particular significance to the war, post-war conflict resolution, and institution building. Sarajevo is the capital of BiH and a “melting pot” in terms of the three ethnic groups, with the Bosniaks having the strongest presence in the heart of the city. One of the bloodiest battlegrounds of the war, Mostar, is physically divided in half by a river, with the Croats living on one side and the Bosniaks on the other. Banja Luka is the “capital” of the Republika Srpska, the semi-autonomous Serb entity in BiH. These three cities all have significant wartime histories, a strong international presence, and are representative of the three different ethnic groups or “constituent peoples.” 
This face-to-face, insider perspective provided a window into the macro-level decisions made by huge international organizations regarding BiH. In addition, this thesis seeks to not only analyze the information collected from the briefings but also moves to examine the international organizations themselves as critical players in the conflict and ongoing situation. The differing approaches to conflict-prevention, internal organization, missions, and perspective of their own role among IOs became particularly relevant as I engaged in my fieldwork and evaluated the organizations in depth.
 The actual activities the international organizations engaged in represented only a small part of the understanding of the dynamics playing out within BiH. For example, IOs behaved differently and approached the situation different depending on if they were there on a UN mandate or whether the Bosnian government invited them into the country. The number of and role of local versus international staff members also affected the quality and effectiveness of aid and intervention efforts. The local population and government cooperated with and accepted different IOs and their respective efforts to varying degrees, a crucial determinate in the success of the organization. The overarching mission of the organization as a whole drove what kinds of efforts and activities they engaged in and their overall attitude towards and understanding of the local population.  Narrow, strict mandates and goals prevented locally tailored approaches and created an “us” versus “them” barrier between the IOs and people of Bosnia Herzegovina.  This attitude of “us” versus “them” and hierarchical undercurrent between the IOs and the local population significantly altered the relationship and success of efforts to get the country on its feet.  Using anthropological techniques I explore an aspect of the current conflict in BiH that is often overlooked; the differing cultures within international organizations and people that comprise them is equally as important to the shaping of attitudes, relationships, and successful progress in the county as the policies and institutions themselves.
There are multiple angles by which to study Bosnia from an anthropological perspective. The role of post-conflict fear, ethnic belonging, and the day-to-day realities of the average BiH citizen are all relevant anthropological topics of study. However, I take a somewhat unique approach.  For my anthropological contribution to this realm of post-conflict research, I focus on the employees of international organizations in Bosnia Herzegovina. Though the meetings and briefings themselves were intended to simply provide factual information on the situation and were not intrinsically anthropological in nature, I was able to carve out an anthropological niche by studying the employees themselves. This anthropological perspective supplements and adds a different angle to the political science heavy body of literature dealing with post-conflict BiH. This thesis first attempts to bring attention back to a serious situation that has faded from the public eye. In addition, the critical evaluation of the international organizations themselves, through interactions with IO employees, and their role in the current situation, provides a new way to look at the situation that will hopefully lead to a better understanding and better, more tailored strategies for improving the current state of Bosnia. 
VIII. Goals and Thesis Trajectory 
Following this section I will provide a thorough review of the existing literature of concepts that are relevant to the political, economic, and social situation in BiH, such as power-sharing, federalism, and civil society. A discussion of current debates and existing literature surrounding Bosnia Herzegovina exposes an anthropological opening in the conversation that my anthropological research will fill. In the two main chapters I will discuss and analyze my experiences, interactions, and insights gained from my field research with the international organizations. The first chapter explores the underlying EU focus of all the international organizations in BiH while the second chapter draws comparisons between the frozen conflict and the frozen nature of many of the IOs in Bosnia. My goal is to provide an anthropological perspective to a political science-dominated realm of study, highlighting specific, overlooked complexities of the situation in Bosnia Herzegovina that has caused traditional governance and post-conflict efforts and approaches to fail. I also work to show how the EU focus on international organizations and actions, that either prevent or do nothing to encourage progress, contributes to the tangled situation.  
By contributing to a better understanding of the situation and pointing out the shortcomings and counterproductive practices of the current approaches, attempts can be made to tailor future policies, efforts, and interventions to account for the specific complexities unique to Bosnia Herzegovina and result in forward progress for this frozen nation.


LITERATURE REVIEW
The existing literature on a few key subjects relevant to Bosnia warrants a brief discussion in order to better understand Bosnia Herzegovina as well as where my contribution to the field of research fits in. A substantial amount of research and exploration has been done on the topic of ethnic power sharing. This section will provide a brief overview of the major theoretical debates relevant to the political situation in Bosnia Herzegovina. The key concepts that need to be addressed in terms of this thesis include power sharing, federalism, constitutional creation, ethnicity, and frozen conflicts. A comprehensive analysis of these concepts will highlight the complexities in BiH and allow further analysis of the situation to be carried out with a thorough context and framework in mind.  The majority of the literature comes with a political science angle. This review will work within this existing literature as well as point out anthropological gaps in the research that should be explored further. 
I. Power-Sharing
In terms of democratic models for deeply divided societies, options for a successful government are fairly limited. Because of the coordination and cooperation difficulties inherent in divided societies, a highly centralized authoritarian regime is most common in this type of situation (Sisk 1996, p.27-28). As can be seen by Tito’s successful, thirty-year dictatorial rule and the subsequent collapse of Yugoslavia after his death, the Balkans are no exception to this rule. Prominent political scientist in the realm of power sharing, Arend Lijphart, supports the “consociational” model of power sharing.  This theory dominates the majority of the literature surrounding democratic power-sharing theories. According to Lijphart, the two key elements that must be present for a successful democracy are 1) power sharing, “the participation of representatives of all significant communal groups in political decision making, especially at the executive level” and 2) group autonomy, where “groups have authority to run their own internal affairs, especially in the areas of education and culture” (Lijphart 2004, p. 97). These two principles guide the majority of work on democracy in post-conflict divided societies.
A power-sharing governmental model, consisting of the joint exercise of power between different groups, is frequently cited as the best alternative in countries starkly divided across ethnic lines. Lijphart argues it is the only valid democratic option in a deeply divided society. This traditional power sharing arrangement has been adopted in many countries including Switzerland, Belgium, Malaysia, and Lebanon- to varying levels of success. 
 In terms of general characteristics, the traditional power sharing model, or consociational model, anchors its approach around the creation of the government from the top down at the “elite” level. The creation of the power sharing arrangement occurs after elections, through elite cooperation. The four major principles of the consociational model include a shared executive branch, mutual veto for all included parties, proportionality at every level of government, and internal group autonomy. Internal autonomy can be either territorially (federalism) or non-territorially based (Sisk 1996, p. 38).  Consociational power sharing relies on a parliamentary government based on proportional, electoral, seats. The pitfalls of the overly rigid political science approach to governmental structures and theory is evident in the consociational model. The consociational template provides little room for variation and interpretation, accounting for the shaky success rate of this approach.
Though Lijphart’s traditional power sharing model, the consociational model, is the most predominant model both in practice and in political science literature, other models have been introduced as well and differ in a number of ways. Donald Horowitz, a political scientist specializing in ethnic conflict and author of the pivotal book Ethnic Groups in Conflict, proposes an alternative model, the integrative method of power sharing, which takes a slightly different approach in a few specific ways. This includes pre-election party coalition formation as opposed to post-election formation. This incentivizes politicians to cooperate more effectively and genuinely and form more moderate stances and demands. The necessity to conjoin before the election forces politicians to make a real commitment versus engage in meaningless cooperative rhetoric. Another important distinction between the two models lies in the executive branch. The integrative model promotes a single head of state, a president, to be elected by a supermajority. This differs from the truly joint executive that the consociational model promotes.  The integrative model revolves around five key mechanisms, 1) the dispersion of power- usually territorially 2) devolving of power to offices at the ethnic level 3) vote pooling incentives for interethnic cooperation 4) policies to encourage not-ethnic social alignments and 5) managing resource distribution to decrease group inequities (Sisk 1996, p. 40). Horowitz’s approach focuses on the mitigation of group differences through the purposeful creation of crosscutting entities.  The approach attempts to centralize political systems and push institutions and political actors towards the middle (Sisk 1996, p. 41).  Though the power sharing arrangement in Bosnia draws on a few of Horowitz’s concepts, it most closely follows the traditional, consociational power-sharing model. 
Horowitz and other critics of the consociational model criticize the consociational tenant of elite cooperation, questioning the assumption elites will actually use their power to decrease conflict (Sisk 199, p.41). Lijphart’s consociational model also utilizes many strategies that do not facilitate peaceful cooperation and moderate politics. Mutual vetoes and other potentially bombastic approaches to creating a democratic government in a divided society may actually do more to heighten group conflict and undermine democratic goals. The fear is that the consociational model will actually push political leaders to adopt extremist positions because power is delineated on a constituency basis. 
Lijphart argues that his consociational model is the only real option in the case of deeply divided societies. He defends his model and critiques the integrative method in a variety of ways. He argues that despite the critiques, few serious, viable alternatives to the consociational model have even been proposed. In addition, “the strength of the power-sharing model has also been confirmed by its frequent practical applications” (Lijphart 2004, p. 97). The frequency of its implementation in situations that need alternative democratic systems gives some indication of its effectiveness. Given accusations that the consociational model ventures into the territory of trying to impose a “one size fits all” method in vastly different situations, Lijphart counters that the principles of his approach are broad and adaptable and serve as a viable framework for all divided societies. 
Lijphart criticizes the integrative model for the lack of examples for success and implementation and questions the long-term sustainability of forced moderation and constant capitulations on both sides that Horowitz’s model necessitates (Lijphart 2004, p. 99). What he does not necessarily address is the marginal success of the consociational model and the local adaptations of it that may not still be a “purely” consociational implementation. 
Both approaches to power sharing promote federalism as integral to the success of democracy. This is a questionably effective approach to democratic solutions in divided societies because of the danger of institutionalizing group divisions. This is especially relevant to the integrative method, which explicitly attempts to mitigate, and not reinforce, group divisions.
Without overly dissecting lexical choices, legitimate distinctions can be made between power-sharing institutions and what Valentin Gold, an expert of International Relations and Conflict Management from the University of Konstanz, calls  “power-dividing” institutions. Because of the unique geographical and ethnic make up in Bosnia Herzegovina, this distinction is particularly important. The lack of substantial literature on this topic may help explain the disconnect between traditional political frameworks and institutional success in BiH. 
Gold describes the power-sharing construction as actually a two-phase process. Immediately post-conflict, power sharing institutions dominate. As the transition to democracy occurs, these power-sharing institutions morph into power dividing institutions. Power-sharing institutions may initially be necessary to facilitate peace but in the long run will cause gridlock due to the veto ability of every ethno-political group. Though counterintuitive, a comprehensive power dividing model, with strong civil liberties, multiple majorities, and checks and balances may actually enable democracy to run more smoothly and prevent the resumption of violence (Gold 2011, p.4). Though this may be true, a government centered around conflict mitigation is not necessarily the basis for a successful, thriving country in the long run. The effectiveness of power sharing versus power dividing institutions in preventing the resumption of conflict and sustainability still remains somewhat ambiguous in the first place. Gold’s theory inadvertently helps explain why structures meant to facilitate peaceful group co-governance become the very basis for conflict themselves or at the very least keep the situation stable, putting off actually addressing the underlying issues (Gold 2011, p.1).
II. Federalism
In the literature on divided societies and ethnic conflict, the terms “power sharing” and “federalism” are often used interchangeably. Though the two organizational methods are often utilized in tandem and are found together in many political situations, such as in Bosnia, they are not synonymous and acknowledging the difference is important. A power sharing government does not necessarily imply the adoption of federalism and vice versa. While power sharing specifically refers to the division of political and electoral sources of power and control, there is no implicit inclusion of territorial division and jurisdiction. In general, federalism “delineates divisions of power among political actors and state organizations. In general, federal systems privilege particular territorially- situated groups over others in society by defining federal units according to specific geographic boundaries” (Brzinski, Bay, Lancaster, and Tuschhoff 1999, p. 9). 
Lijphart and Horowitz both include federalism in their two different power-sharing theories, but a more isolated analysis of this structural arrangement is necessary. Both agree that in ethnically concentrated areas ethnicity-based federalism is ideal. However, scholars have acknowledged, “when territory is an issue it is harder to change identity” (Sisk 1996, p. 120). When group divisions become physically grounded and a degree of permanence is established, “federalism can exacerbate the very problems it seeks to address” (Martínez-Herrera 2010, p. 3).
	Working under a simplified definition of federalism as simply “political decentralization,” not only is there the ongoing debate of whether federalism mitigates or reinforces ethnic conflict, but the geographical division of territory along pre-formed group lines paves the way for nationalistic and secessionist movements (Martínez-Herrera 2010, p. 4). While in some cases a combination of federalism and power-sharing makes sense, in cases of intense nationalism and clear, historically based geographical boundaries between ethnic groups, the combination of these two strategies can intensify the conflict and create more problems than it solves. 
Broadly speaking federalism is a mix of shared and self-rule, but a recurring issue of contention “centers around those who view federalism through an institutional lens and those who perceive it as a form of social organization” (Brzinski, Bay, Lancaster, and Tuschhoff 1999, p. 3).  The question being asked is whether federalism is simply an organizing framework or a more complex set of relationships between participants. Though the debate is recognized, there has been little work done on the potentially symbiotic interaction between the two; how political frameworks influence interpersonal relationships and interactions and vice versa.
 The concept that federalism is more that a set of rules and requires a certain context and preconditions holds considerable weight and has relevance to the application of federalism in Bosnia.  A “federal political culture” is crucial for its success (Maiz 2013, p. 196). Because of the level of cooperation, and “buy in” associated with the successful implementation of federal principles, a shared understanding a common set of values, attitudes and beliefs among the citizenry is necessary. This intangible quality “constitutes a fundamental, reinforcing, and supportive mechanism without which federations cannot endure or evolve in changing scenarios. This “supportive political culture” undergirds the “popular safeguard” of the citizens, based on accepted tolerable limits and the expectations of reasonable citizen and government behaviors at different levels (Maiz 2013, p. 85). Federal success requires a group-level commitment and mutual understanding to not only function most effectively but also to protect the citizens themselves. This “federal political culture” exists to varying degrees in different places and accounts for the differential success of the federal experiment (Maiz 2013, p. 100). Acknowledging the importance of contextual differences in the implementation of political frameworks, starts to narrow in on why traditional political models do not work the same way in BiH as in other places.  


New Federalism
	A budding branch of literature considers the fact that emerging federal democracies and federal models do not follow the prescribed “classical federalism.” The new wave of federalism, of which the former Yugoslavia, including Bosnia Herzegovina, is an integral part of, has a particular set of characteristics. Not only does post-cold war society simply have a different character than the pre-communism society, but there has also been a persisting trend of the formalization of federalism, particularly in the form of constitutional inclusion and focus on diversity, inclusion, and democracy as goals. International involvement and the role of outside intervention and influence in the adoption of federalism also characterize this federalist revival (Burgess 2013, p. 37-40). Liberal democratic principles, political trust, and political socialization are three key elements of success for twenty-first century federalism that differs from classic elements and conditions of federalism. The modern realities of politics and globalization change the way federalism must be constructed to have a chance at success.
The role of the individual is another critical oversight in the literature on classical federalism and helps explain why the implementation of the same sets of institutions are met with vastly different levels of success and why a debate exists over the effectiveness of federalism in assuaging ethnic conflict. The context and situation of federalism, and power sharing, matter (Martinez 2010, p. 19). The political science lens, through which most federalist literature stems, fails to comprehensively study the impact and differential success of federalism due to historical and cultural context.

III. Constitutionalism 
The fine line between respecting ethnic and group differences and actually exacerbating ethnic divides and undermining the democracy comes into play when it comes to constitutional creation. In order to create the foundation for the formalization of a democratic power sharing system, constitutional cultural recognition is needed. This raises an additional set of concerns, including whom to include, the evolving and overlapping nature of ethnic boundaries, the necessity for mutual recognition of group identities and ultimately defining ethnicity itself (Tully 1995, p. 187).  James Tully calls this issue of inclusion the “politics of cultural recognition.” Histories of oppression, colonialism, and exclusion of certain groups has hampered attempts to gain modern constitutional inclusion and group recognition in general (Tully 1995, p.16). The problematic nature of constitutional inclusion of ethnicity is at the heart of the problem in Bosnia Herzegovina. The formal and legal element of ethnic inclusion makes solving the political stalemate and human rights concerns, that the ethnically divided government helped cause, that much harder to undo.
In a modern era where almost anyone can make a claim for a group identity, greater challenges come with this newfound freedom of association.  When the groups are limitless and overlapping in nature, complete inclusion and universal satisfaction are impossible (Tully 1995, p.54).  The act of simply recognizing a group’s legitimate claim to an identity is a highly political act. Adding the element of who to include constitutionally, the legal and political jurisdictions, and benefit implications, makes the task almost impossible. As Tully puts it, constitutional language has the “power to exclude and assimilate” (Tully 1995, p.38). However, with legal recognition come implicit demands of self-government. By legally recognizing a group, their argument for self-rule and autonomy is immediately strengthened (Tully 1995, p. 4). 
Tully argues that traditional constitutionalism is incompatible with the realities of cultural identity in the modern world. As he interprets it, successful modern constitutions are not static, rigid, uniform doctrines imposed from the top at a singular moment in time. They are “chains of continual intercultural negotiations” that work to “preserve legal, political, and cultural plurality” (Tully 1995, p. 183). However, Tully fails to address the fundamental shortcomings of this approach. While in an ideal situation all relevant groups would come together in a harmonious dialogue to create a comprehensive system where everyone’s concerns would be addressed, that kind of situation is implausible. There is an inherent dilemma here between the democratic principles of equality and differential treatment based on group-level characteristics.
Constitutional inclusion of specific groups across cultural, ethnic, or racial lines runs the risk of actually exacerbating ethnic cleavages by drawing stark demarcations between naturally muddy boundaries. This could actually lead to “incentives toward segregation,” facilitate discrimination, and result in the opposite intended effect of cultural inclusion (Slye 1996, p. 460). Steve Fenton, a preeminent authority on the study of ethnicity, aptly describes the paradoxical use of ethnic classification as both a tool for enforcing systems ethnic supremacy and segregation as well as to “redress the historical legacy of ethnic inequalities” (Fenton 1999, p. 18). Constitutional inclusion is a double-edged sword; despite the group benefits derived from legal recognition, it also crystallizes groups and creates sharp boundaries that may not have previously existed. Legal recognition aside, ethnicity itself can be interpreted in different ways, causing challenges to state formation in and of itself.
IV. Ethnicity
Defining the concept of ethnicity is a tricky subject. In his work on ethnicity, Fenton expounds upon the distinction between race and ethnicity by asserting that ethnicity embodies cultural differences rather than historically biological ones, but admitting the line between the two is hazy (Fenton 1999 p. 4). The complexity of ethnicity can be seen in the multitude of ways that ethnic groups can come about (Eriksen 1993, p. 160). While the lack of uniformity and clear definition of ethnicity can be positive in some ways, it also lends itself to manipulation in certain situations.  
 The two major schools of ethnic conflict, primordialism and instrumentalism, describe two distinct interpretations of ethnicity.  Clifford Geertz describes primordialism as the  "givens--of social existence: immediate contiguity and kin connection…these congruities of blood, speech, custom, and so on, are seen to have an ineffable, and at times overpowering, coerciveness in and of themselves. One is bound to one's kinsman, one's neighbor, one's fellow believer, ipso facto; as the result not merely of personal affection, practical necessity, common interest, or incurred obligation, but at least in great part by virtue of some unaccountable absolute import attributed to the very tie itself” (Geertz 1963, p. 3). Most scholars agree that while ethnicity is by no means concrete, there is often some underlying basis for the distinctions- whether it be linguistic, cultural, historical, or otherwise (Fenton 1999, p. 64).  Whether these differences are legitimate or warrant a discrete categorization is open for debate. While perhaps not arguing for a strictly biological basis for ethnicity, there are some schools of thought that adhere to the idea that there is some innate dimension of ethnicity, independent of external pressures and environmental factors.
Instrumentalists take the opposing view, framing ethnicity as a largely social construction that serves only as a political or social tool in order to achieve a desired end. Under this theory ethnicity is in constant flux and changes according to context and outside conditions. Resource competition and power dynamics drive the creation and emphasization or de- emphasization of ethnicity. According to instrumentalism, the contentious differences between ethnicities are constructed, not intrinsic or true disparities (Cohen 1969, p.3). The re-emphasization of ethnicity in BiH for political and territorial gain in the last few decades seems to give merit to this theory. However, the argument can be made that the circumstances in Bosnia simply brought out the true, existing ethnic divides as opposed to actually creating them. 
Similar to race and social class to some extent, ethnicities “are not simply groups-- a static category-- but social relationships in which people distinguish themselves from others” (Fenton 1999, p. 6). Whether ethnic differences are real or perceived, the fluid, ambiguous nature of them in relation to other societal categories makes rigid constitutional and legal decisions based on them even more difficult and potentially problematic.

V. Frozen Conflicts Revisited
Though addressed earlier, it is worth reiterating the importance of recent literature on  “frozen conflicts.” The post-Soviet era cases provide interesting counterfactuals to the idealistically presented political theories of power sharing and federalism. Frozen conflicts provide tangible insights into the breakdown of theory when context and unpredicted obstacles thwart movement towards post-conflict recovery.
The limbo state can function on a basic level but never progress as a country.  The problem with semi-stability is that there is not the inherent drive to fix the problems like there is in dire conflicts. The result is that the political and economic processes adapt to this frozen conflict environment, making change even harder (Rutland 2007, p. 5-12). As the perceived urgency of the situation lessens as adaptation occurs, outside interest and investment in the situation wanes, while the problems remain endemic. Paradoxically, as time passes in frozen conflicts both peace and war become more unlikely.
Another way to look at this phenomenon is not so much as a frozen conflict but a frozen transition. The heart of the conflict is over but the state cannot seem to get over that next hump and move into the next phase of a true, stable entity. Relapses into violence or morphing of the conflict are the result of the state’s inability to complete the transition to statehood (Aphrasidze and Siroky 2010, p. 123). When an ethnic component is present in these situations, such as in Bosnia, the problems become confounded and the conflict often becomes more entrenched. When power sharing or ethnic constitutional inclusion is part of the attempted peace settlement, politics begin to form along ethnic lines. The lack of a strong central authority facilitates the polarization and hyper- ethnization of politics and works against a sustainable solution.
VI. Factors For Success	
Incentives
There are several other key factors that contribute to the success or failure of both power sharing and federalism. One of the most basic requirements for successful federalism and power sharing is an effective incentive structure for cooperation. Both rely heavily on collaboration and joint exercise of power in comparison to other authoritarian or even traditional democratic government structures.  Nicole Bolleyer and similar theorists argue that they way institutions are developed is key to the way people behave in relation to them. Institutions mold the way people act and respond to situations and do more to shape outcomes on the macro level (Bolleyer 2009, p.1). Under this framework cooperation occurs not as reasoned choice but is driven by political necessity.  Taking an economic approach, politicians generally act in accordance with Rational Choice Theory, fundamentally coming to decisions based on a cold calculation of the relative costs and benefits of a decision (Scott 2000, p. 1). This is why Bolleyer, among others, stresses the absolute importance of sound institutions. Even if political actors are well intentioned, the fact remains that if the proper incentives for cooperation and power sharing are not in place, this type of governing structure will not work. This discussion begins to get at the human dimension of political structures. 
Whether intentionally or not, Bolleyer invites a discussion about human motivation, and how it applies to political cooperation and institution building. It begs the question of whether altruistic motivations to create a better state have any real teeth or whether there is simply a cost-benefit calculation underpinning all decisions.
Civil Society
Another determining factor in the success of a power sharing government is civic engagement. Especially in light of recent literature that emphasizes the need for a strong federal political culture, a robust civil society and invested public proves essential. With a weak central government inherent in federal structures, much of the responsibility for shaping policy and keeping the government accountable falls on the people. Federalism assumes a certain level of civic participation and experience that post-communist societies lack (Sterland 2006, p. 3-60). 
Just as “new federalism” diverges from traditional federalism, civil society has evolved as well. A lack of historical precedent and institutional frameworks in recent post-conflict communist societies has resulted in a citizenry unfamiliar with and ill equipped to robustly engage in civic activities. The effectiveness and perception of civil society can have a direct impact on the incentives for political cooperation, which is critical to the success of a power sharing government. The failure of civil society in many post-conflict societies to influence the political agenda and accumulate political capital accounts for lack of accountability by political leaders and adverse outcomes for power sharing success -such as corruption and political stalemate (Johnston 2005, p.17). 


CHAPTER ONE
“The EU as a Way of Life: The Europeanization Bent of International Organizations”

I. Intro 
As previously alluded to, Bosnia Herzegovina is currently saturated with dozens of international organizations that operate in BiH in some capacity. Despite the overwhelming number, a few key organizations have a significant impact and presence in the region. My fieldwork in BiH in the summer of 2013 consisted of meeting, briefings and informal conversations with representatives from impactful and/or internationally important organizations. 
I will provide a brief summary of the international organizations that I encountered and describe their initial reasons for having an authority or outpost in the region, the mandate of the organization, as well as operational differences, approaches, cultures, and attitudes between different IOs. The juxtaposition between the surface level differences between the IOs and the actual differences in tangible actions taken by the organizations highlight a couple of important points. The first is that there is an underlying European Union focus and orientation toward EU accession imbedded in most activities that IOs engage in.  Some of the organizations explicitly state that their goal is to move BiH along the EU integration path while with other organizations, there are more subtle, implicit indicators, policies, or practices that help facilitate the EU agenda and push BiH down the EU road. In addition, the lack of substantial changes in BiH as a result of the actions taken by any organization underscores the ‘frozen’ nature of the country. A frustrating across-the-board failure to improve the situation in BiH makes sense in light of the fact that most of the international organizations are operating according the same macro principles and narrow, Western European goals in mind. The collective adherence to these less-than-effective EU goals solidifies this frozen state and creates additional barriers to change.    
	The next portion of the chapter will discuss exactly what is included in the EU “agenda” and the preconditions for accession. It will discuss the strict standards, narrow path, and European bias of the process. I will also discuss the EU and IO push for unification, coordination, and centralization of the country. IOs especially have a very specific way they deal with governing bodies, which BiH’s system defies, leaving them at a loss of how to proceed. The lack of compatibility between the internal conditions and capabilities of the country and the prescribed EU procedure hinders attempts to make substantial changes in Bosnia, playing a role in prolonging the current state of affairs.

II. Background of International Organizations in Bosnia Herzegovina
Despite the countless number of domestic and international organizations operating within Bosnia Herzegovina, this thesis focuses on a few, specific, relevant ones. Organizations such as OSCE, the UN, EU, OHR, and Council of Europe are worth additional study first and foremost because these are the largest and most influential organizations with the biggest presence not just in Bosnia but, for the most part, in the world as well. Their sheer size and both soft and hard powers make them relevant topics of study. In addition, these organizations all claim to have novel approaches, different mandates, and the best practices and solutions for Bosnia Herzegovina. Upon analyzing these organizations individually, the variances between them, which are actively promoted and voiced by the organizations themselves, are dwarfed by a common compulsion to align BiH with the EU agenda for accession. Though there are undoubtedly differences between these international organizations, they are all operating within, and basing their assessments according to, the same European worldview and frame of reference. The lack of ability to break out of this narrow vision of how a country should look prevents IOs from seeing the problems from a local, anthropological perspective and limits their ability to come up with genuinely innovative and sustainable solutions. 
The following chart outlines the various IOs, their original basis for establishing themselves in Bosnia Herzegovina, the size of their presence in BiH, when they began working in the country, and a brief description of the organization.
	Organization
	Basis in BiH
	Size 
	Date est. in BiH 
	Description

	European Union (EU)
	-original presence: UN security Council resolution during the war
- ongoing mandate from the Dayton Accords
	- 28 member states (all in Europe)
	1995 
	 -an economic and political partnership across most of Europe

- engage in activities from development aid human rights to the environment

- * Bosnia is not a member of the EU

	Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
	-original presence: mandate in the Dayton Accords

-Continued presence: invitation basis
	-world’s largest regional security organization
- 57 members, 2690 staff
	1995
	- largest active presence (14 field offices) in BiH 
-mission: maintaining regional security and stability
 -large ground presence, hands on    approach

	United Nations (UN)
	- Mandate based, from Dayton and UN Security Council 
	-5 bodies
- 193 total members

	1992
	- mission of maintaining international peace and security, 
- sent in UN Peacekeepers (to try to establish safe zones during the war)

	EUFOR/ UNPROFOR/ IFOR/ SFOR
	- original presence: UN Security Resolution
-ongoing mandate: Dayton Accords
	- 2,503 troops from 27 countries (at peak)

	1992 (functioned under  variety of names)
	- ad-hoc military forces charged with overseeing the implementation of the Dayton Agreement 
- provide limited ongoing monitoring and security

	NATO 
	- original presence: UN Security Council resolution 
- now: year-by-year UN mandate 
	- 28 member states
- 60,000 troops at peak

	1991
	-Mission: military alliance and a system of collective defense
- during the war enforced embargos, provided air and ground support, bombing campaign

	International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ITCY)
	- formed under a UN resolution 
	-handles all major criminal cases dealing with the Yugoslav wars
	1993
	- an international court of law for crimes that took place during  the Yugoslav wars
-“ad hoc” UN organization

	Office of the High Representative (OHR)
	- formed under a mandate from the Dayton Peace Agreement
	-not a large physical presence but significant powers
	1995
	- the main international institution for the civilian activities post-war  
- sweeping “Bonn Powers” allowed the High Representative to defacto run the county for the years following the war. 

	Council of Europe
	- by invitation (as a member country) not mandate
	- 47 member states

	-(member as of) 2002
	- a resource and advisory body for the county, specifically for human rights related issues.

	NGOS
	- many established through a larger IOs or entities as part of their mandate-based activities 
	- variation in size 
- hundreds of NGOs have existed in BiH at one point or another
	- varied
- many established directly after the war (1995-1996)
	- many lasted post-war for just a year or two did not engage in meaningful work or change for the area
- received most of their funding through post-war aid 


* The Peace implementation Council (PIC), an international body made up of 55 states and a number of IOs (including the ones mentioned here) was formed in order to implement the Dayton Peace Accords. This body delineated responsibilities of implementing the various tenants of the peace agreement among the international organizations. They provided the legal basis for organizations that received their mandate or responsibility from the Dayton Accords. 

**See Appendix for full chart

III. EU focus
“The EU has become wedded to its own enlargement theology. The enlargement approach relies on certain assumptions. It assumes that the EU has a legitimate and representative set of political interlocutors with which to work, that these interlocutors genuinely want to join the EU, and are willing to do the political lifting to join the club. This is not the case in Bosnia. But the EU has forgotten that it began the enlargement process without a script – it was an experiment. In this way, the EU is a victim of its own success with the previous waves of enlargement – it now believes it has the magic formula, and it need only plug and play. The end of Bosnia meeting the conditions to join the Union is appropriate and worthy, but the means by which the EU pursues that end need to be adapted.” - Kurt Bassuener, co-founder of the Democratization Policy Council
Though unabashedly critical of the EU approach, Kurt Bassuener accurately and succinctly articulates in the above quotation the strict, formulaic EU approach to the member process.  Officially, the EU engages in a few operation areas- human rights, social and economic development, public administration and rule of law support, and advising on how to reform. Help with reform involves negotiating with political leaders, spreading ideas around the country, meeting with politicians, and coordinating and advising other IOs. The European Union has several, unwavering key criteria, known as the “Copenhagen Criteria” that all candidate countries must meet in order to continue with the application process. These include “stable institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of minorities; a functioning market economy and the capacity to cope with competition and market forces in the EU; and the ability to take on and implement effectively the obligations of membership, including adherence to the aims of political, economic and monetary union” (European Commission). The EU also stipulates however, that for the Western Balkans, additional criteria- part of the Stabilization and Association Process- must be met. The major focus of this additional step concerns establishing stable relationships with surrounding Western Balkan counties and regional cooperation. A SAA (Stabilization and Association agreement) for BiH has been ratified, but the details of the agreement have yet to be implemented by the country. 
There are two main sticking points in BiH’s EU “application” that are responsible for the stagnation of their status. Constitutional reform is the first EU directive that BiH has failed to comply with. In the landmark Sejdic and Finci court case the EU Court of Human Rights ruled the constitution of BiH in violation of human rights based on the legal requirement that positions held in the three- member presidency and the parliamentary House of Peoples, be equally divided among, and limited to, Bosniaks, Croats and Serbs. According to the court this stipulation falls under “restricting others’ access” (“Bosnia’s Gordian Knot” 2012, p.1). 
	Though BiH has made passable attempts at market reform and opening of trade relations, what most concerns the EU is Bosnia Herzegovina’s lack of a unified voice. A single, central body to interact with and make decisions is crucial for the EU structure. Because of the confederate organization of the European Union, it is built in a way that only works with highly centralized, cohesive individual units. The deep, entity-state divisions and decentralized structure of BiH does not cohere with the EU method of interaction and because of this the EU is hesitant to move forward with the process until BiH comes up with an effective “coordination mechanism” for dealing with outside countries. This highlights a major underlying concern of the EU that is less publically stated. Though the human rights violation within the constitution is officially cited as the central reason for Bosnia falling behind, imbedded in the breach of “human rights” contains related apprehensions. Ethnic consensus concerns and political leaders with three competing views on the future of Bosnia concerns the EU as an economic and military partner.
	This discrepancy between what is stated as the reason for Bosnia’s stalled EU application and the real reason behind it was hinted at by a couple of different international representatives.  The Swiss EUFOR Captain in the small EUFOR Mostar office tapped into his own personal experience of living in a country with a power-sharing arrangement. He matter of factly stated that compared to the Swiss situation, nothing is working in Bosnia. He claimed that from his perspective, there is absolutely no intention to unify the country from any invested party. This begs the question of whether the EU is truly invested in genuine change or if they just want a mechanism in place that is “good enough” to keep the country physically together and able to make joint economic and security decisions. The EU felt the increasing pressure to find a quick-fix solution in BiH, as the curt German EU representative in Sarajevo asserted; “[Bosnia] entering the EU is inevitable,” later admitting that the EU credibility was at stake. In this regard the EU itself, in addition to internal BiH forces, plays a role in maintaining the stalled status of Bosnia.   
	Despite differing local viewpoints and problems faced in different sectors of the country, the EU put on their blinders and maintained not only the same agenda and methodology for attacking problems but kept a purposeful distance from local realities in order to maintain this meta-EU vision.  The outspoken Serbian EU public relations officer we met with in the EU office in Banja Luka, the pseudo capital within the Republika Srpska, did not hold back on her criticism of BiH’s failure to meet EU standards. She boldly claimed that Bosnia’s best chance of progressing is to align themselves with EU standards. However, the feasibility of such a claim was thrown into question when she described the daily logistical problems the EU comes across when trying to do something as basic as provide funding. They cannot give the money to the central state, because the state has no real power over the entities or method of distribution. On the other hand, giving money to either the Federation or the Republika Srpska would be perceived as supporting one ethnic group over another and would cause controversy. The reality of the central government’s impotence in carrying out necessary tasks such as dolling out international aid emphasizes the complete lack of coordination and coherency to the country. This example shows how a one size-fits-all approach in Bosnia does not make sense in a country that essentially operates in two completely separate worlds. 
	The EU Special Representative, a specialized position the EU created for areas of particular instability, in Mostar most accurately embodied the EU frame of mind. As he described it, EU membership itself was not the goal- the path and the reform process is the real achievement. His exuberant spiel on the merits of the EU and earnest affirmation of their worthy mission proved his fervent belief in the EU process.  This accurately describes how most of Europe treats the EU and their standards- not as fickle criteria to be fulfilled for personal gain but an ideology, a worldview that bleeds into economic, legal, and political functionings and decisions. 
	Our briefing at the European Union headquarters in Sarajevo did nothing to discredit the EU’s reputation as an inflexible, elitist institution. The high vaulted ceilings, cold, dark marbled floor and impressive collection of flags and plaques that framed the building itself exuded grandiose importance characteristic of the EU. A formal greeter quickly whisked us into a expansive oval conference room with place settings equipped with a microphone and tastefully displayed assortment of beverages and snacks, an EU pen and notebook and a thick booklet of EU information. Two EU representatives marched into the room and nodded in our direction before sitting down, immediately reminding us that this meeting could not go longer than an hour and then launching into a preformed script of who the EU was and their role in Bosnia. After 30 or so minutes of this, the head representative reluctantly opened the floor for “a couple of quick questions.” When I asked him what his daily tasks involved he brusquely replied, “you know, classic diplomacy” with a dismissive wave of his hand.
	Their frustrated answers and casual dismissal of any question that probed into the deeper issues swirling in the country allowed them to maintain the overly simplified, but easier to wrap their head around, ethnic conflict occurring in the Bosnia Herzegovina. 
Obviously the scope, mission, approach, and structure of the various other international organizations in Bosnia Herzegovina varies tremendously. However, despite these differences, an underlying focus on aligning the country with the EU preconditions and getting the country on the EU path frames much of the work done by all IOs. 
OSCE
When we first sat down with the lead OSCE representative in the large glass-walled office in downtown Sarajevo, he quickly informed us that OSCE was different. OSCE viewed themselves as equals with the government and simply existed to assist BiH in their domestic goals for improvement. He explicitly stated, with some derision, that OSCE did not have “supreme powers” like OHR and did not use “carrot-stick” incentives like the EU. He, as well as the department representatives who followed his initial briefing, continued to point out OSCE’s uniqueness in a sea of elitist international organizations.  The representatives at the much dingier Banja Luka office echoed this attitude, explaining that OSCE operates in Bosnia by invitation only.
Other features of OSCE differentiate it from other international organizations within Bosnia. The large number of field offices provides OSCE with a more inclusive presence and better idea of the on the ground situation in the country (as opposed to a single office in a central hub). The decentralized and relatively flat structure of the organization helps prevent unnecessary bureaucracy and less-than-humanitarian intentions. The seven-year term limit, imposed to prevent complacent “career employees” that care more about job security than change, is very unique to OSCE.  They also have more “nationals” -- local Bosnians--on staff than any other organization. The palpable differences between OSCE and other organizations were parlayed into my personal interactions within them as well. The officials showed real enthusiasm for their work, interest in our questions, and thoughtful insights in the future and situation in BiH. All three OSCE locations we visited- Sarajevo, Banja Luka, and Mostar, spent anywhere from two to four hours with our group and offered to go to lunch afterwards to finish remaining discussion topics. 
Despite the difference in culture and organization than the EU, the actual activities OSCE engaged in remain very similar to those of the EU. Rule of law, justice reform, governance, human rights, and democratization, a few of the key OSCE areas of interest, mirror those of the EU almost word for word. OSCE’s efforts to implement changes such as common core academic standards, and coordination plans for the various different ministries have a centralizing bent towards them. When asked outright, OSCE readily admitted that a major goal of their organization was to get BiH on the EU accession path- ensuring they meet EU standards. In fact, a representative informed us that many of the OSCE projects, such as housing solutions for displaced persons, are funded by the EU. This is not to say that the EU uses their monetary power coercively but instead shows how far EU influence extends in unexpected places in Bosnia. 
ICTY
ICTY, though arguably a critically needed institution for the large-scale war crimes trials, has a European bias that influences organizational decisions and trial proceedings. As the ICTY representative explained it, ICTY is broken down into three main areas; 1) Office of the Prosecutor (OTP), 2) Registry -courts, facilities, etc-and 3) Chambers - actual court proceedings, judges, etc. Because ICTY was formed under and funded by the UN Security Council and is an international body, the entity unintentionally functions with an, and according to, an outsider, international perspective. The lawyers, judges, and police under the jurisdiction of ICTY are all internationals from outside Bosnia with varying levels of understanding of the situation and direct experience dealing with war crimes.  
Like the EU, ICTY falls into the trap of trying to apply a pre-formed, one-size-fits-all framework and plan to a unique situation that does not perfectly cohere. The ICTY Head of Office, an eager, conversational man from Wales opened up about the shortcomings and challenges ICTY faces. Cultural mismatches and misunderstandings due to a lack of local knowledge, history, and tradition caused many problems for OTP. When it comes to dealing with witnesses, it seems obvious from an idealistic, macro point of view that victims of or witnesses of the violence would want to help with the prosecution of the perpetrators. However, just as the EU and other IOs fail to take the unique qualities of BiH into consideration, ICTY prosecutors do as well.  
The ICTY director recounted how unanticipated difficulties with the litigation process, especially in terms of the extraction of and reliability of witness testimony, stemmed from not considering the unique characteristics of rural Bosnian culture that did not cohere with the ICTY method of operation. The tight community bonds in rural parts of BiH resulted in a frustrating pattern for ICTY, where a close friend or neighbor’s first hand experience became adopted in the community as “common knowledge” and multiple people who were not actually present claimed to have witnessed an event. Likewise, the isolation of many of these small communities and villages prevented them from understanding the greater goals of the ICTY and the international community. Whereas ICTY and the UN focused on convicting the top level perpetrators of the violence, such as Milosevic or Karadzic, most locals only cared about putting the individual who actually pulled the trigger on their loved one behind bars. 
The Head of Office even joking referred to Republika Srpska as “the dark side”- echoing the implied and often outright stated international opinion the Serbs were disproportionately responsible for the extreme violence of the war. Whether this characterization is accurate or not, it glosses over the complexities of the situation and shows a lack of commitment to tailoring the ICTY approach to be locally appropriate. Though not directly under the influence of the EU, ICTY applies similar methods to conflict resolution and has similar expectations, justified or not, of BiH that are not being met, preventing them from seamlessly applying their intended, Europeanized mode of operation.
Office of the High Representative
The deputy High Representative, a likable, candid man from the United States nearing the end of his term, started off his briefing with an admission of defeat. “ I am leaving this country discouraged,” he stated flat out. This differed from the critical exasperation from the EU and semi- unwarranted optimism of OSCE. Nonetheless, his following words echoed the same EU-path mindset as the other two organizations. He went on to state his regret of not being able to get the country going in the “right” direction during his tenure when, in comparison, the region as a whole was moving in the right direction. He mentioned that surrounding countries such as Croatia, Serbia, and Montenegro are either in or moving toward entering the EU, while Bosnia remains the outlier. Though genuinely invested in a bettering the state, the OHR deputy still only viewed progression in terms of molding to EU standards and “fitting in” with the practices and expectations of a western European country. Despite having a unique set of powers, history of conduct, and attitude in comparison to OSCE, the EU, and others, OHR still maintained the same core goals as the other international organizations and defined success and failure with the same, narrow metric. 
Though he cited EU accession as the ultimate goal, the deputy HR was not without criticism of the institution. He compared the EU to a country club, you have to “pay your dues” to get in, and stay in. Because of the economic opportunities and security promises associated with being part of the EU, they have the ability to make countries and even other organizations “play by their rules”- whether it be changing the constitution or amending legislation. He explained that right now “plan A” is Europeanization. There are other options but no real political support for alternatives to this plan. He didn’t view other outcomes that could benefit Bosnia and be defined as improvement as even in the realm of possibility.  In explaining his support for this plan he stressed the importance of a unified message from all the international organizations. Instead of distancing OHR from the EU he underscored the importance of a supportive, cohesive message, despite differing mandates, in order to come to some solution, even if it not the absolute best one. 
The representative in the OHR office in Mostar actually supported a stronger relationship between the OHR and EU. He stressed the good intentions of the EU agenda and promoted a collaborative relationship between the two in order to achieve their joint goals. In fact, the offices of EU Special Representative and the High Representative used to be held by the same individual until recently, showing the extreme side of the deep-seated web of connections and influence the EU has in Bosnia.
NATO
Built into NATO’s mandate is a naturally pro-EU angle simply due to the fact that their ongoing existence in the county is part a UN mandate that included EUFOR as well. Despite differences in name, the colonel who spoke to our group revealed that many of the international troops and companies of the war simply changed in name without any actual on the ground reorganization or deployment.  The overlapping jurisdictions, joint missions, and almost exclusively international leadership and enlisted soldiers under NATO and EU control, has lead to homogenous goals for Bosnia Herzegovina despite technical differences in name. 
Council of Europe
Unlike the other IOs who do not immediately show their true EU colors, the Council of Europe is historically seen as a stepping-stone on the way to the EU. Though the representative we met with in Sarajevo bristled at the characterization of the Council of Europe as an EU launching pad, her description of the Council’s duties does little to mitigate these assumptions. In addition to the identical  “shared values commitment,” human rights, rule of law, and democracy, to those of the EU and OSCE, one of the three main objectives of COE is to assist BiH on its goal of Europeanization and EU path. The EU even has an ambassador to COE.
When pushed on what power the Council of Europe actually had, the representative responded, in complete seriousness “peer pressure.” The pressure to conform to EU standards and overt or indirect push in the EU direction is so strong that is becomes a source of power in and of itself.  The member-state framework, lack of substantial weight behind sanctions, and indirect mission sounds different on paper but in reality does not imply any real differences in types of activities and goals than mandate-based organizations. 
U.S. AID
U.S. AID,  “the lead U.S. Government agency that works to end extreme global poverty and enable resilient, democratic societies to realize their potential,” did not stray far from the EU rhetoric (USAID). The friendly American U.S AID employee, an ex-OSCE and NATO representative, provided a uniquely non-European perspective on the situation. Though arguably even more of an “outsider” towards the situation, the U.S. stance on BiH progression gives an idea of the international opinion on Bosnia from countries without a significant stake in the outcome. Though the U.S. AID representative provided some different suggestions and insights from the European IOs, one of the fundamental proposals was the insistence that the EU actually withhold funding from BiH to put extreme pressure on citizens and politicians to adopt EU demands. Not only did US AID support EU objectives, but she suggested more radical actions to speed the process along. Despite a relative lack of current stake in BiH and EU enlargement, US organizations still support a highly Europeanized approach to post-conflict rebuilding and fully support an EU-based solution.
NGOs
The few NGOS we had the opportunity to speak with in Mostar, including OKC Abresevic, a civic organization to empower youth, went out of their way to maintain a politically neutral, safe environment for the people of Mostar who had experienced some of the worst tragedies of the war. However, as we talked with the heads of these severely underfunded and weakly publicized NGOs with well-intentioned missions, it became obvious that politically insulated NGOs were few and far between. 
Through multiple conversions with a handful of NGOs leaders, much to our surprise, we discovered that public trust was a reoccurring obstacle for these organizations.  Non-profits are viewed very suspiciously, if not without outright hostility, from locals. As explained to us, this mistrust stems from the post-war trend of the EU and other IOs creating entities that called themselves “NGOs” in name but in practice were just auxiliary IOs branches that used international organization and government funding to try to push the EU agenda and European reforms on a country still struggling to piece itself back together. Unsurprisingly, these NGOs proved less than effective and would soon dissolve, only to be replaced by a new, equally unhelpful or locally appropriate replacement. The assumption that NGOs have separate objectives and range of activities from governmental organizations for the most part does not characterize the current philanthropic landscape of Bosnia. 


IV. Conclusion
	 Breaking down my experiences with each individual international organization reveals an EU focus that underpins almost all the goals and actions of international organizations present in Bosnia Herzegovina. The need to differentiate themselves from other organizations and highlight the unique features of their organization was an interesting and unanticipated trend, especially in light of the similar objectives and activities of the organizations. This relative lack of self-awareness, as it pertains to the gap between perceived differences among each other goes deeper than expected. The EU orientation of all the international organizations goes beyond institutional rhetoric and actively voiced opinions. The cultural, organizational, and political assumptions imbedded in the EU criteria are so intrinsically part of the European way that they have been assumed as fact and go unnoticed by people and organizations within the system and are taken for granted. For the most part IOs are built in a certain manner and are used to communicating with and functioning within a centralized entity. It is only when faced with a outlier to the system, a country such as Bosnia Herzegovina that does not respond to the typical methods and incentives within the EU toolbox, does an exposition of the expectations and similarities between organizations become apparent.
In isolation this universal EU focus is not intrinsically a negative characteristic. The EU provides a number of benefits and opportunities to various countries and has aided many states. The reason the universal adoption of the EU agenda poses issues in BiH is that the EU model simply does not work there. The traditional methods of conflict resolution and institution building do not garner the same results as in previous instances of conflict. In fact, many of the organizations so rigidly adhere to EU focused approaches that their activities actually retard progress and work against the desired goals of both BiH and the international community.
Instead of stepping back and revaluating their approach, IOs are continuing to press forward with the same plan, only to continue, year after year, to fail to accomplish their set goals. Because of this reality, the strong, widespread EU focus of international organizations keeps Bosnia firmly entrenched in its current dysfunctional state by refusing to take a different approach towards the situation.


CHAPTER TWO
“Frozen Conflicts leads to Frozen International Organizations or Vice Versa?”

I. Frozen Organizations?
Having described the European Union focus of the international organizations in BiH, this chapter delves into why international organizations are not accomplishing their desired goals and are arguably ineffective. Though some of this lack of success can be attributed to the narrow, Euro-centric mindset many of the international organizations embody (as I discussed in the previous chapter), here I take the analysis one step further. 
This next chapter details how the organization, structure, attitude, and activities of various IOs mirror the temporary, limbo-like, frozen state that the country itself is in. In this chapter I use anthropological evidence to expound upon the substantial body of literature regarding frozen conflicts. Many authorities on the topic and international players characterize the state of Bosnia Herzegovina not as post-conflict but actually still stuck in the midst of the struggle, even though active combat has ceased. Some argue that BiH is failing to move past the conflict and rebuild because they are in fact, still in the middle of it. This chapter approaches the explanation for the frozen nature of BiH from a different angle, through the role of international organizations.
 The international organizations themselves are stuck in a frozen state, spinning their wheels, unable to make progress. A number of factors, from structural incentives, short or unclear time horizons, and lack of civilian pressure contribute to the particularly stalled state and ineffectiveness of international organizations in Bosnia Herzegovina. They are inadvertently, and sometimes consciously, impeding the very changes they profess to be pursing. 
The empty language international organizations used in daily conversations fits with this observation. Certain meaningless buzzwords littered the rhetoric of many of the IOs, from OSCE to NATO. Phrases like “capacity building” and “situation monitoring” cropped up in almost every meeting and were thrown around by representatives whenever pushed for actual examples of what their respective organization did. These words indicate action and importance but in reality are simply bureaucratic jargon and mere words to fall back on when the international community inquires where their millions of dollars are going and why dozens of organizations still operate in a country whose war supposedly ended twenty years ago.  
For example, the representatives in the OSCE office in Mostar spent hours with us, excitedly talking about all of their new initiatives from working on strengthening “rule of law” to community outreach programs. In the midst of these passionate discussions about the problems and OSCE’s work, one of the officers offhandedly mentioned the problematic municipal elections of 2012 in passing. Upon further inquiry it became evident were no elections in 2012. It took our group of American students a few minutes to quite comprehend what it meant when the OSCE representative nonchalantly claimed that the elections “just didn’t happen.” The government in Mostar is so dysfunctional and gridlocked that no one could agree how and when to conduct elections so the sitting politicians simply continued to govern. There was essentially an illegal government running Mostar, an atypical coop where the existing elected officials just decided not to follow the rules. 
The truly bizarre part of this circumstance was the lack of reaction from both the public and the international organizations. Citizens in Mostar simply put their heads down and kept going about their everyday lives, assuming, or at the very least hoping, that if they put their blinders on and continued with their normal activities, the problems would work themselves out. This lack of civic engagement and disconnect from the reality of the situation was a pattern found throughout BiH.
The Swiss captain from EUFOR in Mostar articulated this perplexing disconnect with the issues and shocking lack of unrest and complaint among citizens in the county, despite dire economic straits. He recounted hearing from multiple men and women who worked blue-collar jobs at restaurants, convenience stores, and clothing shops along the main street in Sarajevo that they had not been paid for six to twelve months at a time. Unbelievably, these individuals continued to show up to work everyday and performed their usual duties, either confident that they would eventually be paid or purposely not thinking about the alternative. This mindset of not taking a hard look at the future and instead living day-to-day in the limbo state of the country permeates every aspect of life.
Public opinion polls and statistics reinforce this seeming anomalous trend of a lack of motivation to take even a passive stand in light of serious economic conditions. Despite a realization of the issues and disapproval of the direction BiH is moving in, public opinion simply isn’t translated into political action or reflected in any way. In terms of EU integration about 80 percent of BiH citizens overall support European integration and EU accession while only 14.4 percent are actually against EU membership (BiH Public Opinion 2012, p. 41). 72 percent of people still support EU integration even if certain powers and competencies are shifted to the state level, weakening the entities. Despite clear support for the EU and a more centralized state, the lack of a strong civil society prevents a change in the status quo. The OHR office in Banja Luka stressed that people do not see the connection between voting and making a difference. According to an authority figure at the OHR, 91 percent of the citizens think the country is going in the wrong direction. People clearly care, but not enough to take action, or perhaps lack the tools and know-how to take meaningful action. This results in a permanent limbo-like state that at the same time cannot change but also cannot stay as is. 
Oddly enough though, OSCE behaved in a similar way to the citizens in Mostar regarding the elections. Instead of vehemently protesting this blatant violation of the law, constitution, and Dayton Agreement, OSCE continued to work on projects, such as common core standards in public schools to create a metric by which to evaluate the academic achievement of all students in the country.  Though perhaps a meaningful undertaking, this project lacks both precedence and likelihood of happening until vital issues, like the establishment of a non-rogue government, is at least addressed. By putting their heads down and continuing with business as usual amidst serious political turmoil, OSCE displayed a similar hesitancy towards addressing the critical issues facing BiH as the citizens themselves.


II. Unclear Roles and Mixed Messaging 
One common trend that I observed among many of the IOs highlights this mixed messaging. The international organizations we spoke with almost universally touted their own accomplishments in the country, citing statistics that bolstered the reputation and validated the continued presence of their organization in the country. Despite claiming credit for the marginal successes in the region, they automatically distanced themselves from any failure. Though this pattern of blame avoidance is not unique to international organizations, what is interesting is how, in different contexts, they define themselves slightly differently. When talking about successful initiatives and breakthroughs they portray themselves as central, powerful figures in the country. However, when embarrassing political, economic, and social issues crop up the automatic response is to assert that we are only here in an assistance capacity, we lack actual force, and it is “not our job” to “fix the problems for them.” 
Politicians on the other hand, use the fact that international organizations do have a hand in the political affairs of the country and were charged with creating the political system in the Dayton Accords, to blame IOs for any failures and lack of progress. This persisting back and forth highlights the IOs’ role in the twenty-year political stalemate in BiH. 
IOs claim this situation is a catch-22 for them.  If they try to exert themselves more and try to fix the problems themselves, they run the risk of being blamed for any failure and for politicians and citizens to put even less of an effort and investment into the country themselves. However, if they step back and allow more local ownership and domestic control, they will still be blamed for any setbacks and there is a reasonable risk the state of the country will deteriorate even more.
Take the OHR again for example. One of the heads of office at the Banja Luka branch of the OHR articulated his frustration about the “lose-lose” situation the OHR is currently in. Over the years OHR has slowly scaled back and eventually eliminated the use of the Bonn Powers in Bosnia Herzegovina, only to see the country’s problems compound and settle into the dysfunctional political situation it currently finds itself in. Now the OHR finds itself being pulled in multiple directions. On the one hand, there is pressure from some corners for the OHR to use their Bonn Powers to solve dire situations such as the political standstill in Sarajevo that prevented babies from being issued ID numbers for over three months. The OHR lamented that they were already so unpopular in the country, felt daily animosity, and were met with non-compliance in their interactions with both the government and the public that using the Bonn Powers would only increase hatred towards the OHR and the rest of the international community. 
On the other hand, others argue that politicians are supposed to be solving these issues and are being paid an inordinate amount, 3,000 euros a month to the average BiH salary of 400 euros a month according to OSCE, to do so[footnoteRef:1]. Others oppose increased international control because relieving politicians of a leadership role in the country and ownership for actions and legislation gives them the ability to blame the international community for all issues and failures and alleviates them of the responsibility.  [1:  Ironically these extremely high salaries paid to uncooperative, unmotivated politicians are funded by international organizations that are keeping the country financially afloat. This also explains why 60-70% of the population wants to work for the government.] 

At the same time though the OHR has been in the country since its inception, is still entrenched in many crucial activities and guidance for the government, and is legally mandated to be there according the Dayton, making it nearly impossible to completely pull out of the country. It is no wonder that amidst all these swirling opinions and lack of a good option for moving forward that organizations like the OHR are paralyzed in terms of risky, assertive action.
The EU behaved in a similar fashion as well. The opinionated, curt German official rattled off the numerous projects, political negotiations, development aid, and EU agenda promotion that makes up two thirds of the activities the EU engages in in BiH. When pressed as to why Bosnia is falling behind its Balkan neighbors in the EU accession process, he quickly did a 180. He firmly stated that the EU was not an interventionist organization, despite having an associated military force (EUFOR) and having just communicated to us a series of interventionist actions. He insisted that change needed to come from within. Internal discrepancies and identity crises prevent organizations themselves from being on the same page and being able to galvanize over a joint vision and action plan. 
III. Individual Level Incentives 
An incongruous incentive structure goes beyond the organization as a whole and affects the motivation of individuals to do their job the best that they can.  After one of the official briefings at the OSCE headquarters in Sarajevo, I was able to grab lunch at the refined Italian eatery, the unofficial OSCE cafeteria, located on the second floor of the glass walled mall that the office resided in, with a OSCE representative and alumni of my university.  Pizza seemed to be one of the few mainstream European foods that has been widely adopted in BiH. Because of headache of negotiating with three separate governments, most foreign investors and companies have determined it is not worth the effort of trying to tap into the BiH market. There is one single McDonald’s in Sarajevo, the capital city. It is tucked away among dozens of kebab stands and local restaurants on a street behind the main drag. The only visible consumer sign of a connection with the outside world, this McDonald’s was not opened until 2011 and took over four years to complete due to interethnic tensions (according to politicians), corruption, and a convoluted tax system (Goldwert 2011, p. 1).
	An individual-level reverse incentive structure that indirectly deters working to accomplish the organization’s goal is a distinctive and difficult to solve problem. Herein lies one of the most fundamental flaws of international organizations- “success” for Bosnia Herzegovina equates to local ownership and a fully functional, self-sustaining state- without outside assistance. Because of this reality, the goal of IOs is to essentially put themselves out of a job. Counterintuitively, needing to downsize is actually a good thing when it comes to intervention in conflict or post-conflict areas. I asked the UNC alum, a current deputy director at OSCE, whether this dilemma poses issues in the organization. He nodded slowly, thoughtfully chewing on his slice of pepperoni pizza. “It’s hard, you know. You are basically working to put yourself out of a job.” During his first week on the job he had to slash the budgets and downsize several departments in multiple offices throughout the country. He voiced the pain and guilt he felt firing people precisely because they were doing their job well. He agonized over uprooting the lives of his coworkers; people he didn’t necessarily know, but had lives established in BiH and depended on the salary that OSCE provided them. 
	While on a macro level the EU, UN, or OSCE may legitimately want to downsize and exit the area, at the individual level, a EU employee wanting to be put out of a job and putting all his or her effort towards a goal that will do just that is not realistic. Stepping back and looking at one’s actions as part of the greater good and not as “how will I pay my bills this week?” is a lot to expect from thousands of employees across multiple countries, cultures, backgrounds and pay grades. It is not necessarily surprising then that international organizations seem at times to be spinning their wheels in Bosnia, constantly engaging in activities but never actually creating a change, prolonging of the current, frozen conflict.

IV. Lacking a Stable Identity 
The EU seems to be unsure of what angle to take in pressuring BiH to conform to their standards. At times they frame the problem as a moral and ethical problem that the EU will not tolerate. This of course refers to the Bosnian constitution being in violation of EU human rights standards. At other times the EU focuses on practical, economic, and logistical issues as the basis for Bosnia’s stalled application process. To put it bluntly there was consistent inconsistency in the EU messaging.
Within the same meeting at the EU headquarters we received two different reasons for Bosnia’s current condition. When we asked the representatives what the biggest hindrance was to Bosnia entering the EU, they reflexively replied “Sejdic-Finci” and the human rights violations within the constitution.  However, as we pressed further, it became evident that what the EU was most concerned about was an unreliable, dysfunctional government that is failing to bring the country into the 21st century economy. They used the example of the BiH dairy industry to underscore this point. Despite having the capability to develop a strong dairy industry the impossible politics of the country have resulted in poorly coordinated transportation systems and a lack of uniform quality standards that make trade impossible. BiH farmers cannot even export their dairy crops to their next-door neighbor, Croatia. The transportation systems are so bad within the country that Bosnia imports around 40 percent of its dairy products despite the capability of being fully self-sufficient. Though the problematic split government is at the core of both explanations, the EU cannot decide whether to attack this problem from a moralistic high ground of looking out for human rights or a from logical, rational economic angle.  
The EU in Banja Luka made similarly contradictory statements in our briefing in the capital city of the Republika Srpska.  When asked about the future of Bosnia, the representative cited aligning with EU standards as the best option in terms of progression. In the same sentence she warned that trying to finagle with the Dayton Accords would be akin to opening Pandora’s box. The EU provided a solution to the problem and then dissuaded the only method by which that solution can be carried out. Ironically, the only way to fully align with EU standards is to alter or do away with Dayton. In one same sentence, the EU representative perfectly encompassed the insincerity of IO attempts to change the situation and the lack of real effort towards unfreezing Bosnia Herzegovina. This helps to explain why the country cannot move forward. Though other IOs have the EU agenda in the back of their mind as well, the lack of a unified EU approach leads to slightly different goals and messaging. 
V. Structural Limitations
In addition to personal motivations and mixed messaging as explanations for the frozen state of international organizations, the structure of the organizations themselves creates a temporary environment that discourages lasting change and full commitment from IO representatives.
At first glance, the NATO headquarters looks anything but temporary. I felt my attention waning as the tough, Austrian colonel expertly flipped through his dense, technical slideshow in the dark, oak-paneled room furnished with a felt padded semi-circular table equipped with microphones and a work station built into every seat. The building was tucked into the heavily guarded NATO compound on the south side of the River Miljacka- just a few mere feet away from the infamous Latin bridge where the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand set off World War I. 
From the two and a half hour meeting with the colonel and a British consultant hired by NATO we gleaned that, despite the impressive building and elaborate compound that did not indicate any immediate intentions to leave, NATO’s mandate functions on a year-to-year basis. This differs from most organizations, which have at least a three to five year minimum mandate in order to make sure there is enough time to properly establish themselves and start long-term projects.  In addition, there is no cap on the number of times the NATO mandate can be renewed or any kind of exit timeline at all.  The organization is perpetually in limbo, unsure if their mission will be terminated tomorrow or in thirty years. The NATO representatives admitted this unusual mandate made things difficult on a daily basis and in terms of planning for the future. This extreme uncertainty is not conducive to a long-term strategy for BiH and the ability to engage in meaningful activities can easily be paralyzing in terms of taking action. It is surprising that NATO is able to make any kind of decisions and have any impact with this directionless, ambiguous mandate.  
Drawing upon Peter Redfield’s discussion on temporality as it refers to outside organizations, part of the issue lies in the impermanent environment of NATO. In his research, Redfield delves into how large organizations that engage in temporary missions or projects struggle to adapt their model to specific, local conditions. Just as Doctors without Borders struggled with cultural and administrative changes, NATO grappled with adapting to a new environment and changing roles and authorities on a project-by-project basis. 
NATO is comprised of officers and military personnel from a significant number of different countries. Though competent in their own right, these individuals come from different cultures and sometimes vastly different approaches and ways of operating militarily.  Because of the ad-hoc nature of NATO military missions, these individuals are thrown together in different roles and often cycle through missions frequently. Elizabeth Dunn articulates the pitfalls of this recent increase in ad hoc and temporary humanitarian entities, which she calls “adhocracies.” She argues that instead of assuming a totalitarian or imperialistic role, which international organizations are often criticized for, these new humanitarian agencies and group are really just creating “chaos and vulnerability,” at worst complicating the situation and at best not improving it (Dunn 2012, p. 2)
Even in our briefing the dynamic between the Austrian colonel and British consultant and their differing presentation styles highlighted the cultural and methodological differences. The colonel meticulously walked us through every statistic, fact, and figure, giving us thorough but formulaic answers to our questions, much to the chagrin of his outspoken, blunt British companion. The consultant constantly interjected, adding dramatic details and color to the Bosnian story and correcting or qualifying statements about NATO and their modes of operation, before finally taking over the presentation himself. This unnatural and temporary construction, where different members of the organization have various backgrounds and visions, lends itself to struggling with coordinating substantial activities within the NATO mission to Bosnia Herzegovina.
OSCE grapples with structural disincentives as well. OSCE touts their seven-year term limit as innovative in terms of international organizations.  The deputy director of OSCE pointed out that OSCE’s intention is to dissuade the complacency and comfort that comes with  “career” organizations. However, this can also work against the organization in other ways. The fact that an employee of OSCE cannot exceed seven years on a “mission” and fifteen years in the organization as a whole does not motivate the individual to start any long-term projects that work to solve the real problems with the country that warrant a long-term commitment. Not only does the limit dissuade individuals from taking on long-term projects but actually prevents them from finishing any projects that might not be complete at the end of their term limit, placing a ceiling on what the organization can feasibly accomplish.
VI. Meaningless Action
Despite these structural limitations to what IOs can realistically achieve, they have to at least appear to be doing something in order to authenticate their value in the country. The result of this incongruity is an abundance of short-term projects that do not work towards a long-term fix for the country. Though not necessarily counter-productive or negative, these interim projects and efforts that IOs engage in are band- aids for the real problems.
For example, negotiating trade relationships with foreign investors may seem like an important activity that shows forward thinking and a dedication to BiH progression. However, when you pull back the curtains you see that these “attempts” to create trade agreements are beyond infeasible. A rare meeting with a U.S. Embassy employee in Banja Luka made this fact apparent. A young, fresh-out-of-college state department hire met us at our hotel. Already fed up with the frustrating politics of the region, she candidly explained the complexities that made many IO efforts to expand trade a moot point. 
	She painted a picture of the airport in Banja Luka, one of the biggest cities in BiH and the most prominent and influential in the Republika Srpska, to illustrate this point. The airport, which consists of what appears to be an enlarged trailer park home adjacent to a thin strip of concrete, would be hard pressed to facilitate even a handful of private and commercial flights in a day. The government cannot agree on how to run the airport -from coordinating flight schedules to hiring workers to securing funding for renovations to security. The concept that this airport could possibly handle any increased air traffic activity, let alone be relied on as a central trade hub is not even in the realm of possibility. IO attempts to secure trade agreements are either misinformed or purposely ignorant of the state of the country. Before even thinking of attempting such grand goals, the nitty gritty, internal problems must be solved. 
The military of BiH is a microcosm of the ethnic undercurrents, “fake” progress, and unsubstantial, surface-level actions undertaken in the country. When we asked about ethnic integration of the military- one of the goals of NATO- the colonel bragged that the military represented great progress in terms of ethnic cooperation in BiH. He reassured us that there were few ethnic issues at the officer level and described the sense of community and cohesiveness of the military. However, this seamless integration occurred only on the state level, a detail that did not immediately come forward.  In fact, upon being pushed on the details of the arrangement, we discovered that below the brigade level the divisions of the military were drawn strictly along ethnic lines, with almost no overlap between Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs.  In addition, the ethnically pure military companies only mixed and worked together on missions outside of Bosnia. Internally they were essentially operating independently, just like every other important entity with Bosnia Herzegovina. Only on the state level, an impotent, shell-like body, does integration actually exists. This deceptive military integration highlights how international organization and BiH both fail to make real progress and engage in projects that do not accomplish significant goals, maintaining the frozen status of the country. 
A EU representative cited the need for Bosnia to establish a vertical control chain, one central authority or entity that IOs can deal with. However, the reality is, which some IOs themselves addressed, is that there is a lack of unified messaging and central organization for the government itself to deal with. The various groups and entities in BiH are not on the same page, but neither are the international organizations. The combination of these two comparable realities creates an environment that remains hopelessly gridlocked in a limbo state of semi-conflict, semi-peace.


CHAPTER THREE
“Cumulative Effects and Concluding Thoughts”

I. The Future 
The portly British consultant made his way to the front of the NATO conference room. It was obvious he had rehearsed the following presentation and reveled in being center stage. “There are three options for the future of Bosnia,” he began. This immediately snapped our group of semi- comatose students to attention. After weeks of hearing nothing but qualified statements, wishy-washy answers, and hesitant predictions from dozens of haggard international representatives, this clear, bold statement was a breath of fresh air. 
	“Option one is the status quo.” He painted a picture of BiH where no war breaks out and animatedly described a complicated series of events involving negative momentum and strategic shocks, resulting in the Republika Srpska becoming independent, a mass migration out of the country, and Bosnia becoming more “backward” than ever. He compared this dismal outcome to the Afghan situation.
	“Option two is withdraw.” In this hypothetical scenario, international organizations would give everything over to local ownership, from funding public works to criminal trials, to re-settlement issues, to everyday governance. As the British consultant saw it this would unquestionably lead to a resumption of the conflict and Bosnia Herzegovina would relapse into to the violence of the 1990s.
 	“Option three is to start slapping people.” This odd suggestion piqued our interest once again.  He enthusiastically presented a scenario where NATO and other international organizations start using more force and actively intervene in the day to day activities of the country even more, imbedding themselves further and further into the situation (thought he did not phrase it in quite that way). His obvious preference for this option shone through in his exuberant and theatrical depiction of the scenario. Fundamentally, he concluded, Bosnia is going nowhere. The lack of a clear winner and loser of the 1990s war will continue to pose problems until a definite outcome is established. Though unsure of the future of this country he was sure of one thing, “Bosnia will fail if something does not happen soon.”
II. Why does Bosnia Herzegovina not work?
On paper, Bosnia Herzegovina should work. On the surface the country represents a proto-type post-conflict area riddled with ethnic divisions and tensions that underpin the source of the conflict. The international community made the logical moves in the Dayton Peace Agreement based on this surface analysis. A centrally weak, federal system was set up in conjunction with a power-sharing government. In order to mitigate the ethnic tensions, the constitution legally recognized the three main ethnic groups that were at the core of the conflict and based the power-sharing arrangement on them in order to ensure equity and prevent further violence. According to political science theory and extensive literature on the subject, ethnic inclusion, federalism, and power sharing are three key components to successfully rebuilding ethnically divided societies post-conflict. 
Why then is Bosnia Herzegovina in a frozen state of instability, unemployment, and political standstill if everything was done according to the prescribed frameworks? In short, there is so much more to this story. To answer this question this thesis has provided a much needed, deeper, more complex, anthropological look at the situation. In order to understand why the traditional power-sharing and federalism frameworks do not work as intended in BiH, the level of analysis of needs to be taken from the abstract, macro level down to individual level, specific to the conditions in BiH. The interactions, thoughts, perceptions, and histories of individuals and communities shape Bosnia and therefore shape how and if new ideas, governments, and approaches are adopted and implemented. 
III. Understanding the elements at work 
As I have worked to show through my research, the cultural, historical, and current political and structural state of Bosnia plays a significant role in the ineffectiveness of IOs and the EU model. Some of the issues with IO compatibility and realities in BiH include a lack of civil society engagement and pressure on government, political incentives, economic crises, and international funding. This chapter synthesizes the information provided in the first two chapters and focuses on how the way IOs operate in the country fails to effectively address the cultural and historical barriers and actually makes things worse in terms of economic and political issues. 
My fieldwork of the summer of 2013 allowed me to experience this disconnect and lack of understanding of the complexity of the situation firsthand. My experiences hearing, interacting with, and observing the employees of various international organizations allowed me to gain insight into this veil of separation between the internal reality of BiH and outside perception through the lens of the international community. 
My first chapter reveals the underlying EU-track mindset of virtually every international organization.  This observation plays an important role in understanding why external efforts to improve BiH are not successful. The various different organizations profess to having different approaches and goals in terms of what they want to achieve and how.  Yet, at their core, all of the IOs had the same underlying goal of EU integration and went into Bosnia with a preformed plan and agenda in mind of how to accomplish it. They also contained similar frameworks and methodology in terms of modes of communication and interaction that depended on a unified, central body in the target country. This strategy, which is not tailored to the specific conditions in Bosnia, accounts for the frustrating lack of success and failure to connect and make significant positive changes in BiH. The observation that all the IOs came into the country with the same objective in mind negates the possibility that the IOs are truly committed to fully understanding the complexity of the Bosnian situation and committed to formulating a specific, culturally appropriate plan that best serves the interests of the Bosnian people. 
Keeping in mind the Eurocentric approach of the international organizations, the second chapter provides an analysis of the current state of international organizations in BiH based on this preliminary observation. The frozen state of international organizations in BiH continues to increasingly resemble the frozen state of the country itself year after year as IO efforts and BiH progress remain stalled. There are a variety of factors that contribute to the ineffectual efforts of international organizations. These range from organizational structure, to unclear mandates and timeframes, to poorly designed individual and organization incentive structures. This interesting and frustrating occlusion can be more readily understood in the context of an overly simplified and culturally inappropriate approach to conflict management and rebuilding in BiH. 
 Understanding both the EU-centric focus of international organizations in Bosnia Herzegovina in conjunction with the frozen state of the international organizations themselves adds a new perspective and insights into the nature of the conflict and the reasons behind the current ineffectiveness of international organizations. The complicated, unique history of Bosnia has shaped the present day country and plays a pivotal role in the current ethnic makeup, cultural norms, and political situation in the country. In analyzing IO efforts, attitudes, and contributions in BiH, an apparent disconnect appears between these imported efforts to help and the on the ground realities in the country. This lack of understanding and narrow, European focus of IOs compounds with the structural limitations of the organizations, resulting in a lack of progress and universal frustration and tension.
IV. Serious Problems with Frozen Bosnia 
Unfortunately this pattern of kicking the can down the road, hoping that the next guy will solve this problem or address the issue is unsustainable. As this dysfunctional power-sharing government continues to try to operate with the assistance of ineffective international organizations, progress continues to be thwarted and BiH moves farther and farther away from reaching a place of stable self-sufficiency.  The seriousness of the situation and increasing need for immediate action is not apparent in the rhetoric of international organizations, but certain glimpses of the potential impending catastrophes revealed themselves during some of my briefings. 
For example, as the NATO colonel in Sarajevo revealed, there is no national security system in place to respond to an emergency. The individual entities must declare an emergency before any national funds are released. The ICTY representative shared an anecdote that epitomized the lack of coordination between entities and the truly divided nature of the country. Sarajevo was strategically chosen as the capital because of its location on the border between the Federation and the Republika Srpska. The ICTY employee lives on the Serbian side of the city, but cannot physically travel from one side to the other. When he tries to take a cab home from the ICTY office, which is on the Federation side, the cab driver will stop at the border and refuse to drive one more inch across. He is forced to then get out of the cab, walk across the “border[footnoteRef:2]” and hail a new taxi to take him the rest of the way home. Though a seemingly trivial inconvenience, this anecdote represents the larger issues of coordination, institutional divides, and lingering tensions at play in Bosnia Herzegovina.  [2:  There is not actually a physical border crossing or checkpoint. They were made illegal years ago, but there is still the implicit understanding of a separation between the two sides. ] 

Another, often overlooked problem has to do with an increasing threat to the safety of civilians. There is a problem with an enormous stockpile of volatile ammunition that the entities cannot agree on how to get rid of.  The Bosnian countryside is also littered with thousands of active land mines that are becoming more and more unstable every day. NATO, OSCE and a couple of other organizations are attempting to sweep the countryside for these mines to deactivate them, but do not have the capacity and will to do so on a large scale nor do they have universal cooperation from the various levels of government.  
One representative recounted that less a week before a Bosnian farmer was mending his fence when he uncovered a huge, active land mine sitting in his backyard, not fifty feet from his home, wife, and children. This speaks to the frustrating way Bosnians approach life and IOs approach their work. Logically both parties know that the land mines and weapons stockpiles will continue to become more dangerous and unstable everyday, but this motivates no one to aggressively take action or even voice an opinion on the matter. These types of problems will eventually catch up with BiH and reveal the serious shortcomings the country faces.
Unsurprisingly, business owners, government employees, and consumers have found the legal, institutional means of conducting necessary everyday activities; from government decisions to hiring convenience store clerks, time consuming and inefficient, if even possible.  In lieu of a formal way of accomplishing things in a simple, practical, and timely manner, corruption permeates the country and illegal business practices, sales, and interactions are commonplace (Johnston 2005, p. 13) This is where the absence of a precedent of civic engagement, and a lack of understanding of this reality from the international community, causes issues. IOs and outsiders become frustrated with the indifference from the citizens of BiH in the face of this type endemic corruption. In reality, this pervasive and seemingly unavoidable corruption and duplicitous nature of officials and businessmen compounds the already present apathy and hopelessness that exists in the civic realm, making it even more difficult for Bosnia to extract itself from this dilemma. When the state government is divided in its vision for the future or starts to deteriorate in terms of its moral uprightness, strong civic pressure needs to influence government to act according to citizen demands. Because BiH has a weak, ineffective central government with a divided vision and differing levels of commitment to fulfilling EU criteria, the underdeveloped civil society in BiH, which does not have a kneejerk reaction to illegal practices and a lack of institutional transparency, poses a problem. 
V. Change of Perspective  
What the IOs fail to see is that they are just as much part of the current Bosnia as the “real” government and institutions. By forming a country with international organizations as the basis, they have unintentionally woven themselves in the fabric of the state itself and is why both extracting themselves from the situation and trying to address the issues as an “outsider” are equally difficult to achieve.  I root my approach towards evaluating international organizations in Bosnia not as outside powers or authorities on Bosnia but as subjects of analysis themselves. This reveals an entirely new perspective on the situation and makes strides towards understanding the problems and hopefully being able to effectively address them in a novel way. 
The cumulative consequences of the combination of these two realities of international organizations in BiH are reflected in the incongruent messaging and activities of international organizations.  For example, the EU continues to fund programs, assist with resettlement issues, and provide the funds to pay government officials while at the same time preaching self-sufficiency and chastising the government and public for not making any changes and not reforming the constitution. The EU does not seem to recognize the deleterious effects of funding the salaries of politicians whose motivation is not necessarily geared towards improving the lives of Bosnians or finding real solutions to the difficult issues that currently plague the country.  The tradeoff spells disaster for the future of Bosnia; in order to keep the country barely intact and semi-functioning for the time being, the EU is inadvertently undermining any potential efforts or motivation for constitutional reform and other needed changes. Though the EU gets a substantial amount of the focus, other organizations, such as OSCE and Council of Europe have fallen into the same pattern of preaching one thing and doing another. By keeping BiH limping along in terms of funding, IOs are also preventing a financial crash or any substantial exogenous shock to snap civil society and politicians out of complacently and into action. Though not overtly working to prevent efforts towards a sustainable solution for BiH, their “helpful” activities have mixed implications for the future of the country.
A cursory glance at the streets and buildings in Mostar conveys the shortsighted, temporality of political elections and public works. Partially completed buildings, abandoned construction sites, and dug up roads litter the city at every turn. Outside of our hotel there was a roped off ten foot hole in the middle of the sidewalk, complete with a shovel, tarp, and gloves strewn to the side that the concierge told us has not been worked on in five years. A EUFOR captain we spoke with enlightened us as to why bizarre scenes like this existed. Right before election cycles politicians take on public works projects to show their dedication to the city and make grandiose promises. As soon as the elections are over the projects immediately stop, even if they are only partially complete. This happens year after year without serious compliant from the people and the landscape of Mostar is suffering because of it. Though the concept of caring about the public only when it is politically convenient is not unheard of in other parts of the world, the IOs’ resigned acceptance of this detrimental pattern in Bosnia is unusual. One of the major areas of the city has a brand new office building standing directly next to a blackened, bombed out building that has not been touched in the twenty years since the war. This disjointed image of a very real past clashing with an attempted effort towards moving towards a promising future shows the fragmented, dysfunctional state of BiH and the frozen mindset of the country and the organizations within it. 
The combination of trying to push the EU agenda through funding programs and paying politicians in order to assert the EU’s presence, but also not making any strong moves, keeps the conflict stuck, slowly bleeding the life out of BiH. The international community is too scared to either cut the rope, letting the conflict run its course as the British consultant suggested as one possible option, or fully commit and take a more active role in the rebuilding, as he posed as an alternative. As a result of their inaction IOs have inadvertently chosen option one, the status quo, and are playing an active role in prolonging the provisional, poorly formed power-sharing government and allowing the country to slowing sink. The EU Special Representative in Mostar called the bizarre situation “not functioning but safe.”

VI. Conclusion 
	Through official briefings and informal interactions and insights from a variety of officials and representatives from different international organizations in Bosnia Herzegovina over the course of my research I was able to gain a deeper understanding of the daily struggles and activities happening in Bosnia. I was also able to understand the complexity of the situation through the information gained from these organizations as well as critically evaluate and discern how the organizations themselves fit into the process. 
This thesis attempts to paint the often-oversimplified ethnic divisions and political gridlock in Bosnia in a new light and add a fresh, original perspective to frozen, post-conflict literature on Bosnia Herzegovina.  I also strive to bring international attention and awareness back to these salient issues that continue to plague the country. The anthropological lens through which I have analyzed the situation and evaluated the role of international organizations does not currently exist within the body of literature on post-conflict studies, power-sharing arrangements, and ethnic federalism- especially as it applies to Bosnia Herzegovina. The outlook and method of assessment I have developed here will hopefully lead to a change in the current interpretation of the situation and approaches in regard to international assistance in BiH that will unfreeze the state without the inevitable bloodshed and the reopening of hostilities that a few international organizations dared to predict. Despite the public and international community’s attempts to ignore the dysfunctional situation in Bosnia, these conditions are unsustainable long term. If the complex issues that anchor the current political, economic, and social turmoil and governmental ineptitude are not addressed, time will run out for the precarious stability of this deeply divided, ineffective state.
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APPENDIX
	Organization
	Basis in BiH
	Size 
	Date est. in BiH 
	Description

	European Union (EU)
	-original presence: UN security Council resolution during the war
- ongoing mandate from the Dayton Accords

	- 28 member states (all in Europe)
	1995 
	 -requires a consensus among member states to invite a new country to join and also outlines very stringent, very specific standards a county must obtain before moving along in the membership process 

- * Bosnia is not a member of the EU, a source of much tension and controversy in the region and getting BiH to achieve eventual membership drives much of the IO focus in the county.


	Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
	-Entered BiH on a mandate in the Dayton Accords

-Continued presence on invitation basis and does not currently function under any legal mandate

	-world’s largest regional security organization
- 57 member states, 2690 staff
	1995
	- They have the largest active presence in BiH out of any other organization.

- 14 field offices

-mission: an organization revolving on maintaining regional security and stability
 
-large ground presence, hands on    approach
 
- security covers three  “dimensions”: 
     1)the politico-military 
     2)the economic and environmental
    3) the human dimension


	United Nations (UN)
	- Mandate based, from Dayton and UN Security Council 

	5 bodies: General Assembly: 193 member States
Security Council: 5 permanent members and 10 non-permanent 
Economic and Social Council: 54 members
International Court of Justice: 15 judges

	1992
	- mission of “maintaining international peace and security, developing friendly relations among nations and promoting social progress, better living standards and human rights”  

- sent in UN Peacekeepers (to try to establish safe zones in the country to protect innocent civilians during the war
- Provide the legal authority and mandate for many other organizations’ presence in the country


	EUFOR/ UNPROFOR/ IFOR/ SFOR
	- original presence: UN Security Resolution (during war)
- Ongoing mandate: Dayton Accords
	- 2,503 troops from 27 countries (at peak)

	1992 (preliminary forces during war, functioned under  variety of names)
	-variety of  ad-hoc military forces charged with overseeing the implementation of the Dayton Agreement post-war 
- provide limited ongoing monitoring and security



	NATO 
	-  original presence: UN Security Council resolution (during the war )
- now: year-by-year UN mandate 

	- 28 member states
- 60,000 troops at peak

	1991
	-Mission: military alliance and a system of collective defense

- during the war enforced embargos, provided air and ground support, and even engaged in a bombing campaign against the Bosnian Serbs in 1995

	International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ITCY)
	- formed under a UN resolution 
	-3 branches: 1) the Chambers, 
2) the Registry,
 3) Office of the Prosecutor 
- all  major criminal cases dealing with the Yugoslav wars
	1993
	- an international court of law to deal specifically with the crimes that took place the Yugoslav wars

-“ad hoc” UN organization that provides an international platform for trying the top war criminals involved in the Yugoslav wars and provides protection and support for witnesses and victims

	Office of the High Representative (OHR)
	- formed under a mandate from the Dayton Peace Agreement

	-not a large physical presence but significant powers
(exists only as a BiH)

	1995
	- Established as the main international institution for or for the civilian activities laid out in the Dayton Peace Agreement 

-acts as a “civilian coordinator” in BiH. 
-Endowed with sweeping “Bonn Powers” which allowed the High Representative to defacto run the county for the years following the war. 
- these unchecked powers allowed the High Representative to take action when anything got in the way of the “implementation of peace.” 
-Bonn Powers no longer actively used 


	Council of Europe
	- by invitation (as a member country) not mandate

	- 47 member states

	- (member as of) 2002
	- a resource and advisory body for the county, specifically for human rights related issues.

- less clear goals

- often viewed as a stepping stone in the EU process

	NGOS
	
- most are established through a larger international organization or entity as part of their mandate-based activities 
	- variation in size 

- hundreds of NGOs have existed in BiH at one point or another 
	- varied
- many established directly after the war, around 1995-1996

	- NGOs have a bad reputation in BiH and are mistrusted 

- many were established post-war for just a year or two did not engage in meaningful work or change for the area

- received most of their funding through post-war aid and 

- huge drop off in NGOs after relief aid from foreign countries dried up 
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