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Ready for a leap?  Bosnia and Herzegovina navigating towards Brussels

Bosnia and Herzegovina signed the Stabilisation and Association Agreement in June 2008, opening a new paragraph in its longstanding relationship with the European Union.  However, the role of the EU in BiH is not the one generally found in accession countries.  EU in BiH is directly involved in creating the institutional structure and legal framework as a basis for adopting laws and standards that will draw the country closer to the EU.  Thus, the EU works together with the Bosnian leadership to (re)create the country before it is able to address the accession issues and AC.
BiH is not able to do it itself – will the strategic assistance and actually leadership of the EU and the IC in general result in success - remains to be seen. Certainly, results have been made since the end of the war full 14 years ago.  Ever since then the IC has been in the driving seat of reforms and changes implemented in BiH.  However, all the work has been done in the framework of the Dayton Peace Agreement which, in opinion of majority commentators, is not suitable for smooth functioning of the state, far from smooth integration into the EU structures.

Therefore, the dichotomy between reforms undertaken in the context of DPA on one side and the political and economic reality on the other unquestionably raises suspicion as to how the accession of BiH towards the EU will proceed.  

Declaratively, all major political parties support Bosnian integration into the EU, the people also.  The latest UNDP Early Warning Report from Dec 2008 shows that the public support for the Bosnian integration into the EU is 75%.  
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“The EU is strengthening its central supporting role in BiH.  Since the signing of the Dayton Peace Accords, the huge task of building a stable social and political structure as well as a functioning economy had to be undertaken by many international community actors, but none more prominent and consistent than the EU.  The EU affirmed this commitment to Bosnia and Herzegovina in Thessaloniki in June 2003 by offering the country a clear perspective of EU membership.

The main road for BiH joining the EU is the Stabilisation and Association process supported by the EC delegation and more than 2.5 billion euro in assistance programmes.  The appointment of the EUSR, the deployment of EUPM and, most recently, EUFOR further demonstrates the increasing commitment by the EU as BiH moves from stabilisation to European integration.”

The above paragraphs introduce the European Union cluster of missions to Bosnia and Herzegovina (hereafter also as BiH).
  A next logical step in the course of such long engagement in Bosnia and Herzegovina was the signing of the Stabilisation and Association Agreement which took place in June 2008 marking the beginning of a long road towards the European Union membership.
“The SAA presents an open door for a prosperous future for all citizens of Bosnia and Herzegovina.  It is also a call for Bosnia’s political leaders to get out from the past and focus on the future of this state”,
 said not an EU official but a Serb Chairman of the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Nikola Špirić.  The Bosnian politicians have certainly learned to deliver lines.

In the same tone, Javier Solana, the EU High Representative for External Affairs congratulated Bosnia and Herzegovina for setting itself firmly on the European path, but added: “How much time it will take depends on the political leadership of Bosnia and Herzegovina and its readiness to overcome political and other obstacles in the implementation of the SAA.”
     
Therefore, the question is:  can Bosnia and Herzegovina overcome obstacles built into its very structure, can it reinvent itself to such a degree that political elites genuinely join efforts in fulfilling the SAA criteria rather than paying a lipservice to EU standards while pursuing daily agenda that is anything but EU membership oriented. 
In this article I do not open the question of EU membership as such, whether it is really the only viable option that Bosnia and Herzegovina has.  Since it is endorsed by all major political actors, both local and foreign, it is now the only game in town.  Whether it will remain so, the time will show.  This article will analyse the position of Bosnia and Herzegovina with regards to fulfilling the SAA criteria and moving towards the EU membership.
INTRODUCTION

Bosnia and Herzegovina came into existence following a break up of the Socialist Federative Republic of Yugoslavia and a referendum held on February 29-March 1, 1992.  By then Slovenia and Croatia had already left the Federation and Bosnia and Herzegovina followed.  The results of the referendum showed that the majority of the Bosnian citizens (63,4%) voted for independence, but these votes were divided along ethnic lines – Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Muslims (now Bosniaks) with inarguably a portion of Bosnian Serbs voted for independence, while the majority of Bosnian Serbs boycotted the referendum opting for staying in Yugoslavia.  The European Union and the United States recognized BiH on April 6, 1992, followed by many others, and Bosnia and Herzegovina became a member of the United Nations on May 22, 1992.  In parallel with the recognition, the Bosnian Serbs, with support from the Yugoslav Peoples’ Army, launched a series attacks on towns and villages across the country.  By the summer of 1992 hundreds of thousands of peoples were expelled from their homes, tens of thousands crammed in concentration camps, thousands killed.   

Reactions of the international community, led by the United Nations, did not reflect the dynamic of hostilities taking place on the ground.  A mix of arms embargo, peace talks, peacekeeping troops and humanitarian aid were to remedy the crisis.  These were, anyway, tools to which the United Nations could resort to, while individual governments or organisations judged other methods simply too expensive
 to be spent on the Bosnian crisis.  Nearly four years later, after at least a hundred of thousand people lost their lives, after two million refugees, after rapes, mutilations, and mass executions, the peace came in the design of the Dayton Peace Agreement (hereafter also referred as DPA), initialled in Dayton and signed in Paris on December 14, 1995.  The government of the United States pulled the muscles and brokered this agreement, endorsed (or more accurately pushed to endorse) by all parties to the conflict and the international community. 

Along with the provisions for the creation of joint institutions and the single state, the Agreement provided for the 5 billion dollar assistance for post-war reconstruction.  The DPA envisaged Bosnia and Herzegovina created of two entities, each with its own administrative structure, a single state structure and the Office of the High Representative, an ad-hoc body endowed with the power to oversee and direct the peace process.  Since then, 13 years ago, the peace process and the post-war reconstruction are still ongoing.  5 billion dollars were spent and Bosnia and Herzegovina is not yet capable of surviving on its own, without the lead from the international community.  Does the reason for this lies in the utter incompetence of its peoples to devise a coexistence formula that will move them from conflict towards cooperation or does the problem for Bosnia and Herzegovina’s lack of internal survival mechanism lies in the very text of the Dayton Peace Agreement?
Bosnia is held on the road to reform by the magnetic pull of the European Union and NATO and the tough push of sanctions vested in the High Representative by the Dayton Agreement…The danger here is not a return to conflict – that is now well nigh impossible with a massively downsized single-state army.  The danger is that the opportunity to finish the job is being lost and that Bosnia will be left as a dysfunctional space that we do not have the will to reform but cannot afford to ignore…Compromising on standards in Bosnia in the hope of achieving a quite life in Belgrade will cost us much more in Bosnian dysfunctionality and an unanchored peace in the future.  The international community needs to be much clearer about the standards it seeks and – especially in the case of the European Union – more muscular in demanding the conditions needed to achieve it.
 
After a 13-year long process of (re)building the state, no serious political actor would advocate abandoning the DPA and announce a contest for a new manifesto.  Simply speaking, too much has been invested so far to simply abandon it.  And it is not true that some goals were not achieved, a number of goals set out in the DPA have been achieved and some of them operate quite successfully.

One of the things that has to be always remembered that the Agreement STOPPED the fighting, bullets and grenades ceased to take their daily portion of victims, those who wanted were assisted in returning to their homes, roads were reopened and bridges rebuilt.  Elections were held and results recognized.  Schools reopened.  Perhaps this is a stellar achievement judging from the situation when all this was just a dream.  
However, is it being meticulous to ask that in schools children should learn about their country and not only about a half of the country; that their history classes reflect shared knowledge about their history rather than diametrically opposed; that they learn about coexistence by being in the same class rather then attending school in opposed time shifts or entering school at separate entrances?  Is it too early to have children sit together in mathematics, geography or biology classes?  Or, perhaps, Bosniaks learn two plus two by a particular Bosniak method, Croats learn that the Earth is a planet in the solar system through a particular Croatian method, and Serbs learn that plants produce oxygen in a special Serb way?
  
The Dayton Agreement, one could argue, provided for the schools to exist and children to be safe to attend them.  The rest is and cannot be a task of Dayton.  The way of life has to be decided by those who live in these communities, in communities in which these children are raised and educated.
Thirteen years since 1995, the same concerns that determined the “endgame strategy”
 are still haunting the peace process.  In Daalder description of the U.S. government’s decision to finally solve the Bosnian crisis, the main issue that drove the American initiative was broader than the crisis itself:
“They (the U.S. Administration, op.a.) maintained that the stakes went far beyond the particulars in Bosnia.  The issue was not one state or two, three, or none.  Rather, the issue was U.S. credibility as a world leader, its credibility in NATO, the United Nations, and at home.

To maintain the credibility, it was necessary to resolve the crisis and take it off the agenda prior to the 1996 Presidential elections.  The views differed in what should be the framework for the peace agreement.  Some insisted that the goal should be ending the war rather than building the peace.  Others in the negotiating team, led by the chief negotiator Richard Holbrooke, insisted that the agreement should incorporate provisions for building a stable, single and democratic state of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The actual negotiations in Dayton did not resolve the contradiction between the minimalist and maximalist views, but instead incorporated it.  Whereas the provisions of the Accords were highly ambitious and designed to build a lasting peace, the means for implementing them were severely limited in both scope and authority.  Thus, from the outset, Dayton’s implementation suffered from an “enforcement gap”.  The minimalist international means and mandate available to assist in implementation were insufficient to enforce full compliance with the Accords’ maximalist provisions.
  

The Dayton Peace Agreement did not resolve the ultimate question regarding the future of Bosnia and Herzegovina – will it be reintegrated or finally divided.  The DPA provides for a single democratic Bosnia and Herzegovina to exist, but at the same time it provides for extensive decentralization and internal division that makes this ‘single and united’ state almost impossible to achieve.  Bosnian Serb leadership, many of whom have been indicted war criminals, at the time of signing the Dayton Agreement explained it to their public that this was just another step on a path to their final independence and/or joining Serbia.  This rhetoric, although condemned and largely ignored in official documents and meetings with the international community, has remained with successive Bosnian Serb leaders, democratically elected within the framework of the DPA and overseen by the international community.

The Bosniak leadership sees in the DPA the fundamental injustice done to those who defended and fought for the single and integral state of Bosnia and Herzegovina.  The fact that they did not manage to secure the victory on the battle ground due in large part to the arms embargo imposed on all former Yugoslavia, but Bosnian Serbs having lavish supply of weapons from then Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (comprising Serbia and Montenegro, today two separate states), cost them the state.  The human cost which it suffered proved to be inconsequential for the final drafting of the Peace Agreement.  From then till now, the Bosniak leadership continues to fight ghost wars and bring back in tedious arguments from the past that interest depressingly small number of actors.  The international community wants to see breakthroughs, wants benchmarks to be met, wants to see modern, open politicians looking into the future rather then old-fashioned, grim characters eyes fixed on the past.

(Obviously, such attitude of the IC is demoralizing for anyone pursuing basic human justice, but it is political reality and thus cannot be ignored). 

The cold, sinister, yet thoroughly compelling logic of ‘ethnic cleansing’ provided the essential framework for the General Framework Agreement on Peace in Bosnia & Herzegovina.  The DPA was made possible by a conscious strategic compromise with the two individuals most directly responsible for former Yugoslavia’s descent into war and the Bosnian tragedy – Slobodan Milosevic and Franjo Tudjman.  With that strategic compromise – and the imprint of the masterminds of ‘ethnic cleansing’ – deeply imbedded in the edifice of Dayton, it is not surprising that the struggle to build a ‘single multiethnic country’ in any meaningful sense has proved to be an uphill battle in the years since Dayton.

The Bosniak people continues to elect personalities who give them a promise of reintegrating the state, just as Bosnian Serbs continue to elect those who maintain the promise of Republika Srpska achieving one day full independence.  

The Bosnian Croat leadership is somewhere in between.  Being the smallest ethnic group in the country, having been for years assisted financially and politically by the government in Zagreb, having largely defended and encircled their ethnic territories in the central and southern part of the country (effectively abandoning the northern part), they have been for years standing on the margins of political battles in the country.  Only after the Croatian government in Zagreb decided to restrain itself from interfering on behalf of Bosnian Croats in the Bosnian politics (with the new government of Ivica Račan in 2000 following Franjo Tuđman’s death in December 1999), did their leadership turn to Sarajevo.  But the Croatian population in BiH continues to emigrate towards Croatia, this task being easier as Croatia allows for dual citizenship.  The new census, when it takes place, will show the dimension of war-induced resettlements of the population.
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Although the international community proscribes any talk about the disintegration of the current state of Bosnia and Herzegovina, it is mind-boggling to insist on a system rejected by people who live it.  Social constructivism is an appealing aspiration and perhaps may succeed.  But it will require long investment and involvement of the international community.  

Perhaps the European Union can be patient enough to wait out the demise of the current political rhetoric.  Thirteen years is not much in an existence of the state.  It is not much in a life of a human being.  As every parent of a teenager would confirm, teenagers are not yet capable to fully run their own lives.  Children who had severe complications at birth, however, need additional time and care (if cared for properly) to grow into independent, reliable and responsible persons.  Is the European Union going to be determined and patient enough to wait for Bosnia and Herzegovina to finally mature.
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In the next section I will offer a brief analysis of major goals contained in the DPA - which have been fulfilled and which wait to be finished. 
Dayton Peace Agreement implementation degree
The Dayton Peace Agreement’s major success was the cessation of hostilities which has endured.  Other tasks envisaged by the Agreement have been implemented to various degrees.  This section will analyze each eleven annexes of the DPA and offer brief explanation what were its major breakthrough and what remains to be done.

Annex 1-A – the ceasefire - has been most successful.  The initial 60,000 soldiers international force which replaced United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) was replaced by the Stabilization Force (SFOR), to be later replaced by the Implementation Force (IFOR) and finally European Force (EUFOR) – Operation ALTHEA which is currently in operation.  When it took over in December 2004, EUFOR numbered 7,000 troops (as did SFOR at the time), while today it has 2,500 troops deployed which could be easily reinforced by Kosovo Force (KFOR) and Over the Horizon Forces (OTHF – up to four battalions from France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom).  The mission of EUFOR is to ensure the continued compliance with the DPA and guarantee safety and security in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Annex 1-B – regional arms control – was mainly the task of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) which has overseen measures of de-armament and demilitarisation, employment of confidence-building measures and the creation of single Bosnian Army.  OSCE, in collaboration with the rest of the international community in BiH, assists BiH in overcoming military division within the country and in developing State-level defence structures capable of protecting the sovereignty and territorial integrity of BiH.
  The goal is to have BiH integrate into Euro-Atlantic security structures – from the current participation in the Partnership for Peace programme (PfP) to the full membership in NATO.    
Annex 2 – inter-entity boundaries and Brčko – mainly has inter-entity lines undisputed while the Brčko district has remained out of both entities and enjoys an exclusive sovereignty under Bosnia and Herzegovina as a multiethnic unit of local self-governance.  Unable to agree in Dayton on the inter-entity division line around the municipality of Brčko, the parties agreed that an area around the town of Brčko in northern Bosnia and Herzegovina be left as a separate district and its status was to be determined by arbitration in subsequent years.  The Final Award of the Arbitral Tribunal for Dispute over Inter-Entity-Boundary in Brcko Area came in late 1999 establishing the former Brcko municipality as the Brcko District with “a single, unitary, multiethnic, demogractic Government, Assembly, Judiciary and police forces,”
 to be by a row of international supervisors.
The full implementation of the Brcko Final Award is one of the five objectives and two conditions set by the international community to end the OHR mission in BiH.
Annex 3 – democratic elections – have taken place regularly since the signing of the DPA.  Initially, elections were taking place every year, perhaps in hope of the international community, that those elected would not maintain the nationalistic rhetoric.  But the possibility to stand for elections was exactly the opportunity to engage in more nationalist rhetoric. Finally, and as of 2002, general elections take place every four years.
  Some analysts argued in the early period of the DPA implementation that it would be the best to forgo elections for some time and have the international community complete ruling as the elections just fortified ethnic separation.
  However, this advice fell on deaf ears and the only thing the international community did and still do is to support moderates which end at the bottom of election results curve.
In the Bosnia and Herzegovina 2008 Progress Report, the Commission Report on BiH states the following:
As a result of the failure to reform the constitution, the elections continue to be conducted under provisions that are in violation of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR).  The election of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s tripartite Presidency continue to be in contravention of Protocol 12 of the ECHR, as it does not allow citizens not belonging to the three constituent peoples to stand as candidates and it determines the ethnicity of each candidate elected from the Entities.

Further reforms within the elections’ sphere are to be pursued through the Stabilisation and Association Process.  
Annex 4 – the constitution of Bosnia and Herzegovina – has been left unfinished, although some progress has been made.  However, major attempts to amend the constitution contained in the DPA have been unsuccessful.  In the Progress Report, the Commission notes that because the package of proposed constitutional amendments was rejected by the Parliament in 1996 “there has been little progress in addressing the key European Partnership priority, requesting Bosnia and Herzegovina to establish more functional and sustainable institutional structures.  There remain wide disagreement between the political parties on the scope of the future constitutional reform.”

Nationalist rhetoric from political leaders from all constituent peoples, challenging the Dayton/Paris Peace Agreement and, thus, the constitutional order, remained commonplace.  The most frequent challenges came from the political leadership of Republika Srpska, who have continued to claim the right of self-determination for the Entity.

One of the major success contained in Annex 4 was granting constitutional status to all three peoples on the entire territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina.  Previously, Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats had the status of constituent peoples in the Federation of BiH, while Bosnian Serbs had the same status in Repubklika Srpska.  The Constitutional Court decision in 2000 in favour of equal constitutional status was backed by three international judges and two Bosniak judges and opposed by Bosnian Serb and Bosnian Croat judges in the Constitutional Court.  This Decision enabled the High Representative to make a biding decision on both entities to bring the entities’ constitutions in accordance with the State constitution, which as interpreted by the Constitutional Court, guaranteed the equal constitutional status to all three peoples and Others on the whole territory of BiH.
Annex 5 – inter-entity arbitration – is basically conducted by the OHR.
Annex 6 – human rights – establishes the Commission for Human Rights, which consists of Human Rights Ombudsman and the Human Rights Chamber.  In the course of the past decade, the Ombudsmen responded to a number of claims from citizens and their work is generally viewed as satisfactory, although they have often encountered resistance from various institutions.  The new law should reiterate and strengthen the position of the Ombudsman in Bosnia and Herzegovina and reintegrate the three separate Ombudsmen offices that currently exist.  The Ombudsman Law was passed in 2006, under which the three Ombudsmen offices would merge, awaits the appointment of Ombudspersons, which have not yet been selected due to blockages in the selection process.  The Progress Report voices concerns that such delays may undermine the credibility of the State’s Ombudsman’s Office.
 

Annex 7 – refugee return – has been probably one of the most contested and controversial annexes of the DPA.  Since two millions of peoples, nearly half the population, found themselves as refugees and internally displaced at the end of 1995, this annex had tremendous consequences for the future existence of the state of Bosnia and Herzegovina.  The efforts at implementing the Annex 7 concentrated on repossessing occupied property to pre-war owners, reconstruction of destroyed houses and other buildings, increasing minority representation in public sector, establishing full freedom of movement and maintaining general security environment.  This all has been basically achieved but the final outcome of all these efforts will be known when a new census takes place.  
UNHCR has been and still is the major agency facilitating the rerun of refugees.  So-called minority retunrs (returning to areas of pre-war residence with the majority of population being of other ethnicity than the returnee) have had volatile success.  In some cases, minority returnees returned and stayed but in many other cases they went back only to sell reposed property and leave for good.  Numbers are not accessible as no census has taken place since the end of the war and a decision on conducting a new census awaits to be agreed upon.

Despite further improvements in the security situation, further progress on improving the socio-economic integration of refugees and internally displaced persons has been slight…The number of returnees has substantially declined in recent years, but the process has not yet been completed.  There are still some 125 000 persons who wish to return to their original place of residence.  However, this is not matched by an adequate supply of reconstructed housing.  Returnees still face discrimination in employment, access to health care, education, pensions, and social rights – especially when returning to areas where they are in minority position.  This remains the biggest obstacle to a sustainable return.

Annex 8 – the Commission to Preserve National Monuments – has had slow start, but in the end the destroyed Ferhadija mosque in Banja Luka and the Old Bridge over Neretva river in Mostar, both dating from the 16th century, are being and have been built respectively.  However, the destroyed cultural heritage remains painful memory.  
Annex 9 – joint corporations – have had limited success.  For example, in the area of railway transport, network statements, providing train operators with a single information source on rain infrastructure, have been prepared
 but railway companies have not yet become fully integrated.  The Railway Regulatory Board has not yet completed its training and staffing.  
Annex 10 – civilian implementation – created the Office of the High Representative as the chief civilian peace implementation agency in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  Annex 10 declared the High Representative the final authority in the field to interpret the civilian aspects of the DPA.  The Peace Implementation Council subsequently elaborated on the High Representative’s mandate granting him ever larger powers.  There have been six High Representatives in BiH since the signing of the DPA (including the current one).  
As of 2004, the High Representative acts also as the European Union Special Representative (EUSR) indicating the change of nature of the international involvement in Bosnia and Herzegovina and confirming that the job of overseeing the implementation of the DPA will not be abandoned once the OHR phases out.

The job of the EUSR is to show all Bosnians that it is in their interest to move faster as a unified state towards the European Union.  “The ultimate aim is to help Bosnia and Herzegovina evolve into a stable, viable, peaceful and multiethnic country, cooperating peacefully with its neighbours and irreversibly on track towards EU membership.”
  
Annex 11 – the International Police Task Force (IPTF) – overtook the job of police at the beginning of the peace implementation.  It was replaced by the European Union Police Mission (EUPM) on January 1, 2003 as the first mission launched under the ESDP.  Its mission is based on three key areas: support of police reform process; strengthening police accountability; and support to the fight against organised crime.
· The conditions for closing the OHR

· The commission report about BiH
OUTSTANDING ISSUES
Constitution, police, education…
DIFFERENT INTERPRETATIONS OF THE SITUATION IN BOSNIA 
PERSPECTCIVES FOR THE FUTURE   

RECONCOLIATION - Komisija za suočavanje s prošlošću
� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.eubih.org" ��http://www.eubih.org�; text as of December 27, 2008.


� New Europe, EU, Bosnia sign SAA, 23 June 2008, Issue 787 at � HYPERLINK "http://neurope.eu/articles/88045.php" ��http://neurope.eu/articles/88045.php�, accessed December 27, 2008.


� Ibid.








� Expensive implying not only financial, but also political and human cost. 


� The International Herald Tribune, Leaving the work unfinished by Paddy Ashdown, the former High Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina, April 4, 2007; at the Bosnian Institute webpage, Bosnia Report, New Series 55-56, January-July 2007, � HYPERLINK "http://www.bosnia.org.uk/bosrep/report_format.cfm?articleid=3163&reportid=173" ��http://www.bosnia.org.uk/bosrep/report_format.cfm?articleid=3163&reportid=173�, accessed on December 27, 2008.


� The degree of segregation differs across the country.


� Coined by Ivo. H. Daalder in his book Getting to Dayton.  The Making of America's Bosnia Policy.  Daalder served  on the staff of the National Security Council (NSC) in time when the DPA was being implemented in Bosnia and Herzegovina.  His book is based on his own experience, supported by numerous interviews he conducted in this period.  Published by Brookings Institution Press, Washington D.C. in 2000.


� Ivo H. Daalder, Getting to Dayton. The Making of America's Bosnia Policy (Washington, D.C. : Brookings Institution Press, 2000), p. 108. 


� See Richard Holbrooke, To End a War (New York: Random House, 1998).


� Daalder, Getting to Dayton, p. 174.


� Sumantra Bose, Bosnia after Dayton. Nationalist Partition and International Intervention (London: Hurst & Co., 2002), p. 53.


� My apologies to anyone who may feel offended by a parent-child metaphor describing the relationship between the European Union and Bosnia and Herzegovina.  


� The Parliaments of Bosnia and Herzegovina adopted the Law on Defence in the fall of 2005. 


� More on history and mandate of the OHR in Brdsko District at http://www.ohr.int


� The Election Law was adopted by the Parliaments of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2001.


� See International Crisis Group reports dodati datume izvjestaja


� Commission of the European Communities, „Bosnia and Herzegovina 2008 Progress Report“, 5 November 2008, COM(2008)674, p. 7.


� Progress Report, p. 7.


� Ibid.


� Progress Report, p. 12.


� Ibid., p. 20.


� Ibid., p. 47.


� EUSR Introduction at http://www.eusrbih.eu/gen-info/?cid=1012,1,1 





